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Sec. 156. [ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND;
ADVISORY TASK FORCE.]

Subdivision 1. [ESTABLISHMENT.] (a) An advisory task force
to examine the process for making recommendations on
expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust
fund is created, consisting of:

(1) four former members of the current Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources from the house of
representatives, appointed by the executive committee of the
commission;

(2) four former members of the current Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources from the senate, appointed by
the executive committee of the commission; and

(3) eight public members who are not current or past
members of the Legislative Commission on Natural Resources or
the Citizens Advisory Council, established under Minnesota
Statutes, se'ction 116P. 06, but who have submitted trust fund
proposals for funding, appointed by the governor.

(b) The members of the task force shall select a chair who
shall preside and convene meetings of the task force. At least
two house members and two senate members appointed must be from
the minority caucus. Current legislative members of the task
force are entitled to reimbursement for per diem expenses plus
travel expenses incurred in the services of the task force.
Public members of the task force shall be compensated as
provided in Minnesota Statutes, section 15.0575.

(cl The task force shall examine the current process for
recommending appropriations from the environment and natural
resources trust fund and make recommendations for changes in the
process.

(d) By February 15, 2006, the task force shall report on
its recommendations to the governor and the legislative
committees and divisions with jurisdiction over environmenL and
natural resources policy and finance.

Subd. 2. [SUNSET.] The duties of the Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources to recommend expenditures from
the environment and natural resources trust fund expire on June
30, 2006.
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Sec. 37. [CORRSS-14] Laws 2005, First Special Session
chapter 1, article 2, section 11, subdivision 4, is amended to
read:
Subd. 4. Citizen Advisory Committee 10,000 10,000

Summary by Fund
Trust Fund 10, 000 10, 000
$10,000 the first year and $10,000 the
second year are from the trust fund to
the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources for expenses of the citizen
advisory committee as provided in
Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.06L

and expenses of the advisory task force
in article 2, section 156.
Notwithstanding Minnesota Statutes,
section 16A.281, the availability of
$15,000 of the appropriation from Laws
2003, chapter 128, article 1, section
9, subdivision 4, advisory committee,
is extended to June 30, 2007.
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Sec. 14. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES FUND. A permanent environment and
natural resources trust fund is established in the state treasury. Loans may be made of up to five percent
ofthe principal ofthe fund for water system improvements as provided by law. The assets of the fund
shall be appropriated by law for the public purpose of protection, conservation, preservation, and
enhancement of the state's air, water, land, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources. The amount
appropriated each year of a biennium, commencing on July 1 in each odd-numbered year and ending on
and including June 30 in the next odd-numbered year, may be up to 5-1/2 percent of the market value of
the fund on June 30 one year before the start of the biennium. Not less than 40 percent of the net
proceeds from any state-operated lottery must be credited to the fund until the year 2025. [Adopted,
November 8, 1988; Amended, November 6, 1990; November 3, 19981

http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/cco/rules/mnconJArticlell.htm 7/27/20r; 5
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Minnesota Statutes 2004, Chapter 116P.

Copyright 2004 by the Office of Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota.

==1l6P.01
116P.Ol Findings.

The legislature finds that all Minnesotans share the
responsibility to ensure wise stewardship of the state's
environment and natural resources for the benefit of current
citizens and future generations. Proper management of the
state's environment and natural resources includes and requires
foresight, planning, and long-term activities that allow the
state to preserve its high quality environment and provides for
wise use of its natural resources. The legislature also finds
that to undertake such activities properly, a long-term,
consistent, and stable source of funding must be provided.

HIST:1988 c 690 art 1 s 5

==1l6P.02
116P.02 Definitions.

Subdivision 1. Applicability. The definitions in
this section apply to this chapter.

Subd. 2. Advisory committee. "Advisory committee"
means the advisory committee created in section 116P.06.

Subd. 3.
Investment.

Board. "Board" means the state Board of·

Subd. 4. Commission. "Commission" means the
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources.

Subd. 5. Natural resources. "Natural resources"
includes the outdoor recreation system under section 86A.04 and
regional recreation open space systems as defined under section
473.351, subdivision 1.

Subd. 6. Trust fund. "Trust fund" means the
Minnesota environment and natural resources trust fund
established under Minnesota Constitution, article XI, section 14.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 6; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 269; 2003 c 128
art 1 s 146

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.uslbin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current... 7/27/2005
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==1l6P.03
116P.03 Trust fund not to supplant existing fun~ng.

(a) The trust fund may not be used as a substitute for
traditional~ourcesof funding environmental and natural
resources activities, but the trust fund shall supplem~nt the
traditional sources, including those sources used to support the
criteria in section 116P.08, subdivision 1. The trust fund must
be used primarily to support activities whose benefits become
available only over an extended period of time.

(b) The commission must determine the amount of the state
budget spent from traditional sources to fund environmental and
natural resources activities before and after the trust fund is
established and include a comparison of the amount in the report
under section 116P.09, subdivision 7.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 7

==1l6P.04
116P.04 Trust fund account.

Subdivision 1. Establishment of account and investment.
A Minnesota environment and natural resourCeS trust fund,

under article XI, section 14, of the Minnesota Constitution, is
established as an account in the state treasury. The
commissioner of finance shall credit to the trust fund the
amounts authorized under this section and section 116P.10. The
state Board of Investment shall ensure that trust fund money is
invested under section 11A.24. All money earned by the trust
fund must be credited to the trust fund. The principal of the
trust fund and any unexpended earnings must be invested and
reinvested by the state Board of Investment.

Subd. 2. Repealed, 1990 c 610 art 1 s 59

Subd. 3. Revenue. Nothing in sections 116P.01 to
116P.12 limits the source of contributions to the trust fund.

Subd. 4'. Gifts and donations. Gifts and donations,
including land or interests in land, may be made to the trust
fund. Noncash gifts and donations must be disposed of for cash
as soon as the board prudently can maximize the value of the
gift or donation. Gifts and donations of marketable securities
may be held or be disposed of for cash at the option of the
board. The cash receipts of gifts and donations of cash ~r

capital assets and marketable securities disposed of for cash
must be credited immediately to the principal of the trust
fund. The value of marketable securities at the time the gift
or donation is made must be credited to the principal of the
trust fund and any earnings from the marketable securities are
earnings of the trust fund.

Subd. 5. Audits required. The legislative auditor
shall audit trust fund expenditures to ensure that the money is
spent for the purposes provided in the commission's budget plan.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 8; 1990 c 610 art 1 s 44; 1991 c 343

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current...
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s 1

==1l6P.05
116P.05 Legislative Commission on ~nnesota Resources.

Subdivision 1. Membership. (a) A Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources of 20 members is created,
consisting of the chairs of the house and senate committees on
environment and natural resources or designees appointed for the
terms of the chairs, the chairs of the house and senate
committees on environment and natural resources finance or
designees appointed for the terms of the chairs, the chairs of
the house Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committees or
designees appointed for the terms of the chairs, seven members
of the· senate appointed by the Subcommittee on Committees of the
Committee on Rules and Administration, and seven members of the
house appointed by the speaker.

At least three members from the senate and three members
from the house must be from the minority caucus. Members are
entitled to reimbursement for per diem expenses plus travel
expenses incurred in the services of the commission.

(b) Members shall appoint a chair who shall preside and
convene meetings as often as necessary to conduct duties
prescribed by this chapter.

(c) Members shall serve on the commission until their
successors are appointed.

(d) Vacancies occurring on the commission shall not affect
the authority of the remaining members of the commission to
carry out their duties, and vacancies shall be filled in the
same manner under paragraph (a).

Subd. 2. Duties. (a) The commission shall recommend
a budget plan for expenditures from the environment and natural
resources trust fund and shall adopt a strategic plan as
provided in section 116P.08.

(b) The commission shall recommend expenditures to the
legislature from the state land and water conservation account
in the natural resources fund.

(c) It is a condition of acceptance of the appropriations
made from the Minnesota environment and natural resources trust
fund, and oil overcharge money under section 4.071, subdivision
2, that the agency or entity receiving the appropriation must
submit a work program and semiannual progress reports in the
form determined by the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources. None of the money provided may be spent unless the
commission has approved the pertinent work program.

(d) The peer review panel created under section 116P.08
must also review, comment, and report to the commission on
research proposals applying for an appropriation from the oil
overcharge money under section 4.071, subdivision 2.

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.uslbin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current...
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(e) The commission may adopt operating procedures to
fulfill its duties under chapter 116P.

HIST: 1988 c 6~0 art 1 s 9; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 269; 1990 c 594
art 1 s 56; 1991 c 254 art 2 s 39; 1991 6 343 s 2; 1993c 4 s
15; 1994 c 580 s 1; 1997 c 202 art 2s 36; 2003 c 128 art Is
147

==116P.06
116P.06 Advisory committee.

Subdivision 1. Membership. (a) An advisory committee
of 11 citizen members shall be appointed by the governor to
advise the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources on
project proposals to receive funding from the trust fund and the
development of budget and strategic plans. The governor shall
appoint at least one member from each congressional district.
The members shall elect the chair~

(b) The governor's appointees must be confirmed with the
advice and consent of the senate. The membership terms,
compensation, removal, and filling of vacancies for citizen
members of the advisory committee are governed by section
15.0575. Notwithstanding section 15.059, subdivision 5, or
other law to the contrary, the advisory committee does not
expire.

Page 4 of12

Subd. 2. Duties. (a) The advisory committee shall:

(1) prepare and submit to the commission a draft strategic
plan to guide expenditures from the trust fund;

(2) review the reinvest in Minnesota program during
development of the draft strategic plan;

(3) gather public input during development of the draft
strategic plan;

(4) advise the commission on project proposals to receive
funding from the trust fund; arid

(5) advise the commission On development of the budget plan.

(b) The advisory committee may review all project proposals
for funding and may make recommendations to the commission on
whether the projects:

(1) meet the standards and funding categories set forth in
sections 116P.01 to 116P.12;

(2) duplicate existing federal, state, or local projects
being conducted within the state; and

(3) are consistent with the most recent strategic plan
adopted by the commission.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 10; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 269; 1991 c
254 art 2 s 40; 1991 c 343 s 3; 2001 c 161 s 18; 2002 c 225 s 1

http://www.revisor.leg.state.rnn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current... 7/27/20[»5
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==1l6P.07
116P.07 Information gathering.

The commission may convene public forums to gather
information for establishing priorities for funding.

HIST:1988 c690 art 1 s 11; 1991 c 254 art 2 s 41; 1991 c 343
s 4; 2002 c 225 s 2

==1l6P.08
116P.08 Trust fund expenditures; exceptions; plans.

Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the trust fund
may be spent only for:

(1) the reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in
section 84.95, subdivision 2;

(2) research that contributes to increasing the
effectiveness of protecting or managing the state's environment
or natural resources;

(3) collection and analysis of information that assists in
developing the state's environmental and natural resources
policies;

(4) enhancement of public education, awareness, and
understanding necessary for the protection, conservation,
restoration, and enhancement of air, land, water, forests, fish,
wildlife, and other natural resources;

(5) capital projects for the preservation and protection of
unique natural resources;

(6) activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife,
land, air, water, and other natural resources that otherwise may
be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of the state;

(7) administrative and investment expenses incurred by the
State Board of Investment in investing deposits to the trust
fund; and

(8) administrative expenses subject to the limits in
section 116P.09.

Subd. 2. Exceptions. Money from the trust fund may
not be spent for:

(1) purposes of environmental compensation and liability
under chapter 115B and response actions under chapter 115e;

(2) purposes of municipal water pollution control under the
authority of chapters 115 and 116;

(3) costs associated with the decommissioning of nuclear

Page 50f12
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power plants;

(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;

(5) solid waste disposal facilities; or

(6) projects or purposes inconsistent with the strategic
plan.

Subd. 3. Strategic plan required. (a) The commission
shall adopt a strategic plan for making expenditures from the
trust fund, including identifying the priority areas for funding
for the next six years. The strategic plan must be updated
every two years. The plan is advisory only. The commission
shall submit the plan, as a recommendation, to the house of
representatives Ways and Means and senate Finance Committees by
J~uary 1 of each odd-numbered year.

(b) The commission may accept or modify the draft of the
strategic plan submitted to it by the advisory committee before
voting on the plan's adoption.

Subd. 4. Budget plan. (a) Funding may be provided
only for those projects that meet the categories established in
subdivision 1.

(b) Projects submitted to the commission for funding may be
referred to the advisory committee for recommendation.

(c) The commission must adopt a budget plan to make
expenditures from the trust fund for the purposes provided in
subdivision 1. The budget plan must be submitted to the
governor for inclusion in the biennial budget and supplemental
budget submitted to the legislature.

(d) Money in the trust fund may not be spent except under
an appropriation by law.

Subd. 5. Public meetings. All advisory committee and
commission meetings must be open to the public. The commission
shall attempt to meet at least once in each of the state's
congressional districts during each biennium.

Subd. 6. Peer review. (a) Research proposals must
include a stated purpose, timeline, potential outcomes, and an
explanation of the need for the research. All research
proposals must be reviewed by a peer review panel before
receiving an appropriation.

(b) In conducting research proposal reviews, the peer
review panel shall:

(1) comment on the methodology proposed and whether it can
be expected to yield appropriate and useful information and
data;

(2) comment on the need for the research and about similar
existing information available, if any; and

(3) report to the commission and advisory committee on

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.uslbin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current...
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clauses (1) and (2).

(c) The peer review panel also must review compl~ted

research proposals that have received an appropriation and
comment and report upon whether the project reached the intended
goals.

Subd. 7. Peer review panel membership. (a) The peer
review panel must consist of at least five members who are
knowledgeable in general research methods in the areas of
environment and natural resources. Not more than two members of
the panel may be employees of state agencies in Minnesota.

(b) The commission shall select a chair every two years who
shall be responsible for convening meetings of the panel as
often as is necessary to fulfill its duties as prescribed in
this section. Compensation of panel members is governed by
section 15.059, subdivision 3.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 12; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 178; 1991 c
254 art 2 s 42,43; 1991 c 343 s 5,6; 1994 c 580 s 2,3; 2001 c 7
s 31; 2004 c 284 art 2 s 14

==116P.09
116P.09 Administration.

Subdivision 1. Administrative authority. The
commission may appoint legal and other personnel and consultants
necessary to carry out functions and duties of the commission.
Permanent employees shall be in the unclassified service. In
addition, the commission may request staff assistance and data
from any other agency of state government as needed for the
execution of the responsibilities of the commission and advisory
committee and an agency must promptly furnish it.

Subd. 2. Liaison officers. The commission shall
request each department or agency head of all state agencies
with a direct interest and responsibility in any phase of
environment and natural resources to appoint, and the latter
shall appoint for the agency, a liaison officer who shall work
closely with the commission and its staff.

Subd. 3. Appraisal and evaluation. The commission
shall obtain and appraise information available through private
organizations and groups, utilizing to the fullest extent
possible studies, data, and reports previously prepared or
currently in progress by·public agencies, private organizations,
groups, and others, concerning future trends in the protection,
conservation, preservation, and enhancement of the state's air,
water, land, forests, fish, wildlife, native vegetation, and
other natural resources. Any data compiled by the commission
shall be made available to any standing or interim committee of
the legislature upon the request of the chair of the respective
committee.

Subd. 4. Personnel. Persons who are employed by a
state agency to work on a project and are paid by an
appropriation from the trust fund are in the unclassified civil

htt:p://www.revisorJeg.state.mn.uslbinlgetpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current...
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service, and their continued employment is contingent upon the
availability of money from the appropriation. When the
appropriation has been spent, their positions must be canceled
and the approved complement of the agency reduced accordingly.
Part-time employment of persons for a project is authorized.
The use of classified employees is authorized when approved as
part of the work program required by section 116P.05,
subdivision 2, paragraph (c).

Subd. 5. Administrative expense. The prorated
expenses related to commission administration of the trust fund
may not exceed an amount equal to four percent of the amount
available for appropriation of the trust fund for the biennium.

Subd. 6. Conflict of interest. A commission member,
advisory committee member, peer review panelist, or an employee
of the commission may not participate in or vote on a decision
of the commission, advisory committee, or peer review panel
relating to an organization in which the member, panelist, or
employee has either a direct or indirect personal financial
interest. While serving on the legislative commission, advisory
committee, or peer review panel, or being an employee of the
commission, a person shall avoid any potential conflict of
interest.

Subd. 7. Report required. The commission shall, by
January 15 of each odd-numbered year, submit a report to the
governor, the chairs of the house appropriations and senate
finance committees, and the chairs of the house and senate
committees on environment and natural resources. Copies of the
report must be available to the public. The report must include:

(1) a copy of the current strategic plan;

(2) a description of each project receiving money from the
trust fund during the preceding biennium;

(3) a summary of any research project completed in the
preceding biennium;

(4) recommendations to implement successful projects and
programs into a state agency's standard operations;

(5) to the extent known by the commission, descriptions of
the projects anticipated to be supported by the trust fund
during the next biennium;

(6) the source and amount of all revenues collected and
distributed by the commission, including all administrative and
other expenses;

(7) a description of the assets and liabilities of the
trust fund;

(8) any findings or recommendations that are deemed proper
to assist the legislature in formulating legislation;

.(9) a list of all gifts and donations with a value over
$1,000;

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current...
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(10) a comparison of the amounts spent by the state for
environment and natural resources activities through the most
recent fiscal year; and

(11) a copy of the most recent compliance audit.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 13; 1991 c 254 art 2 s 44-46; 1991 c
343 s 7-10; 1994 c 580 s 4; 2003 c 128 art 1 s 148-150

==1l6P.10
116P.l0 Royalties, copyrights, patents.

This section applies to projects supported by the trust
fund and the oil overcharge money referred to in section 4.071,
subdivision 2, each of which is referred to in this section as a
"fund." The fund owns and shall take title to the percentage of
a royalty, copyright, or patent resulting from a project
supported by the fund equal to the percentage of the project's
total funding provided by the fund. Cash receipts resulting
from a royalty, copyright, or patent, or the sale of the fund's
rights to a royalty, copyright, or patent, must be credited
immediately to the principal of the fund. Receipts from
Minnesota future resources fund projects must be credited to the
trust fund. Before a project is included in the budget plan,
the commission may vote to relinquish the ownership or rights to
a royalty, copyright, or patent resulting from a project
supported by the fund to the project's proposer when the amount
of the original grant or loan, pins interest, has been repaid to
the fund.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 14; 1993 c 172 s 79; 2003 c 128 art 1
s 151

==1l6P.11
116P.ll Availability of funds for disbursement.

(a) The amount biennially available from the trust fund for
the budget plan developed by the commission is as defined in the
Minnesota Constitution, article XI, section 14.

(b) Any appropriated funds not encumbered in the biennium
in which they are appropriated cancel and must be credited to
the principal of the trust fund.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 sIS; 1990 c 594 art 1 s 57; 1990 c 612
s 14; 1992 c 513 art 2 s 27; 1992 c 539 s 10; 1993 c 300 s 10;
1994 c 580 s 5; 1995 c 220 sIll; 2002 c 225 s 3

==1l6P .12
116P.12 Water system improvement loan program.

Subdivision 1. Loans authorized. (a) If the
principal of the trust fund equals or exceeds $200,000,000, the
commission may vote to set aside up to five percent of the

Page 9 of12
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principal of the trust fund for water system improvement loans.
The purpose of water system improvement loans is to offer below
market rate interest loans to local units of government for the
purposes of water system improvements.

(b) The interest on a loan shall be calculated on the
declining balance at a rate four percentage points below the
secondary market yield of one-year United States Treasury bills
calculated according to section 549.09, subdivision 1, paragraph
(c) .

(c) An eligible project must prove that existing federal or
state loans or grants have not been adequate.

(d) Payments on the principal and interest of loans under
this section must be credited to the trust fund.

(e) Repayment of loans made under this section must be
completed within 20 years.

(f) The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority must report
to the commission each year on the loan program under this
section.

Page 10 of12

Subd. 2. Application and administration. (a) The
commission must adopt a procedure for the issuance of the water
system improvement loans by the Public Facilities Authority.

(b) The commission also must ensure that the loans are
administered according to its fiduciary standards and
requirements.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 16

==116P.13
116P.13 Minnesota future resources fund.

Subdivision 1. Revenue sources. The money in the
Minnesota future resources fund consists of revenue credited
under section 297F.10, subdivision 1, paragraph (b), clause (1).

Subd. 2. Interest. The interest attributable to the
investment of the Minnesota future resources fund must be
credited to the fund.

Subd. 3. Revenue purposes. Revenue in the Minnesota
future resources fund may be spent for purposes of natural
resources acceleration and outdoor recreation, including but not
limited to the development, maintenance, and operation of the
state outdoor recreation system under chapter 86A and regional
recreation open space systems as defined under section 473.351,
subdivision 1.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 17; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 179; 1997 c
106 art 2 s 4

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current... 7/27/2005
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==116P .14
116P.14 Federal land and water conservation funds.

Subdi~ision 1. Designated agency. The Department of
Natural Resources is designated as the state agency to apply
for, accept, receive, and disburse federal reimbursement funds
and private funds, which are granted to the state of Minnesota
from section 6 of the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act.

Subd. 2. State land and water conservation account;
creation. A state land and water conservation account is
created in the natural resources fund. All of the money made
available to the state from funds granted under subdivision 1
shall be deposited in the state land and water conservation
account.

Subd. 3. Local share. Fifty percent of all money
made available to the state from funds granted under subdivision
1 shall be distributed for projects to be acquired, developed,
and maintained by local units of government, providing that any
project approved is consistent with a statewide or a county or
regional recreational plan and compatible with the statewide
recreational plan. All money received by the commissioner for
local units of government is appropriated annually to carry out
the purposes for which the funds are received.

Subd. 4. State share. Fifty percent of the money
made available to the state from funds granted under subdivision
1 shall be used for state land acquisition and development for
the state outdoor recreation system under chapter 86A and the
administrative expenses necessary to maintain eligibility for
the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund.

HIST: lSp2001 c 2 s 140; 2003 c 128 art 1 s 152,153

==116P.15
116P.15 Land acquisition restrictions.

Subdivision 1. Scope. A recipient of an
appropriation from the trust fund or the Minnesota future
resources fund who acquires an interest in real property with
the appropriation must comply with this section. If the
recipient fails to comply with the terms of this section,
ownership of the interest in real property transfers to the
state. For the purposes of this section, "interest in real
property" includes, but is not limited to, an easement or fee
title to property.

Subd. 2. Restrictions; modification procedure. (a)
An interest in real property acquired with an appropriation from
the trust fund or the Minnesota future resources fund must be
used in perpetuity or for the specific term of an easement
interest for the purpose for which the appropriation was made.

(b) A recipient of funding who acquires an interest in real
property subject to this section may not alter the intended use
of the interest in real property or convey any interest in the

Page 11 of 12
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real property acquired with the appropriation without the prior
review and approval of the commission. The commission shall
establish procedures to review requests from recipients to alter
the use of or convey an interest in real property. These
procedures shall allow for the replacement of the interest in
real property with another interest in real property meeting the
following criteria:

(1) the interest is at least equal in fair market value, as
certified by the commissioner of natural resources, to the
interest being replaced; and

(2) the interest is in a reasonably equivalent location,.
and has a reasonably equivalent usefulness compared to the
interest being replaced.

(c) A recipient of funding who acquires an interest in real
property under paragraph (a) must separately record a notice of
funding restrictions in the appropriate local government office
where the conveyance of the interest in real property is filed.
The notice of funding agreement must contain:

(1) a legal description of the interest in real property
covered by the funding agreement;

(2) a reference to the underlying funding agreement;

(3) a reference to this section; and

(4) the following statement:

"This interest in real property shall be administered in
accordance with the terms, conditions, and purposes of the grant
agreement or work program controlling the acquisition of the
property. The interest in real property, or any portion of the
interest in real property, shall not be sold, transferred,
pledged, or otherwise disposed of or further encumbered without
obtaining the prior written approval of the Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources or its successor. If the
holder of the interest in real property fails to comply with the
terms and conditions of the grant agreement or work program,
ownership of the interest in real property shall transfer to
this state."

HIST: lSp2001 c 2 s 141; 2002 c 225 s 4

Please direct all comments concerning issues or legislation
to your House Member or State Senator.

For Legislative Staff or for directions to the Capitol, visit the Contact Us page.

General questions or comments.

Page 12 of 12
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STRATEGIC PLAN
July 1990 - JUly 1996

MIN;N~ESOTA'S:·ENVI:RONMENT.AN:D

NATURALRESO'URCESTRUST FU;N~D

lhisiS the RrstStr'8regiCPIan

ReCommended by the
. .

Citizen Advisory Committee

to the

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON MINNESOTA RESOURCES

Pr.mble to the Trust Fund Law

The· .legislature finds that all .Minnesotans share the
responsibilitytpensure'wise'stewar(1snip of the state 's

. ef1vironmen~8.J and .natural reso(lrces for the benefit of
current citizer1s,al1d future generations. Proper
management of the state's environment .and natural
resources includes and reqUires foresight, planning
and long-term activities that allow thestate tq preserve
its highqualityenvironmentandprovides for wise use of
its natura! resource& The legislature alSo finds that to
underta!<e$uch activities properly, a long-term consis
tent and stabiesource.offunding mustbe provided~

Adopted December 11 , 1~89 .



Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Rrn..65 - State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

WHAT IS THE LCMR?

Fall 2005

The Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) is a
bipartisan commission that makes funding recommendations to the
Legislature for special environment and natural resource projects.
Funding recommendations are typically for new, innovative, or
accelerated projects designed to help sustain, enhance, and utilize
Minnesota's natural resources.

The LCMR was created in 1963 to provide the Legislature with the
backgrourid necessary to evaluate programs proposed to preserve,
develop, and maintain Minnesota's natural resources. Since that
time, over $560 million has been appropriated for approximately
1,260 projects.

In 1963, projects were originally funded with Minnesota Future
Resources Fund revenue (2 cents of the cigarette tax) until 2003
when that revenue was redirected to the General Fund. The first
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund appropriation
(partially supported by Minnesota State Lottery proceeds) was in
1991. Today, the Trust Fund is the primary funding source of the
LCMR. Other funds such as the Oil Overcharge Money and the
Great Lakes Protection Account are recommended for appropriation
when available.

The Commission uses a number of approaches to assess the status
of the state's natural resources and identify important issues and
needs. These approaches include: site visits to public and private
sector natural resource projects, regional discussions with natural
resource managers, and a web survey soliciting input from citizens.
With information gathered through those activities, the Commission
adopts a Strategic Plan and issues a Request for Proposal to guide
expenditure recommendations by the LCMR to the Minnesota
Legislature for natural resource projects.



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCE TRUST FUND
In November 1988, Minnesota voters approved a constitutional amendment establishing the Trust Fund and authorizing
the creation of the Minnesota State Lottery. A second amendment was adopted in 1990 extending the dedication of
40% of the net lottery proceeds from the state lottery through 2025. This amounts to approximately 6 cents of each
dollar spent on lottery tickets. Average lottery contributions to the Trust Fund equal about $23-$26 million a year.

The market value of the Trust Fund was $377 million as of June 30, 2005. Up to 5.5% ofthe market value of the fund
can be used for projects each year. For the 2006-07 biennium, the LCMR is recommended $38 million from the Trust
Fund for projects, compared to approximately $33 million last biennium.

WHO ARE THE LCMR MEMBERS?

The LCMR is comprised of 20 members:

• Chairs of the House and Senate committees on Environment & Natural Resources

• Chairs of the House and Senate committees on Environment & Natural Resources Finance

• Chairs of the House Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committees (or designees of the above appointed for
the terms of the chairs)

• Seven members of the Senate appointed by the Subcommittee on Committees of the Committee on Rules and
Administration

• Seven members of the House appointed by the Speaker

At least three members each from the Senate and House must be from the minority caucus. The members elect their
officers, rotating the chair between the Senate and the House every two years. The LCMR employs four full-time
nonpartisan professional and support staff.

In addition, the LCMR is advised by an 11-member Citizen Advisory Committee that is appointed by the Governor with
at least one member from each congressional district.

1963 - LCMR, then called the MN
Outdoor Recreation Resource
Commission, consisting of 14 members
evolved from the Federal Land & Water
Conservation Act (LAWCON) process.
The Legislature authorized a one cent
cigarette tax into the Minnesota Future
Resources Fund (MFRF) to fund
environmental projects throughout the
state.

1977 - The Commission's first
Request for Proposals (RFP)
was distributed.

1969 - The Legislature
authorized an ADDITIONAL
one cent cigarette tax into
the MFRF for natural
resource issues.

LCMR
TIMELINE

1963 1969 1977 1988

1988 - A constitutional
amendment passe£!
establishing the TrLlst Fund.
Commission membership
increased to 16.



How DOES THE PROCESS WORK?
Odd-NUmbered Years:

• Summer and Fall -LCMR conducts. s.ite visits. to public and
private s.ector natural resources. projects, talks. with
profes.s.ionals, solicits. input from citizens to as.sess. the s.tatus
of the state's natural res.ources., and identifies important iss.ues.
and needs..

• Winter -the Commission adopts. a comprehensive s.trategic
plan for funding priorities. and iss.ues. a Reques.t for Proposals.
(RFP).

Even-Numbered Years:

• February I March -Proposals. are due to the LCMR office.

• May I June -LCMR and Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC)
review and evaluate all propos.als., then select propos.als. that
best fit the funding priorities.

• June I JUly -a s.elect number of proposal managers are
invited to pres.ent their propos.als before the LCMR and CAC
members. at a s.eries. of public hearings..

Projects that are recommended for funding are reviewed by the
Legislature in tne odd-numbered legislative session for inclus.ion in
appropriate legis.lation allocating the funds. Projects with LCMR
approved work programs can begin work on July 1 of the odd
numbered years..

This. biennium FY 06-07, the LCMR is recommending 73 projects
for a total of $39 million to the 2005 Legislature from three funding
sources: Environment and Natural Res.ources. Trus.t Fund; Land
and Water Conservation Act (LAWCON); and Great Lakes
Protection Account. The Governor vetoed 11 projects totaling
$4.126 million'lihichincluded s.econd year biennium funding for the
LCMR Admil1is.trative budget. Als.o included in the 2005 law was
funding for an Environment and Natural Resources Advisory Tas.k
Force, which charge is. "to examine the proces.s for making
recommendations on expenditures from the environment and
natural res.ources trus.t fund". Look for updates pos.ted at:
http://www.lcmr.leg.mn/taskforcemainpg.htm

LCMR MEMBERS

SENATORS

Ellen Anders.on

D. Scott Dibble

Dennis Fredericks.on

Linda Higgins

Pat Paris.eau

Carrie Ruud

Dallas. Sams.

David Tomass.oni

Charles. Wiger

Jim Vickerman

REPRESENT AT IVES

Kathy Tingelstad, Chair

Lyndon Carlson

Dan Dorman

Tom Hackbarth

Larry Howes

Thomas Huntley

Denny McNamara

Peter Nelson

Dan Severson

Jean Wagenius

Membership as of

Fal/2005

1991 - First year $14.6 million of
Trust Fund money was available for
distribution along with $20 million in
other money for a total of $34.6
million for the biennium. LCMR
members received 730 proposals.

2003- Minnesota Future
Resource Fund (cigarette tax)
is redirected to the General
Fund and i$"no longer
recommended for
appropriations by the LCMR.

•
1990 1991 1998 2003

1990 - The Constitution was
amended so that 40% of the
net lottery proceeds were to
be deposited into the Trust
Fund through the year 2025.

1998 - A constitutional amendment
allowed distribution of up to 5.5%
of the Trust Fund account balance
per year for distribution for natural
resource projects. Commission
membership increased to 20.
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WHAT TYPES OF PROJECTS ARE FUNDED?

ALL FUNDING SOURCES: ML 1991 - 2005 LCMRProjects
equals 1000/0 ofamount appropriated

WHO RECEIVES FUNDING?
The Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund appropriations have equaled about 1%
of the total state spending on environment and natural resources biennially. The Trust FJ In''t
is appropriated by the Legislature along with the rest of the state budget for environment. ·0
natural resources spending. . "-...~)

Recreation including
History
38.8%

Children's
Environmental

Health
0.2%

Energy
3.1%

Adm inistration
2.2%

Water Resources
9.6%

. Land Use & Natural
Resource

Information
7.3%

Agriculture &
Natural Resource

Industries
7.9%

Environmental
Education I
Information

5.8%

Fish & Wildlife
Habitat

25%

Anyone may apply for funding from the Trust Fund provided that the proposal is consistent
with public purposes. Past recipients include:

+ state agencies

+ local governments

+ colleges & universities

+ nonprofit organizations
+ school districts

+ private individuals & companies

District 5 & At Large

David Hartwell

District 3

*vacant

District 5

Nancy Gibson, Chair

James Nelson

District 4

*vacant

District 1 & At Large

John Kvasnicka

Appointed by the Governor

District 2

Nalani McCutcheon

John Dyke

District 6

Catherine Thayer Nicholson

CITIZEN

ADVISORY

COMMITTEE (CAC)
for the Environment &

Natural Resources
Trust Fund

District 7

*vacant

District 8

*vacant

*Vacancy
If interested in serving on the

CAe, contact the Secretary of
State's Office, Open Appoint

ments, at 651-296-5845 or
WWW.sos.state.mn.us

Membership as of

July 1,2005

The LCMR Skiffis available a"!Ytime to

help with questions, spe~iji~'J on p",,?jedj~

natural resource issues and background

information. Do not hesitate to call with

your questions or to set up a meeting.

LCMRStaff:

John Velin, Director
Susan Thornton, AssistantDirector
Susan Von Mosch, Manager of
Research & Planning
Sandy Smith, Secretary

Phone: 651-296-2406

Fax: 651-296-1321

Email: lcmr@comrnissions.1eg.state.mn.y

Web Address: www.lcmr.leg.:J:lUl



LCMR activities consist of factfinding and evaluation of natural resource
issues, Strategic Planning, Review of Proposals and recommendations
for funding primarily from the Environment and Natural Resources Trust
Fund; project implementation and continued evaluation. LCMR consists
of 20 members, ten from the House and ten from the Senate. A staff of
4. FTE support the activities of the Commission. In addition, a Citizen
Advisory Committee is appointed by the Govemor for activities related to
the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund (CAC).

LCMR Biennial Activites Timetable

Election of Chair - altemates between House and Senate Odd yr. end of session

I. FACTFINDING and NATURAL RESOURCE EVALUATION
A. LCMR develop a focus for the Site Visits and Issues Seminar. CAC
participates. Odd yr. End of session
8. Resource Evaluation and Site Visits (public meetings as part of trips)
Up to 4 two day trips. CAC participates Summer /fall odd year
C. Issues Seminar (CAC participates)

Fall, odd year
II. Strategic Planning

A. LCMR starts strategic planning meetings - CAC advises on Draft
Plan forTF Fall, odd year
B. LCMR finalizes funding priorities and criteria for RFP

End of odd year
III. RFP and Proposal Review

A. RFP designed, printed, and distributed
Beginning even yr

8. Staff assists potential proposers on proposal development
Winter even yr.

C. Proposals are due to LCMR (1-2 months after distribution)
Feb. even yr.

D. Proposals are processed, staff ranked according to LCMR adopted
Criteria, and reviewed by outside professionals March/April even yr.
E. LCMR meets to determine proposals for hearing selections for all

. funds (receives advice from CAC regarding TF proposals) Spring even yr.
F. LCMR meets several days over several week period for proposal
hearings for all funds (average 30 minutes per proposal) 5 sets of two
day hearings = 10 days Summer even yr.
G. LCMR meets to make final recommendations for funding and I

determine funding source. (2 days) LCMR receives CAC advice for TF.
Summer even yr.

H. Staff requests work programs from final projects selected
Fall even yr.

I. Peer Review: those projects which are research are reviewed by a
peer review panel Fall even yr.
J. LCMR final recommendations presented to the legislature in
legislative bill form to policy and money committees Odd year session
K. Final Legislative actions taken on bill and sent to Gov.

Spring odd yr.
IV. Project Implementation and Evaluation

o.

A. Work Programs are approved by the LCMR
June odd yr.

B. Projects begin with funding in July of odd numbered years
July 1 odd yr.

C. LCMR and staff continue with monitoring of project progress and
post peer review of research results

J: SHAREJEXCELlBUDGETlbudget sheet



LCMR Current 2 Year Proposal Process Cycle

LCMR starts strategic planning
meetings for all funding sources

(TF, GLPA, Oil Overcharge, FRF) ODD
YEAR

LCMR meets several
days over several week

period for proposal
hearings for all funds
(CAC in attendance)

average 30 min. per proposa

LCMR meets to make final recom
mendations for funding and
determine funding source

Staffrequests work
programs from final
projects selected

PeerReview: Those projects
which are research are reviewed

by a peer review panel

I
LCMR finalizes priorities,
criteria and RFP

LCMR recomendations presented
to the legislature in legislativebill form

to policyand moneycommittees

EVEN ....--_...1.-_---.

YEAR
RFP designed,
printed and
distributed

Staff holds
proposal
development
workshops
for public

I
Final Legislative actions taken on bill

I
Bill is signed by Governor

I

LCMR meets to determine
proposals for hearing selection
for all funds

Work programs are approved
bytheLCMR

LCMR and Staffcontinuewith
monitoring ofprojectprogress and
post peer review ofresearch results

Projects begin with funding
in July ofodd numbered
years

$

Proposals are due to
LCMR (1-2 months after
distribution)

Proposals are
processed, staff
ranked,and
reviewed by
outside
professionals
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Publications & Reports

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
LCMR members and staff receive many phone calls and questions with regard to the Environment and Natural
Resources Trust Fund and how it relates to the LCMR process. We have included these questions and
answers below'

What is the Environment and What type of Projects are funded?
Natural Resources Trust Fund?

• How is the Trust Fund money spent?

• How long has the Trust Fund been in • How much money has been appropriated?
existence? • Where has the money been 'spent?

• What can it be used for? • Are there projects that cannot be funded?
• Who qualifies for Trust Fund money? Who • How can I find out more about individual

gets this money? projects?
• Was the Minnesota State Lottery

established so the state could lower taxes
for everyone?

How is it Funded? Who decides where the mon~yj~

spent?
• What is the current value of the Trust Fund

today? • How does the LCMR decide what to
• Who invests the Trust Fund's principal? recommend?
• During the last biennium the Lottery • How do I apply?

contributed $48 million to the Trust Fund,
• Is the Environment and Natural Resourcesbut only $27 million was appropriated. Trust Fund the only resource for fundingWhy? environmental projects?

Where are the projects funded?

• My part of the state seems to get less than
its "fair share" of the money. Why?

• Why don't the Trust Fund expenditures
occur in the same places where the lottery
money is generated?

What is the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund?

http://www.~ommissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcmr/trustfundltfquestion.htm 7/27/2005
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The Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund is a permanent fund established in the Minnesota
Constitution.

How long has the Trust Fund been in existence?

The Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund was established following voter approval of a
constitutional amendment in November 1988. The first lottery proceeds were deposited in the fund in May
1990. In November 1990, voters approved dedication of 40 percent of net lottery proceeds to the Trust Fund
through December 2000. This dedication was continued through December 2024 after passage of a
constitutional amendment in November 1998.

What can it be used for?

It can only be used to fund projects of long-term benefit to Minnesota's environment and natural resources. The
Trust Fund may not be used as a substitute for traditional sources of environmental or natural resource funding.
It must supplement, not supplant the traditional sources of money.

Who qualifies for Trust Fund money?

Anyone may apply for an appropriation from the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund providing the
proposal is consistent with public purposes. However, many more proposals are received than can be funded.
Past recipients include state agencies, local governments, colleges and universities, school districts, and non
profit organizations.

Was the Minnesota State Lottery established so the state could lower taxes for everyone?'

This was not the stated purpose of the Trust Fund. Language in the authorizing legislation, M.S. Chp. 116P;03,
. very clearly indicates the Trust Fund should result in a net increase in spending on environment and natural
resource purposes. The state lottery is the source of the money for the Trust Fund through the year 2024. The

,lottery also provides about $57 million per year into the state's general fund.

How is it funded?

The Trust Fund receives 40 percent of net Minnesota State Lottery proceeds (between 6 cents and 7 cents of
each dollar wagered on the lottery.) This source of funding is guaranteed by the Minnesota Constitution through
December 31,2024. The Trust Fund may also receive contributions from other sources, such as private
donations.

What is the current value of the Trust Fund today?

As of December 2003 the market value of the Trust Fund is approximately $300 million.

Who invests the Trust Fund's principal?

The State Board of Investment, the agency charged with the administration and direction of all state funds, is
responsible for the management of the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund.

The Lottery contributed $21 million to the Trust Fund each year, but only $15 million each year was
appropriated. Why?

The Trust Fund is a permanent fund, similar to an endowment. By law, 5 1/2% of the market value of the fund
can be utilized for projects each year. Lottery proceeds are added to the fund's principal. Over time, as the fund
grows, earnings will also grow, and more projects can be funded. Eventually, the amount available for

http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcmr/trustfurtd/tfquestion.htm 7/27/2005
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expenditure will likely be greater than the annual lottery contribution. The value of the Trust Fund as of
December 2003 is $300 million.

What types of projects are funded?

How is the Trust Fund money spent?

Trust Fund appropriations so far have equaled around one percent of the total state spending on environment
and natural resources biennially. It is appropriated by the Legislature, along with the rest of the state budget for
environment and natural resources spending; The LCMR issues a Request for Proposal, open to everyone,
reviews and makes recommendation on projects to be funded by the Trust Fund. This recommendation is sent
to the full Legislature. Once the Legislature has approved or modified the LCMR recommendations, the
appropriations are authorized. Next, a detailed workprogram must be approved by the LCMR. In many cases,
the appropriation will pass through a state agency to a local government or nonprofit, a contract must also be
executed laying out the specific terms of work and schedules and the requirements for receiving reimbursement
through the appropriation.

How much money has been appropriated?

From 1991-2003, the legislature has appropriated $174,090,000 million to 287 projects.

Where has the money been spent?

Funded projects fall into the following broad categories (pie chart):

o Recreation, including parks and trails and history: $69,899,000
o Fish and wildlife habitat and critical lands: $55,914,000
o Water resources:$14,251 ,000
o Environmental education: $8,311,000
o Agriculture and natural resource-based industries: $7,997,000
o Land use and natural resource information: $13,457,000
o Energy: $346,000
o Administration: $3,352,000
o Children's Environmental Health: $563,000

By law, money in the Trust Fund may be spent only on certain types of projects.
116P.08 Trust fund expenditures; exceptions; plans.
Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the trust fund may be spent only for:
(1) the reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in section 84.95, subdivision 2;
(2) research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness of protecting or managing the state's environment
or natural resources;
(3) collection and analysis of information that assists in developing the state's environmental and natural
resources policies;
(4) enhancement of public education, awareness, and understanding necessary for the protection,
conservation, restoration, and enhancement of air, land, water, forests, fish, wildlife, and other natural
resources;
(5) capital projects for the preservation and protection of unique natural resources;
(6) activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water, and other natural resources that otherwise
may be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of the state;
(7) administrative and investment expenses incurred by the state board of investment in investing deposits to
the trust fund; and
(8) administrative expenses subject to the limits in section 116P.09.

http://www.commissions.1eg.state.mn.us/1c~/trustfund/tfquestion.htm 7/27/2005
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Are there projects that cannot be funded?
By law, certain types of projects cannot be funded through the Environment and Natural Resources
Trust Fund.
116P.08 Trust fund expenditures; exceptions; plans.
Subd. 2. Exceptions. Money from the trust fund may not be spent for:
(1) purposes of environmental compensation and liability under chapter 1158 and response actions under
chapter 115C;
(2) purposes of municipal water pollution control under the authority of chapters 115 and 116;
(3) costs associated with the'decommissioning of nuclear power plants;
(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;
(5) solid waste disposal facilities; or
(6) projects or purposes inconsistent with the strategic plan.

How can I find out more about individual projects?

The LCMR's web site (http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcmr/projectabs.html) includes all project
abstracts from 1991, as well as contacts at organizations receiving the appropriations.

Where are the projects funded?

My part of the state seems to get less than its "fair share" of the money. Why?

There are several reasons why it may seem that some portions of the state receive less than would be
"expected" given either population or lottery sales. First, many of the approved projects are of statewide benefit
and cannot easily be identified with any given locality. An example of this type of project is research into the
control of pests such as Eurasian water milfoil and purple loosestrife. Second, by law, the LCMR reviews

,., proposals based on their individual merit and consist-ency with the strategic plan, not with regard to any
geographic quota. Third, there simply may be few or no proposals submitted from a particular area.

Why don't the Trust Fund expenditures occur in the same places where the lottery money is generated?

Many people ask this question with an assumption that the lottery dollars represent some form of investment by
the players who then have standing to determine how and where the investment is handled. In fact, the lottery
is not an investment. It is a recreational enterprise operated by state government. The winning players, as a
group, receive back (62) cents on their dollar played. So, the trust fund is not viewed as a mechanism to pay
people back in projects for their dollars spent on the lottery. Rather, it is viewed as a device to accumulate
capital, invest the capital and spend the earnings on projects to enhance and protect the environment.

Who decides where the money is spent?

Applications for funding are made to the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR). The LCMR
makes a recommendation to the full legislature which in turn must pass a bill allocating the funds. Once passed,
the bill may be signed or vetoed by the governor

How does the LCMR decide what to recommend?

Every biennium the LCMR reviews the major environmental issues facing the state and prepares a strategic
plan that identifies priority areas for funding. The commission may ask selected organizations to make
presentations prior to final review and recommendations. Final recommendations are based on consistency
with the strategic plan and with regard to the limited funding available.

http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcmr/trustfund/tfquestion.htm 7/27/2005
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How do I apply?

Page 5 of5

Contact the LCMR at 65 State Office Building, 100 Constitution Avenue, St. Paul, MN 55155, telephone (651)
296-2406, e-maillcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us. For information on the 2005funding cycle, visit their web
page, http://www.lcmr.leg.mn. There is a link from the main page.

Is the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund the only resource for funding environmental
projects?

No. Trust Fund appropriations so far have equaled around one percent of the total state spending on
environment and natural resources biennially. It is appropriated by the Legislature, along with the rest of the
state budget for environment and natural resources spending.

The legislature up until 2003, through the LCMR, also recommended funding of projects through the Minnesota
Future Resources Fund (financed through a portion of the cigarette tax) and the Great Lakes Protection Fund.
As does the Trust Fund, these funds also have restrictions on their use.

Last Updated: 03/10105 (ss)

send comments regarding this site to:
Icmr@lcmr.leg.mn

http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcmr/trustfund/tfquestion.htm 7/27/2005



Appropriations from Revenue Sources available to the LCMR for Funding Recommendations

Environment and Future Oil Land & Water Great Lakes

Appropriation Natural Resources Resources Overcharge Conservation Protection
Year Trust Fund Fund Money (LAWCON) Account Totals

1991 14,960,000 16,534,000 3,500,000 0 34,994,000
Ch 254 Art. 1 Sec. 14

1993 24,600,000 14,662,000 2,012,000 0 41,274,000
Ch 174 Sec. 14

1994 1,346,000 1,404,000 0 0 2,750,000
Ch 632 Art. 2 Sec. 6

1995 18,019,000 15,083,000 2,055,000 130,000 35,287,000
Ch 229 Sec. 19, 20, 21

1996 1,630,000 3,258,000 0 0 4,888,000
Ch407Sec.8

1997 22,270,000 14,668,000 150,000 120,000 37,208,000
Ch 216 Sec. 15

1999* 26,010,000 16,040,000 0 200,000 42,250,000
Ch 231, Sec. 16

2001 34,620,000 15,385,000 180,000 87,000 50,272,000
1st. Sp.Ses.,Ch. 2, Sec. 14

2002 316,000 0 0 0 316,000
Ch. 220, Art. 8, Sec. 1 & 8

2003- 30,100,000 17,87(;),(;)(;)(;) 519,000 2,000,000 .. 56,000 50,545,000
Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 9 0* 32,675,000

200S- 33,560,000 0 0 1,600,000 .. 0 35,160,000
1st. Sp.Ses.,Ch. 1, Art. 2, Sec. 11

173,871,000 114,904,000 8,416,000 3,600,000 593,000 367,619,000

NOTE: Does not reflect vetoes below.

*1999 Veto 350,000 TF
200,000 TF

1,200,000 FRF
1,750,000

.. 2001 Veto

"*2005 Veto

275,000 FRF
455,000 TF
730,000

4.098,000 TF
28,000 GLPA

4,126,000

* 2003 Future Resource Fund was readirected to the General Fund, not to be recommended by the LCMR per ML 2003, Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 146 &Sec. 155.
** Previous to 2003, the LAWCON money was included in the Future Resource Fund appropriation for purposes of this chart.



Appropriations for LCMR Administrative Expenses
Statutory reference MS 116P.09
The amounts shown here are part of the total appropriation above

Environment & Carryforward Future

Appropriation Natural Resources Resources Year

Year Trust Fund Fund Total

1991 850,000 850,000
1993 270,000 425,000 695,000
1995 394,000 308,000 702,000
1997 472,000 304,000 776,000
1999 567,000 333,000 900,000
2001 738,000 389,000 1,127,000
2003 672,000 172,000 ** 428,000 1,272,000

o *
2005 449,000 0 449,000 ***
Total 3,562,000 2,609,000 5,499,000

Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) budget included in LCMR Administrative Expenses
from 1991 - 2001.

In 2003, CAC had a separate appropriation of $45,000 and was NOT included in the
LCMR Administrative Expenses.

In 2005, CAC has a recommended separate appropriation of $35,000 ($20,000 from
06-07 and $15,000 04-05 Carryforward)

NOTES:

* Future Resources Fund was redirected to the General Budget, not to be recommended by the
LCMR per per ML 2003, Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 146& Sec. 155.

** Carryforward from 02-03 (Trust Fund)
*** This amount reflects only first biennium funding. The governor vetoed the second half of
the biennium funding of the administrative budget ($450,000).



ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ABSTRACTS OF NOTEWORTHY PROJECTS

1991 - 2005

Projects cited have received all or the majority of their funding through the Environment
and Natural Resources Trust Fund.

FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT
Outstate Habitat Corridors
For 2001, 2003 and 2005 the LCMR recommended over $20.6 million to a partnership to
focus acquisition and restoration on key habitats in 63 counties within Outstate
Minnesota. Accomplishments by spring 2005: 12,000 acres acquired in fee6r
easement, 18,000 acres restored, and 26 miles of shoreline protected. Significantly over
29,000 additional acres of wetlands were protected and restored. Additional match
funding increases these totals. The projects are still active and producing additional
results.

Metropolitan Wildlife Corridors
A significant counterpart project, Metro Wildlife Corridors is receiving over $8 million in
2003 and 2005. Accomplishments in the priority areas expected by 2008 include at least
1,709 acres acquired in fee or easement and at least 2,450 acres restored.

In both of the Corridor projects, the land and water is permanently protected from urban
and other human development. Both of these projects were finalists for the 2005 MEl
Environmental Initiative awards

Scientific and Natural areas acquisition and development (SNA)
At the insistence of LCMR, during the 1980's the DNR established a long-term plan for
preserving very selective examples of the state's natural heritage habitat. The selection
of areas is based upon results of the Minnesota County Biological survey (MCSS
discussed elsewhere). The areas are set aside as a research base and a source for
genetics, representing the little disturbed habitat that signifies the flora and fauna
species native to Minnesota. Since then the LCMR has recommended over $1.2 million
in acquisition and restoration funding for this system of scientific treasures. More Trust .
Fund money has gone into the SNA projects as part of the Corridors projects

Carp Control
Common carp create problems in shallow lakes by muddying the waters and uprooting
aquatic plants. Starting in 2003, the Trust Fund provided support for a nationally known
University of Minnesota researcher to begin laboratory work using pheromones (scents)
to attract and control common carp. The LCMR recommends significantly expanded
funding for this project in 2005, with funding through 2009. Expanded efforts will include
collaboration with MnDNR fisheries staff on field trials and exotic species control experts
from Australia.

Biological Control
European buckthorn, Eurasian water milfoil, purple loosestrife, garlic mustard are some
of the non-native, invasive plants which are damaging Minnesota's native habitats in
forests, lakes, and wetlands. Vast quantities of manual labor and application of
chemicals was not controlling the spread of these invasives. Over the past decade, the
Trust Fund has provided significant support for research on the biological control of
invasive species. The biggest success story is the bio control of purple loosestrive using
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beetles as safe, proven natural enemies. Research on bio control agents for buckthorn
started in 2003 and will continue in 2005.

LCMR's support for bio control began in the 1980s with a research program at the
University of Minnesota to reduce reliance on chemical control of certain pests in
agricultural production systems by developing biologically based methods of pest
control.

Prairie Chicken Population Re-established
A small but very significant project in 1991 relocated native prairie chickens from
northwest to southwest Minnesota. This project was so successful that by 2004 a
huntable surplus population was reproducing in the state in areas once void of the
popular and traditional game bird.

Forest and Prairie Stewardship on Private Land
Since 1997 alone, the LCMR has recommended over $1.8 million for forest and prairie
plans and implementation activities on over 54,000 acres of private lands. This has
generated over $6.4 million in non-state matching money.

Lakescaping
Lakescaping for wildlife and water quality has been a Trust Fund priority for four biennia,
starting in 1999. NaturaliZing lake shore property with native plants both on the upland
and in the water controls erosion, improves water quality, and provides habitat for
aquatic and shoreland species. Workshops and demonstration sites for lakeshore
owners helps accelerate public acceptance of this idea. Originally supported as a
separate project, since 2001 lakescaping has received Trust Fund support as part of the
Habitat Corridors Partnership.

St. Louis· River Land Acquisition
$1,000,000 was provided to a joint effort of the DNR and the St. Louis River Board to
acquire 4500 acres of undeveloped· lands located along the St. Louis, Cloquet and

. Whiteface rivers thereby protecting riparian zones and public access.

RIM projects
On a broader scale, since 1991, the LCMR recommended over 48% of all allocations
from the Trust Fund to RIM projects. This totals nearly $84 millionand covers a wide
range of fish and wildlife conservation enhancement activities as defined in Minn.
Statutes §84.95

WATER

Accelerating and Enhancing Surface Water Monitoring for Lakes and Streams
A successful joint project begun in 2003 and continuing in 2005 by the MPCA,
University of Minnesota, Rivers Council of Minnesota, Minnesota Lakes Association and
the Minnesota Initiative Foundation provides much needed data for water quality
monitoring of our lakes and streams though remote sensing technology and volunteer
monitoring. Through this initiative the baseline program is accelerated to improve the
state's ability to assess Minnesota streams and lakes through effective collection of
water quality data. The funding helps develop tools to determine the biological condition
of rivers and streams during water quality assessments.
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Phosphorous
In 2003, the Trust Fund supported two projects focused on sources of phosphorous in
Minnesota's surface waters. 1) A MnPCA study determined that about 69 percent of
phosphorous in Minnesota's surface waters is from nonpoint sources (cropland and
pasture runoff, atmospheric deposition, stream bank erosion), while 31 percent is from
point sources (commercial/industrial water processes and human waste products). The
study also found that up to 58 percent of the phosphorous entering municipal
wastewater treatment plants is from non-ingested sources (commercial/industrial water
processes and food wastes).

2) Work by Minnesota Environmental Science and Economic Review Board, an
association of municipal wastewater treatment plants, reviewed plant operations and
developed recommendations for phosphorous removal alternatives.

DNA Fingerprinting
Fecal coliform is one pathogen that can contaminate Minnesota's lakes and streams. In
1999 and 2001, the Trust Fund supported efforts of University of Minnesota researchers
to identify and classify specific DNA fingerprints to differentiate human from animal
sources of fecal pollution. E. coli bacteria originating from cattle dominate rural sites; a
mix of domestic animals and wildlife affect urban sites. DNA fingerprint information also
helps target remediation and abatement procedures.

Metro Area Groundwater Model
Created in order to model Superfund and tank leak sites and to serve as the main
source of groundwater models for the hydrologic community, the Metro Groundwater
project refined the metropolitan groundwater model. Databases and maps have been
distributed through compact disks and the Internet to government scientists and private
consultants since the late 1990s.

Assessing Wetland Quality with Ecological Indicators
Are we replacing and restoring wetlands so they provide wetland functions we seek?
Research done at the U of Min 1995-1997established a system of reference wetlands
for comparative monitoring, developed plant and animal indicators of wetland quality,
and developed guidelines for wetland assessment and monitoring to guide wetland
replacement monitoring. Particular attention was given to wetlands in urban and
agricultural areas of the state having the highest activity of wetland conversion and
replacement.

On Site Sewage Treatment Alternatives
In the late 1990s PCA and the U of MN tested and demonstrated five different alternative
septic treatment systems. They demonstrated that there are reliable alternatives to the
conventional on-site septic treatment system prone to failure under variable soil
conditions. The information was widely disseminated as a series of alternatives to over
1600 contractors and technical experts and the public.

NATURAL RESOURCE INFORMATION AND MAPPING

Minnesota County Biological Survey
Since 1987 and continuing for the following nine biennia, the Minnesota County
Biological Survey has completed surveys in 60 of Minnesota's 87 counties. The Survey
systematically collects and interprets data on the distribution and ecology of native plant
communities, rare plants arid rare animals. This information serves as the foundation for
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the management and conservation of critical components of Minnesota's biological
diversity through ecological monitoring, environmental review, planning, and critical
habitat protection (SNA acquisition). Over 14,000 records have been added to the
Natural Heritage Database. Recently, fourteen native plants and two amphibians not
previously recorded were discovered. This effort has received over.$7.6 million through
LCMR recommendations for this long-term effort. In FY 06-07 an additional $1,000,000
is recommended.

Soil Surveys
The soil survey data layer is consistently ranked as the most important data layer by
the Governor's Council on GIS. This data is used extensively in watershed planning,
agricultural research, conservation planning ,remote sensing studies, construction and
transportation planning. Funding through LCMR recommendations has helped provide
the local match to federal funds for initial soil surveys statewide. The current effort is for
updating the soil survey in counties and digitizing them for placement on the Web for
web based use. This data provides the base for all other natural resource mapping.
Acceleration of survey funding through LCMR recommendations took place from the late
1970's to the early 1990's. Since that time, assistance has been given to the
development of updates so that data conforms to present day standards, particularly for
di.gital data compatibility. In 2005, Trust Funding dollars will initiate surveys in. Crow
Wing and Pine Counties.

Environmental Indicators Initiative
A. three biennia project developed: (1)'indicators that document natural resOurce status
and.trends; (2) indicators that link natural resource activities to natural resource
outcomes; (3) developed targets for indicators to forecast and measure program results
and integrated into DNR management plans and programs.; (4) scientific and
comprehensive picture of the state's natural resources; and (5)provided interagency
coordination on developing common natural resource and environmental performance
goals.

DNR developed their "Natural Resources Stewardship 2001; Key Indicators.of Progress"
as a product of this funding. In addition, the recently released DNR document titled, "A
Strategic Conservation Agenda, 2003-2007" which guides the DNR's mission and its
proposed FY06-07 budget is based on outcomes from the work of the Trust Fund
Environmental Indicators Initiative project.

Base Maps for the 1990's
This three biennia effort received two awards, one from Governor Carlson and one from
the U.S. Geologic Survey. This project was a cooperative effort with US Geological
Survey and the state that produced statewide air photos, revised topographic maps,
digital orthophoto quads (computer readable air photos that have been processed to
minimize distortion found on traditional photos). Geospatial data are now available to
the public for all 87 counties in CD ROM format. Timely funding through the
Commission provided the dollars to initiate the work with USGS and helped place
Minnesota ahead of many other states for this federal program.

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

Minnesota: A History of the Land
Minnesota: A History of the Land, a four-part documentary series, that vividly brings to
life the epic story of the people and landscapes of Minnesota, premiered on Twin Cities
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Public Television (TPT) in February 2005. A production of the College of Natural
Resources, University of Minnesota, and TPT, the documentary received support from
the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund 1999 and 2002. Additional funding
was provided by the McKnight Foundation and a partnership of private and public
matching funds. The series won the 2005 Environmental Initiative Award in the
environmental education category from the Minnesota Environmental Initiative.

Leopold Education Project Curriculum
Pheasants Forever trained teachers on the Leopold Education Project, an innovative,
interdisciplinary, conservation ethics curriculum targeted for grades 6-12. Over 230
teachers from all geographic areas of the state received training to use this curriculum in
the general educational setting.

State Environmental Education Program
For the firsttime, a statewide plan for environmental education was developed titled, "A
Greenprint for Minnesota: The State Plan for Environmental Education." This plan
recommended actions, priority audiences and long term goals for environmental
education in Minnesota. LCMR recommended funding for this initiative in response to
receiving over 230 proposals in 1991 for .environmental education funding and
discovering that there was no statewide plan to inform priorities for funding decisions.
This work further informed future legislative initiatives related to funding for residential
environmental learning centers. The plan continues as the basis for state environmental
education efforts.

RECREATION

State and Metro. Regional Parks
Since 1991, the LCMR has recommended over $39 million for acquisition and
improvement of state parks and metropolitan parks.

Accessibility to Recreation Facilities
In 2001, Wilderness Inquiry used Trust Fund moneys to assess over 100 recreation
facilities to determine the accessibility of trails, picnic and camping areas, beaches,
playgrounds, and visitor centers for persons with physical disabilities. Minnesota's
Accessibility Guidebook and the assessment results are available on the web sites of the
MnDNR and other recreation prOViders.
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1881- 2005 LCMR TRUST FUND PROJECTS
Minnesota Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund (M. S. 116P) (noted as TF)
The Minnesota Future Resources Fund (M.S. 116P.13) (noted as MFRF)
Great Lakes Protection Account (M. S. 116 Q.02) (noted as GLPA)
Oil Overcharge (Section 4.071, subdivision 2) (noted as OOC)

Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

($ amount does NOT include other funding sources)

Agriculture and Natural Resource Industries

YEAR: 1991
06(a) TF Biological Control of Pests (U of M) 650,000

06(d) TF Conservation Reserve Easements (BWSR) 600,000

07(h) TF Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Timber Harvesting (MN 400,000
Planning - LMIC)

Total for 1991: 1,650,000

YEAR: 1993
03(e) TF/MFRF RIM -Conservation Reserve Easements - Continuation (BWSR) 500,000

Total for 1993: 500,000

YEAR: 1995
05(n) TF Forest Management to Maintain Structural and Species Diversity (DNR) 160,000

Total for 1995: 160,000

YEAR: 1997
06(b) TF Nitrate Education and Testing (Dept. of Agriculture) 150,000

07(a) TF Biological Control of AgriCUltural Pests (U of M) 200,000

07(b) TF Crop Management to Minimize Pesticide Inputs (U of M) 300,000

07(c) TF Sustainable Farming Systems (U of M) ·560,000

07(d) TF Prairie-Grassland Landscapes (DNR) 125,000

16(a) TF Sand Dunes State Forest Acquisition (DNR) 400,000

19(b) TF Restoring White Pine in the Minnesota Landscape (U of M) 120,000

Total for 1997: 1,855,ODO

YEAR: 1999
07(a) TF Green Forest Certification Project (Institute for Agriculture and Trade 150,000

Policy)

(
07(b) TF Accelerated Transfer of New Forest-Research Findings (U of M) 115,000

",,-.,.,.-

07(d) TF Integrated Prairie Management (DNRlU of M/Clay County) 350,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Agriculture and Natural Resource Industries

350,000

150,000

200,000

350,000

400,000

500,000

300,000

Development and Assessment of Oak Wilt Biological Control
Technologies-Continuation (U of M)

Evaluate establishment, impact of leafy spurge biocontrol agents (U of
M)

Minnesota ReLeaf Matching Grant Program-Continuation (DNR)

Minnesota Environmentally Preferable Chemicals Project (Institute for
Local Self-Reliance)

Organic Farming Training Project (Minnesota Food Association)

By-Products Application to Agricultural, Mineland and Forest Soils (U of
M)

Minnesota River Basin Initiative: Local Leadership (Minnesota River
Basin Joint Powers Board)

YEAR: 1999
Diversifying Agriculture for Environmental, Economic, and Social
Benefits (U of M)

07(f) TF

07(g) TF

07(r) TF

10(e) TF

10(g) TF

14(a) TF/MFRF

14(d) TF

16(b) TF

Total for 1999: 3,005,000

08b TF
YEAR: 2001

Agricultural Land Preservation (Dept. of AgriculturelDakota County) 205,000·

Total for 2001: 205,000

09 TF
YEAR: 2003

Native Plants and Alternative Crops for Water Quality (Blue Earth River
Basin initiative/U of M)

622,000

Total for 2003: 622,000

09a TF
YEAR: 2005

Completing Third-Party Certification of DNR Forest Lands (DNR) 250,000

09b TF Third Party Certification of Private Woodlands (U of M) 376,000

09c TF Sustainable Management of Private Forest Lands (DNR) 874,000

09d TF Evaluating Riparian Timber Harvesting Guidelines: Phase 2 (U of M) 333,000

0ge TF 3rd Crops for Water Quality - Phase 2 (Rural Advantage I U of M) 500,000

09f TF Bio-conversion of Potato Waste into Marketable Biopolymers (Bemidji
State University)

350,000

Total for 2005:

Total for Agriculture and Natural Resource Industries:

2,683,000

10,680,000

LCMR PagB2of21



Sl!bd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Children's Environmental Health

YEAR: 1999
12(a) TF Measuring Children's Exposures to Environmental Health Hazards (U of 500,000

M)

Total for 1999: 500,000

YEAR: 2003
12a TF Healthy Schools: Indoor Air Quality and Asthma Management (Dept. of 168,000

Health)

12b TF Economic-based Analysis of Children's Environmental Health Risks 95,000
(Dept. of Health)

12c TF Continuous Indoor Air Quality Monitoring in MN Schools (Schulte 300,000
Associates, LLC)

Total for 2003: 563,000

YEAR: 2005
12a TF Minnesota Children's Pesticide Exposure Reduction Initiative (Dept. ·of 200,000

Agriculture)

(

LCMR

Total for 2005:

Total for Children's Environmental Health:

Energy

200,000

1,263,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation)

Energy

Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

10f

10g

TF

TF

YEAR: 2005
Natural Gas Production from Agricultural Biomass (Sebesta Blomberg
& Associates)

Biomass-Derived Oils for Generating Electricity and Reducing
Emissions (U of M)

Total for 2005:

Total for Energy:

Environmental Education/Information

100,000

150,000

2,186,000

2,532,000

YEAR: 1991
05(a) TF Statewide Environmental Education Plan (Dept. of Education) 790,000

05(c) TF Video Education Research and Demonstration Project (Twin Cities 100,000
Public TV)

05(d) TF integrated Resource Management Education and Training Program 300,000
(DNR)

05(f) TF . Environmental Exhibits Collaborative (Science Museum .of MN) 400,000

Total for 1991: 1,590,000

YEAR: 1993
07(d) TF The On-Line Museum: Computer And Interactive Video (Science 260,000

Museum of MN)

07(h) TF Green Street: An Urban Environmental Awareness Project (Science 550,000
Museum of MN)

07(i) TF Minnehaha Park Environmental Interpretive Center (Minneapolis Park & 300,000
Recreation Board)

Total for 1993: 1,110,000

YEAR: 1995
06(a) TF Leopold Education Project Curriculum (Pheasants Forever, Inc.) 100,000

06(b) TF Environmental Education Teacher Training (OEA) 500,000

06(c) TF Sharing Environmental Education Knowledge (OEA) 200,000

06(f) TF Environmental Action Grants for Minnesota Schools (St. Olaf College 200,000
SNAP)

Total for 1995: 1,000,000

YEAR: 1997
13(a) TF School Nature Area Project (SNAP) (St. Olaf College) 250,000
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Sl,Ibd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Environmental Education/.nformation

13(c) TF

13(e) TF

13(f) TF

13(g) TF

13(i) TF

11(a) TF

11(b) TF

11(c) TF

11(e) TF

11(f) TF

11(g) TF

11 (j) TF

YEAR: 1997
Minnesota Frog Watch (Hamline University, Center for Global
Environmental Education)

Partners in Accessible Recreation & Environmental Responsibility
(Wilderness Inquiry)

Environmental Service Learning (Stowe Environmental Elementary
School)

State Wolf Management: Electronically Moderating the Public
Discussion (International Wolf Center)

Electronic Environmental Education Raptor Network (U of M)

Total for 1997:

YEAR: 1999
Uncommon Ground: An Educational Television Series (U of M)

Karst Education for Southeastern Minnesota (Southeast Minnesota
Water Resources Board)

Minnesota Wolf Public Education (International Wolf Center)

Accessible Outdoor Recreation (Wilderness Inquiry)

Science Outreach and Integrated Learning on Soil (Science Museum of
MN)

Teacher Training in Interdisciplinary Environmental Education
(Audubon Center of the North Woods)

Twin Cities Environmental Service Learning-Continuation (Eco
Education)

Total for 1999:

300,000

550,000

100,000

100,000

222,000

1,522,000

400,000

120;000

100,000

400,00()

250,00()

60,00()

40,00()

1,370,000

10b

10c

10e

TF

TF

TF

YEAR: 2001
WaterScapes: Outdoor Non-Point Source Pollution Education (Science
Museum of MN)

Sustainable Inner- City Communities through Environmental Literacy
(Sabathani Community Center)

Burn, Plant and Learn: Restoring Upland Habitats (Science Museum of
MN)

Total for 2001:

265,000

500,000

230,000

995,OO()

Subd. TF

LCMR

YEAR: 2002
Uncommon Ground: An Educational Television Series (U of M)

Total for 2002:

254,000

254,OO()
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Environmental Education/Information

11a

11b

11c

11b

11d

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

YEAR: 2003
Dodge Nature Center - Restoration Plan (Dodge Nature Center)

Bucks and Buckthorn: Engaging Young Hunters in Restoration (Great
River Greening / St. Croix Watershed Research Station)

Putting Green Environmental Adventure Park: Sustainability Education
(Putting Green Inc.)

Total for 2003:

YEAR: 2005
Cedar Cr~ek Natural History Area Interpretive Center and Restoration (U
of M, Cedar Creek Natural History Area)

Tamarack Nature Center Exhibits (Ramsey County Parks & Rec Dept.)

83,000

255,000

132,000

470jOOO

400,000

95,000

Total for 2005: 495,000

Total for Environmental Education/Information: 8,806,000

Fish and Wildlife Habitat
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Sl!bd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

12(a) TF

YEAR: 1993
RIM Critical Habitat Match, Scientific & Natural Areas, Wildlife & Prairie
Acquisition. (DNR)

4,000,000

12(b) TF

12(c) TF

12(h) TF

RIM Wildlife Habitat Stewardship And Property Development (DNR)

RIM Statewide Fisheries Habitat Development (DNR)

RIM-Fisheries Acquisition For Angler Access And Habitat Development
(DNR)

900,000

687,000

300,000

12(1) TF Biological Control Of Eurasian Watermilfoil, And Purple Loosestrife 
Continuation (DNR)

400,000

12(0) TF Ecological Impacts Of Releasing Genetically Engineered Fishes (U of M) 175,000

Total for 1993: 7,862,000

05(0) TF

YEAR: 1995
Accelerated Native Grass and Forbs on Road Rights-of-Way
(Interagency Roadside Cmtte)

150,000

07(c) TF Minnesota County Biological Survey-Continuation (DNR) 900,000

. 07(d) TF Forest Bird Diversity Initiative - Continuation (DNRJU of M) 400,000

/08(f) TF Wetland Restoration and Enhancement to Create Community Amenity
(U of M)

200,000

09(b) TF RIM - Accelerate Fisheries Acquisition for Angler Access (DNR) 300,000

10(a) TF/MFRF RIM - Accelerate Wildlife Acquisition (DNR) 510,000

10(b) TF RIM - Accelerate Critical Habitat Match Program (DNR) 250,000

13(a) TF/MFRF Biological Control of Eurasian Watermilfoil and Purple Loose (DNR) 250,000

13(c) TF Beneficial Fungal Inoculum-Prairie & Wetland Reclamation (U of M) 100,000

Total for 1995: 3,060,00()

YEAR: 1996
1996 TF/MFRF RIM-Accelerate Critical Habitat Match Program (DNR) 630,000

Total for 1996: 630,000

230,000

350,000

225,000

PagBlof21

Stream Habitat Protection - Continuation (DNR)

Loons: Indicators of Mercury in the Environment (U of M)

YEAR: 1997
Minnesota's Forest Bird Diversity Initiative - Continuation (DNRJU of M)14(b) TF

l ~4(d) TF
a
'-

14(f) TF
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

~'

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

15(b) TF

17(d) TF

17(i) TF

17(j) TF

17(k) TF

17(1) TF

17(m) TF

17(n) TF

17(q) TF

20(b) TF

10(h) TF

12(b) TF

12(h) TF

12(i) TF

13(a) TF

13(b) TF

13(c) TF

13(d) TF

13(e) TF

13(h) TF

13(i) TF

LCMR

YEAR: 1997
Minnesota Rare Mussel Conservation (U of M)

Prairie Heritage Fund (Pheasants Forever, Inc)

RIM - Critical Habitat Acquisition and Enhancement (DNR)

RIM - Wildlife Habitat Stewardship (DNR)

RIM - Scientific and Natural Area Acquisition (DNR)

RIM - Wildlife Habitat Acquisition (DNR)

RIM - Accelerate Fisheries Acquisition (DNR)

Minnesota County Biological Survey- Continuation (DNR)

RIM - Fisheries Statewide Hatchery Rehabilitation (DNR)

Biological Control of Eurasian Watermilfoil and Purple Loosestrife 
Continuation (DNR)

Total for 1997:

YEAR: 1999
Winter SeveritY Index for Deer (DNRlMinnesota Deer Hunter's
Association)

Minnesota County Biological Survey -Continuation (DNR)

Minnesota's Forest Bird Diversity Initiative-Continuation (DNRlU of M)

Farm Ponds as Critical Habitats for Native Amphibians
(USGS/Biological Resources Div, Upper Midwest Environmental
Sciences Center)

Sustainable Woodlands and Prairies on Private Lands-Continuation
(MN Forestry Association/Nature Conservancy)

National Prairie Passage-Linking Isolated Prairie Preserves (Dept. of
Transportation)

Greening the Metro Mississippi-Minnesota River Valleys (Great River
Greening)

Restoring the Greater Prairie Chicken to Southwestern Minnesota (The
Minnesota Prairie Chicken Society)

The Prairie Heritage Fund -Continuation (Pheasants Forever, Inc.)

Native Prairie Prescribed Burns (DNR)

Implement the Chisago and Washington Counties Green Corridor
Project-Continuation (1000 Friends of Minnesota)

91,000

500,000

630,000

400,000

200,000

500,000

567,000

1,200,000

. 400,000

150,000

5,443,000

60;000

1,600,000

350,000

250,000

450,000

150,000

800,000

60,000

500,000

400,000

400,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes mUltiple funding sources)

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

YEAR: 1999
13(j) TF RIM Shoreland Stabilization (DNR) 350,000

13(1) TF Nongame Wildlife Match Account (DNR) 470,000

13(m) TF Wildlife Habitat Acquisition and Development - Chub Lake (DNR) 300,000

14(b) TF Landscaping for Wildlife and Nonpoint Source Pollution Prevention (St. 150,000
Paul Neighborhood Energy Consortium)

14(c) TF Lakescaping for Wildlife and Water Quality Initiative (DNR) 140,000

14(e) TF Restoring Ecological Health to St. Paul's Mississippi River Bluffs 200,000
(Friends of the Parks & Trails of St Paul & Ramsey County)

15(a) TF Mussel Resource Survey (DNR) 400,000

15(b) TF .Freshwater Mussel Resources in the St Croix River (Macalester 58,000
College)

16(a) TF Biological Control of Eurasian Watermilfoil and Purple Loosestrife- . 150,000
Continuation (DNRlU of M)

Total for 1999: 7,238,000

( YEAR: 2001
/04a TF Forest and Prairie Stewardship of Private Lands (DNR) 545,000

04d TF Biological Control of Eurasian Watermilfoil and Purple Loosestrife- 90,00l)
Continuation (DNR)

04e TF Restoring Minnesota's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Corridors - Phase I 11,745,OO()
(DNRlvarious federal & non-profit entities)

04g TF Metro Greenways (DNR) 2,730,00()

04h TF Acquisition of Lands as Scientific and Natural Areas (DNR) 455,000

04i TF Big Rivers Partnership: Helping Communities to Restore Habitat (Great 910,000
River Greening)

Total for 2001: 16,475,OO()

YEAR: 2003
05a TF Restoring Minnesota's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Corridors - Phase II 4,850,000

(DNRlvarious federal &non-profit entities)

05b TF Metropolitan Area Wildlife Corridors (DNRlvarious non-profits) 4,850,000

05c TF Restoring RIM Match (DNR) 400,000I

\
05d.~~_._ .. TF Acquisition & Development of Scientific and Natural Areas (DNR) 480,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

YEAR: 2003
05e TF Forest and Prairie Stewardship of Public & Private Lands (DNR) 392,000

05f TF Local Initiative Grants (Conservation Partners and Environmental 512,000
Partnerships) (DNR)

05g TF Minnesota ReLeaf Community Forest Development and Protection 514,000
(DNR)

05h TF Developing Pheromones for Use in Carp Control (U of M) 100,000

05i TF Biological Control of European Buckthorn and Spotted Knapweed . 198,000
(DNRIDept. of Agriculture)

05j TF Resources for Redevelopment of Brownfields to Greenspaces 150,000
(Minnesota Environmental Initiative)

Total for 2003: 12,446,000

YEAR: 2005
05a TF Restoring Minnesota's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Corridors - Phase III 4;062,000

(DNRIvarious federal & non-profit entities)

05b TF Metropolitan Area Wildlife Corridors - Phase II (DNRIvarious non-profits) 3,530,000

05c TF Development of Scientific and Natural Areas (DNR) 134,000

05d TF Prairie Stewardship of Private Lands (DNR) 100,000

05e TF Local Initiative Grants (Conservation Partners and Environmental 500,000
Partnerships) (DNR)

05f TF Minnesota ReLeaf Community Forest Development and Protection 500,000
(DNR)

05g TF Integrated and Pheromonal Control of Common Carp (U of M) 550,000

05h TF Biological Control of European Buckthorn and Garlic Mustard (DNR) 200,000

Total for 2005: 9,576,000

Total for Fish and Wildlife Habitat: 65,490,000

Land Use and Natural Resource Information

03(f) TF

10(a) TF

10(c) TF

YEAR: 1991
Mississippi River Valley Blufflands Initiative (DNR)

Base Maps for the 90's (MN Planning - LMIC)

Statewide National Wetlands Inventory, Protected Waters Inventory,
Watershed Map Digitization (DNR)

150,000

1,900,000

750,000

LCMR

Totalfor 1991: 2,800,000
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SlJbd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes mUltiple funding sources)

Land Use and Natural Resource Information

YEAR: 1993
08(a) TF Base Maps For 1990'S - Continuation (MN Planning - LMIC)

Total for 1993:

YEAR: 1995
05(d) TF/MFRF Blufflands Landscape (Blufflands Alliance)

05(1) TF Pathways to Sustainable Development (MN Planning - LMICI EQB)

07(a) TF Environmental Indicators Initiative (DNR)

07(e) TF Base Maps for 1990's - Final Phase - Continuation (MN Planning - LMIC)

Total for 1995:

710,000

710,000

450,000

200,000

350,000

600,000

1,600,000

05(b) TF

06(e) TF

08(a) TF

/09(d) TF

10(e) TF

10(g) TF

14(a) TF

07(k) TF

08(b) TF

08(c) TF

08(e) TF

10(c) TF

1(1) TF

12(c) TF

LCMR

YEAR: 1997
Protecting Rural Historic Landscapes in High Development Areas (MN
Historical Society)

Red River Valley Planning and Management (PCA)

Toxic Emissions from Fire Training (FIRE/EMS Center-Metropolitan
State Univ)

New Models for Land-Use Planning (1000 Friends of Minnesota)

Land Use Development and Natural Resource Protection Model (City of
Winona)

Fillmore County Soils Survey Update (Fillmore County)

Environmental Indicators Initiative- Continuation (DNR)

Total for 1997:

YEAR: 1999
Mesabi Iron Range, Water and Mineral Resource Planning (DNRlU of M)

Tools and Training for Community-Based Planning (MN Planning 
LMIC)

Protecting Dakota County Farmland and Natural Areas (Dakota County)

Conservation-Based Development Program(Funds Turned Back)
(Minnesota Land Trust)

Updating Outmoded Soil Surveys-Continuation (BWSR)

Sustainability Forums (MN Div., Izaak Walton League of America)

Environmental Indicators Initiative-Continuation (DNR)

80,000

375,000

65,000

530,00()

400,00()

65,OO()

250,00()

1,765,000

650,000

450,000

200,000

150,000

500,000

200,000

400,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Land Use and Natural Resource Information

LCMR Administration

YEAR: 1993
TF/MFRF LCMR Administration (LCMR)

Total for 1993:

270,000

270,000

YEAR: 1995
TF/MFRF LCMR Administration (LCMR) 394,000

Total for 1995: 394,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

LCMR Administration

03a

03b

YEAR: 1997
TF/MFRF LCMR Administration (LCMR)

YEAR: 1999
TF/MFRF LCMR Administration (LCMR)

YEAR: 2001
TF/MFRF . Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR)

TF/MFRF Pass Through Administration (DNR)

Total for 1997:

Total for 1999:

Total for 2001:

472,000

472,000

567,000

567,000

676,000

110,000

786,000

03a

03b

03c

04

03a

03b

04

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

YEAR: 2003
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR)

LCMR Study Commission on the Park System (LCMR)

Contract Administration (DNR)

Citizen Advisory Committee for the Trust Fund (LCMR)

YEAR: 2005
Legislative Commission on MN Resources (LCMR)

Contract Administration (DNR)

Advisory Committee (LCMR)

Total for 2003:

672,000

26,000

120,000

45,000

863,000

449,000

150,000

20,000

Total for 2005: , 619,000

Total for LCMR Administration: 3,971,000

Recreation including History

03(e) TF

03(m) TF

10(a) TF

LCMR

YEAR: 1991
Land and Water Resource Management Lower St. Croix Riverway (MN
WI Boundary Area Commission)

Rails to Trails Acquisition and Development (DNR)

Total for 1991 :

YEAR: 1993
State Park Betterment (DNR)

360,000

1,000,000

1,360,000

3,000,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Recreation including History

10(b) TF

10(c) TF

YEAR: 1993
Americans With Disabilities Act: Retrofitting Regional Parks
(Metropolitan Council)

Trail Linkages, Metropolitan Regional Network (Metropolitan Council)

220,000

2,327,000

10(d) TF/MFRF Initiate Gateway Segment Of The Willard Munger State Trail Into
Downtown St Paul (DNR)

10(e) TF Birch Lake Regional BikewaylWalkway (City of White Bear Lake)

10(f) TF Cedar Lake Trail Development (Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board)

10(g) TF State Trail Development - Continuation (DNR)

10(h) TF Shingle Creek Trail Improvements (Minneapolis Park & Recreation
Board)

10(i) TF Lilydale/Harriet Island Regional Park Trail (City of St. Paul)

10(j) TF Como Park East Lakeshore Reclamation (City of St. Paul)

200,000

450,000

610,000

2,327,000

130,000

246,000

163,Q(jO

10(1) TF Access To Lakes And Rivers-Continuation (DNR)

10(k) TF Acquisition Of Palace Restaurant Site On Mississippi River
(Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board)

10(m) TF

1994 TF

1994 TF

04(a) TF

04(b) TF

04(c) TF

04(d) TF

20(a) TF

20(b) TF

20sec TF

LCMR

Saint Louis River Land Acquisition (DNR)

Total for 1993:

YEAR: 1994
Lake Minnetonka Water Access Acquisition (DNR)

State Park Betterment (DNR)

Total for 1994:

YEAR: 1995
Metropolitan Regional Park System (Metropolitan Council)

State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition(Upper Sioux) (DNR)

State Trail Rehabilitation and Acquisition (DNR)

Water Access (DNR)

State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition (DNR)

Metropolitan Regional Parks and Trails Acquisition (Metropolitan
Council)

Cannon Valley Trail Repair (Cannon Valley Trail Joint Powers Board)

325,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

11,998,000

696,000

650,000

1,346,000

3,950,000

3,150,000

250,000

600,000

1,120,000

1,120,000

175,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes mUltiple funding sources)

Recreation including History

YEAR: 1995

Total for 1995: 10,365,000

1996 TF
YEAR: 1996

State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition (DNR) 1,000,000

Total for 1996: 1,000,000

355,00D

200,00D

80,000

350,00D

450,000

253,000

3,500,000

3,500,000

Oak Savanna Restoration in St. Paul Regional Parks (City of Saint Paul)

Arboretum Land Acquisition (Minnesota Landscape Arboretum I U of M)

Public Boat Access (DNR)

Fishing Pier and Public Shore Access (DNR) ,

Renewable Energy Demonstration and Education in State Parks (Center
for Energy & Environment)

Development of Birch Coulee State Historic Site (MN Historical Society)

Metropolitan Regional Park System (Metropolitan Council)

YEAR: 1997
State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition, Development, Betterment
and Rehabilitation (DNR)

04(a) TF

04(b) TF

05(d) TF

12(b) TF/OOC

16(b) TF

17(0) TF

17(p) TF

19(c ) TF

Total for 1997: 8,688,000

YEAR: 1999
04(a) TF/MFRF Local Initiatives Grants Program (DNR) 1,680,000

04(g) TF Management and Restoration of Natural Plant Communities on State
Trails (DNR)

150,000

04(h) TF

04(i) TF

04(j) TF

04(k) TF

04(1) TF

05(b) TF

( P5(d) TF
'\" ....,

07(c) TF

LCMR

Gitchi-Gami State Trail (DNR)

State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition, Development, Betterment,
and Rehabilitation (DNR)

Ft. Snelling State Park-Upper Bluff Implementation-Continuation (DNR)

Interpretive Boat Tours of Hill Annex Mine State Park (DNR)

Metropolitan Regional Parks Acquisition, Rehabilitation and
Development (Metropolitan Council)

Historic Site Land Acquisition (MN Historical Society)

Traverse des Sioux Site Development (MN Historical Society)

Minnesota Wildlife Tourism Initiative (DNR)

550,000

1,000,000

100,000

60,000

2,000,000

175,000

250,000

250,DOO
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Recreation including History

YEAR: 1999
13(f) TF/MFRF Public Boat Access and Fishing Piers (DNR) 1,000,000

13(g) TF Arboretum Land Acquisition and Wetlands Restoration-Continuation
(Minnesota Landscape Arboretum I U of M)

700,000

Sec.3 TF FY 99 ML 1997 Subd. 4(b) Metropolitan Regional Park System
(Metropolitan Council)

495,000

Sec.3 TF FY 99 ML 97 Subd. 4(a) State Park and Recreation Area Acquisition
(DNR)

496,000

Total for 1999: 8,906,000

730,000

850,000

910,000

230,000

5,645,000

3,379,000

1,000,000Gitchi Gami State Trail (DNR)

Local Grants Initiative Program Outdoor Recreation Grants (DNR)

Land Acquisition at the Minnesota Landscape Arboretum (Minnesota
Landscape Arboretum I U of M)

Water Recreation:Boat Access, Fishing Piers and Shorefishing (DNR)

Grays Bay, Lake Minnetonka Public Water Access (DNRlCity of
Minnetonka)

Outdoors for Everyone: Accessing Recreational Trails and Facilities
(Wilderness Inquiry)

YEAR: 2001
Metropolitan Regional Parks Acquisition, Rehabilitation and
Development (Metropolitan Council)

05a TF

05b TF/MFRF

05d TF

05e TF

05f TF/MFRF

05h TF

05k TF

Total for 2001: 12,744,000

06a TF

YEAR: 2003
State Park and Recreation Area Land Acquisition (DNR) 1,500,000

06c TF Local Initiative Grants (Parks and Natural Areas) (DNR) 2,579,000

06d TF Metropolitan Regional Parks Acquisition, Rehabilitation and
Development (Metropolitan Council)

3,339,000

06e TF Local and Regional Trail Grant Initiative Program (DNR) 320,000

06f TF Gitchi-Gami State Trail (DNR) 1,300,000

06g TF Water Recreation: Boat Access, Fishing Piers & Shorefishing (DNR) 1,150,000

06h TF Mesabi Trail (St. Louis & Lake Counties Regional Rail Authority) 380,000

06i TF Linking Communities Design, Technology & DNR Trail Resources (U of
M)

184,000
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Stlbd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Recreation including History

06j

06k

061

06a

06d

06e

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

TF

YEAR: 2003
Ft. Ridgely Historic Site Interpretive Trail (MN Historical Society)

Development and Rehabilitation of Minnesota Shooting Ranges (DNR)

Land Acquisition, Minnesota Landscape Arboretum - continuation
(Minnesota Landscape Arboretum I U of M)

Total for 2003:

YEAR: 2005
State Park and Recreation Area Land Acquisition (DNR)

Best Management Practices for Parks and Outdoor Recreation (DNR)

Metropolitan Regional Parks Acquisition, Rehabilitation and
Development (Metropolitan Council)

150,000

240,000

350,000

11,492,000

2,000,000

200,000

2,000,000

06f TF

06g TF

06h TF

06i TF

06j TF

06k TF

061 TF

06m TF

06n TF

060 TF

06p TF

06q TF

06r TF

( )

LCMR

Gitchi-Gami State Trail (DNR)

The Casey Jones State· Trail (DNR)

Paul Bunyan State Trail ~onnection (D~R)

Minnesota River Trail Planning (U of M)

Local Initiative Grants (Parks and Natural Areas) (DNR)

Regional Park Planning for Nonmetropolitan Urban Areas (U of M)

Local and Regional Trail Grant Initiative Program (DNR)

Mesabi Trail (St. Louis & Lake Counties Regional Rail Authority)

Cannon Valley Trail Belle Creek Bridge Replacement (Cannon Valley
Trail Joint Powers Board)

Arrowhead Regional Bike Trail Connections Plan (Arrowhead Regional
Development Commission)

Land Acquisition, Minnesota Landscape Arboretum (Minnesota
Landscape Arboretum I U of M)

Development and Rehabilitation of Minnesota Shooting Ranges (DNR)

Birding Maps (Audubon Minnesota)

Total for 2005:

Total for Recreation including History:

Water Resources

YEAR: 1991

500,000

.1,200,000

400,000

200,000

1,200,000

86,000

700,000

1,000,000

300,000

83,000

650,000

300,000

100,000

10,919,000

78,818,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Water Resources

200,000

300,000

700,000

1,400,000

700,000

60,000

300,000

100,000

250,000

750,000

4,760,00D

1,100,000

200,000

850,000

Total for 1993:

YEAR: 1995
05(b) TF/MFRF Cannon River Watershed Strategic Plan: Integrated Management

(Cannon River Watershed Partnership)

07(b) TF Assessing Wetland Quality With Ecological Indicators (U of M)

08(e) TF Phalen Wetland Restoration (City of St. Paul)

08(g) TF Metropolitan Area Groundwater Model to Predict Contaminant Model
(PCA)

Total for 1995:

2,150,000

245,000

275,000

115,000

250,000

885,000

06(c) TF

06(f) TF

LCMR

YEAR: 1997
Snake River Watershed BMP's (Kanabec SWCD)

Sustainable Lake Plans (CURA I U of M)

100,000

270,000
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

LCMR

Water Resources
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Subd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes mUltiple funding sources)

Water Resources

YEAR: 2003
07d TF TAPwaters: Technical Assistance Program for Watersheds (Science 160,000

Museum of MN)

07e1 TF Wastewater Phosphorus Control and Reduction Initiative (Minnesota 296,000
Environmental Science and Economic Review Board)

07e2 TF Wastewater Phosphorus Control and Reduction Initiative (PCA) 244,000

07f TF Maintaining Zooplankton (Daphnia) for Water Quality: Square Lake 32,000
(Marine On St. Croix Water Management Organization)

07a TF

07b TF

07c TF

07d TF

07e TF

07h TF

07i TF

07j TF

07k TF

071 TF

07m TF

070 TF

07p TF

Total for 2003:

YEAR: 2005
Local Water Management Matching Challenge Grants (BWSR)

Accelerating and Enhancing Surface Water Monitoring for Lakes and
Streams (PCA/Minnesota Lakes Association, Rivers Council of
Minnesota, and the University of Minnesota)

Effects of Land Retirements on the Minnesota River (BWSRJUS
Geological Survey)

Recycling Treated Municipal Wastewater for Industrial Water Use
(Metropolitan Council)

Unwanted Hormone Therapy: Protecting Water and Public Health (U of
M)

Woodchip Biofilter Treatment of Feedlot Runoff (Stearns County
SWCD/U ofM)

Improving Water Quality on the Central Sands (U of M/Central Lakes
College Agricultural Center)

Improving Impaired Watersheds: Conservation Drainage Research
(Dept. of Agriculture)

Hydrology, Habitat and Energy Potential of Mine Lakes
(DNRJArchitectural Resources, Inc. I Northeast Technical Services)

Hennepin County Beach Water Quality Monitoring Project (Hennepin
County)

SW Minnesota Floodwater Retention Projects (Area II MN River Basin
Projects, Inc.)

Bassett Creek Valley Channel Restoration (City of Minneapolis)

Restoration of Indian Lake (Indian Lake Improvement District/Bemidji
State University)

2,041,000

1,000,000

600,000

300,000

300,000

300,000

270,000

587,000

300,000

500,000

100,000

500,000

175,000

200,000

Total for 2005: 5,132,000
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Stlbd. Funding Source Title (Affiliation) Trust Fund $ Appropriated

(does NOT includes multiple funding sources)

Water Resources

Total for Water Resources: 19,383,000

Total: 205,650,000 I

LCMR Page 21 of 21



December 2003

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
FUNDING BEGINNING: JULY 1, 2005
DEADLINE TO SUBMIT: FEBRUARY 20, 2004
FIRM DEADLINE: POSTMARKED BY OR RECEIVED AT THE LCMR OFFICE BY 4:30 P.M.

Background Information Pg. 2

2005 Funding Priorities Pg. 3

Matching Grant Programs Pg. 4-5

Continuation Projects Pg. 5

Evaluation Criteria Pg. 6

Submission Requirements Pg. 7

Proposal Format. Pg. 8-9

Eligible & Non-eligible Costs Pg. 10

Process Timeline Pg. 11

MS 116P Trust Fund Expenditures Pg. 12

The LCMR has identified the following funding
priorities for the 2006-2007 biennium.

• Water

• Habitat

• Energy

• State Parks, Recreation Areas, Trails
and other enhancements to the State
Outdoor Recreation System

• Matching Grant Programs

• Continuation Projects

FUNDING SOURCES:

MN Environment & Natural Resources Trust Fund - $30 million

Great Lakes Protection Account-to be determined

Land & Water Conservation Fund (LAWCON) - $1.6 million

**all dollar amounts are estimates**
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION •

LCMR ·MEMBERS

SENATORS

Jim Vickerman, Chair

Ellen Anderson

D. Scott Dibble

Dennis Frederickson

Linda Higgins

Pat Pariseau

Carrie Ruud

Dallas Sams

David Tomassoni

Charles Wiger

REPRESENTATIVES

Lyndon Carlson

Doug Fuller

Tom Hackbarth

Larry Howes

Phyllis Kahn

Jim Knoblach

Mark Olson

Joe Opatz

Dennis Ozment

Kathy Tingelstad

Membership as of .

December 2003

DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION:

February 20, 2004 at 4:30 p.m.

This is a firm deadline. Hard copies
must be postmarked by or received at the
LCMR office by 4:30 p.m.

FINAL PROPOSALS MUST BE
SUBMITTED IN HARD COPY.

Final proposals sent bye-mail or fax
cannot be accepted.

SUBMIT PROPOSALS TO:

Legislative Commission on MN Resources

Room 65, State Office Building

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

St.Paul, MN 55155

ELIGIBILITY-OPEN TO EVERYONE:

Application is open to everyone, as long
as there is a demonstrated public benefit.
The LCMR is an ADA/equal opportunity
employer.

The spirit and intent of the LCMR is to
provide access to EVERYONE who has
innovative ideas for environmental and
natural resource projects with a distinct
public benefit which reflect the
Commission's adopted Funding
Priorities. No grant-making or lobbying
assistance is necessary for success. The
LCMR staff will assist in proposal
development.

For a complete list of eligible and non
eligible costs see page 10.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION:

Projects are intended for a two-year
duration (July 2005 to June 2007),
however, LCMR will consider requests
for multiple biennium funding.

PROPOSAL ASSISTANCE:

LCMR staff are available to assist
proposers and answer questions or review
draft proposals. If you would like
proposal development assistance, staff
can assist you by phone, e-mail, fax or by
appointment.

Phone: (651) 296-2406

Fax: (651) 296-1321

e-mail: lcmr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us

FUNDING BACKGROUND:

Funding Priorities are reviewed and
adopted every two years. The priorities
are for projects to begin July 2005. The
order of the Funding Priorities does
not reflect any prioritization.
Although other proposals may be
considered, adopted priorities will be
given first consideration. The priorities
apply to all funding sources. Proposers
are requested to respond to a funding
priority not a funding source.

Reinvest in Minnesota: RIM related
activities are eligible and may be
recommended for funding by the LCMR.
(M.S. 84.95)

If land acquisition is part of the priority it
includes both conservation easements and
purchase of development rights.

•
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2005 FUNDING PRIORITIES

The LCMR has identified the following funding priorities for
seeking proposals for the 2006-2007 biennium.

WATER
Improve the quality and/or quantity of ground and surface
waters.

CITIZEN

ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (CAC)

for the Trust Fund

•

Appointed by the Governor

Membership as of

December 2003

Vacancy
If interested in serving on the

CAC contact the Secretary of
State's Office, Open Appoint-

ments, at 651-296-5845 or
www.sos.state.mn.us/

District 1 & At Large

John Kvasnicka

District 2

Nalani McCutcheon

District 3

Janet McMillan

District 4

Greta Hesse Gauthier

District 5

Nancy Gibson, Chair

James Nelson

District 5 & At Large

David Hartwell

District 6

Catherine Thayer Nicholson

District 7

Kristin Eggerling

District 8

Ann Glumac

CONTINUATION PROJECTS
In an effort to continue the work started by LCMR funding,
consideration will be given to the list of projects listed on
pg.5.

STATE PARKS, RECREATION

AREAS, TRAILS AND OTHER

ENHANCEMENTS TO THE STATE

OUTDOOR RECREATION SYSTEM

(AS DEFINED IN MS 86A.04)

ENERGY
Develop and promote efficient energy resources which are
clean, renewable and/or innovative.

MATCHING GRANT PROGRAMS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support the four
matching grant programs: 1) Local Initiative Grants
Program, 2) Local & Regional Trails, 3) Metropolitan
Regional Parks & Trails, and 4) Local Water Management
Matching Challenge Grants, listed on page 4 & 5. Submit
to the identified program, not the LCMR.

HABITAT
Acquire, restore or protect fish, wildlife and native plant
habitat.

•
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2) LOCAL AND REGIONAL

TRAILS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the Local and Regional Trails program during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Local Trail Connections Matching Grant Program
(for cities, counties and townships) to develop trail
connections between communities and existing park
and trail facilities (up to $100,000).

Regional Trail Matching Grant Program (for
cities, counties and townships) to develop new long
distance trails of regional significance (up to
$250,000).

For further information about the Local and Regional
Trails Grants and submitting a proposal contact: Tim
Mitchell, (651) 297-1718, or e-mail:
tim.mitchell@dnr.state.mn.us

Do notsubmitproposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local and Regional Trails program.

3) METROPOLITAN REGIONAL

PARKS AND TRAILS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
Metropolitan Parks and Trails programs during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Projects eligible for funding through the Metropolitan
Parks and Open Space program will only be
considered as part of the Metropolitan Council's
2004-2009 Regional Parks Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) .

For information about the 2004-2009 Regional Parks
Capital Improvement Program, please contact: Arne
Stefferud, (651) 602-1360 or e-mail:
ame.stefferud@metc.state.mn.us

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Metropolitan Council and Parks
Open Space Commission Capital Improvement •
(CIP) Program.

Ifyour proposal fits one of the grant programs listed,
DO NOT submit a proposal to theLCMR. The
LCMRintends to recommend money to these
programs. Directly contact the individuals listed for
grant proposal format and information. The format on
pages 8 & 9 is not applicable to these programs.

1) LOCAL INITIATIVES

GRANTS PROGRAM
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the matching grants program in the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) for Local Initiative Grants
for the following types ofprojects:

Outdoor Recreation Matching Grant Program (for
counties, cities and townships) for acquisition,
development and/or redevelopment costs of local
parks and recreation areas.

Regional Park Matching Grant Program (for
cities,counties, townships located outside the seven
county metropolitan area) for acquisition,
development and/or redevelopment costs of regional
parks.

Natural and Scenic Area Matching Grant
Program (for cities, counties, townships and school
districts) for acquisition of natural and scenic areas
(up to $500,000).

Conservation Partners Matching Grant Program
(for private/nonprofit organizations and local
governments, including cooperative projects involving
local governments) provides assistance (up to
$20,000) for projects that enhance fish, wildlife and
native plant habitat or for research or survey projects
related to habitat enhancement.

Environmental Partnerships Matching Grant
Program (for private/nonprofit organizations) to help
carry out a variety ofprojects to help protect and
enhance our natural environment (up to $20,000).

For further information about the Local Initiative
Grants Program and submitting a proposal contact:
Wayne Sames, (651) 296-1567, or e-mail:
wayne.sames@dnr.state.mn.us

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local Initiative Grants Program.

" .' ,....... .' , ,

.' . . -

MATC-BING GRANT PROGRAMS

.,":::. "'~: -'::' ',.' '.: '~-, ;"

-. Page 4 --



•

•

•

•

4) LOCAL WATER

MANAGEMENT MATCHING

CHALLENGE GRANT

The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the implementation ofpriority activities identified in
state approved local water management plans via the
Board of Water and Soil Resources Local Water
Management Challenge Grant Program during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Eligible applicants are counties, watershed
management organizations, watershed districts and
soil and water conservation districts that have been
delegated under the M.S. 103B.30llocal water
management program.

Potentially fundable implementation categories and
some example activities include:

Land and Water Treatment includes activities
applied to the land or a water resource such as erosion
control structures, shoreline protection measures, in
lake restoration projects.

Planning and Environmental Controls includes the
development oflake management plans, official
controls relating to water, linking comprehensive
plans to land use plans.

Monitoring and Modeling includes activities such as
citizen monitoring networks, modeling ground water
flow or surface water runoff.

Inventory and Mapping includes conducting
detailed inventories of drainage systems, wetlands or
feedlots.

Education and Information includes workshops and
semmars.

For further information about the Local Water
Management Challenge Grant Program and
submitting a proposal contact: Marybeth Block, (651)
297-7965, or e-mail:
marybeth.block@bwsr.state.Inn.us

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local Water Planning Challenge
Grant Program.
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CONTINUATION PROJECTS
Continuedfrom page 3 ...

To be considered, the following Continuation
Projects proposals must be submitted and meet all
application requirements. The continuation project
proposals will be evaluated according to the same
criteria as all other proposal submissions. These
projects include:

ML 2003, Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 9, Subd.

• 5(h) Developing Pheromones for Use in Carp
Control

• 5(i) Biological Control of European Buckthorn
& Spotted Knapweed

• 6(f) Gitchi-Gami State Trail

• 6(h) Mesabi Trail

• 7(b) Accelerating & Enhancing Surface Water
Monitoring for Lakes & Streams- Results 1 & 2

• 8(a) Minnesota County Biological Survey

• 8(b) Updating Outmoded Soil Survey

ML 2001, 1st Special Session, Ch. 2, Sec. 14, Subd.

• 8(a) Evaluating Timber Harvesting and Forest
Management Guidelines



EVALUATION CRITERIA

• LCMR members will
review ALL of the
proposals for
consideration.

• No proposals will be
eliminated by the LCMR
staff or the Citizen
Advisory Committee
(CAC).

• LCMR staff will sort all
proposals by Funding
Priorities and rank them
according to the Criteria
for use by the LCMR &
CAC members during
their initial selection
process.

Project Managers and partners must be accountable and
able to complete project objectives.

The criteria will be applied as one part of the proposal
evaluation and recommendation process. The total potential
score for each criterion is written in parentheses. All points will
be awarded on a sliding scale. (up to 50 points total)

• Long-term Impact (up to 10 pts)

• Demonstrated Outcomes (up to 10 pts)

• Project Readiness (up to 7.5 pts)

• Innovation (up to 7.5 pts)

• Statewide/Regional Significance (up to 5 pts)

•

• Trust Fund expenditures
must conform to the Trust
Fund law (MS 116P.08- • Partnerships (up to 5 pts)
see back page)

• All projects are subject to
additional proposal
requirements:
accessibility, data
availability, land
acquisition, and
recyclable material
requirements.
Information located at
www.lcmr.leg.mn

• Leverage Other Funds & Resources
(up to 5 pts)

Total possible points (up to 50 pts)

•
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SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

2) Map

Send 3 copies of a map (maximum of one 8
1/2 x 11 sheet - single sided). Should be easy
to duplicate. NO COLOR MAPS.

Be site specific to the project. Maps should
be clearly legible, with enough orientation to
bring a reader to a quick understanding of the
location of the project within the city, county,

region and/or state.

4) Letter or Resolution (if applicable)
Send 3 copies of the letter or resolution. For non
profits and local units of government send a letter
or resolution authorizing proposal submission
from their governing board. State / federal
agencies and universities are excluded from
submitting this.

···~~~ftstafi~~~~~~b~~i~i<
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3) Project Manager Qualifications
& Organization Description

Send 3 copies of Project Manager Qualifications
and Organization Description (maximum of one 8
1/2 x 11 sheet - single sided).

In this document include the project manager
description of qualifications and responsibilities
pertaining to this specific project proposal. It does
not need to be a complete resume.

The organization description should be a simple,
brief explanation of the organization and its
mission. One to two sentences. e.g. Local
Government Unit, 501 (c)(3) etc.

(Theformat is designed to

be simple and does not

require prifessional

grantsmaking. "

4 Items - 3 Copies of Each

1) Proposal - 3 page limit.

2) Map - showing project site(s) 
1 page limit, black & white.

3) Project Manager Qualifications
and Organization Description - 1
page limit.
4) Letter or Resolution - For non-profits and local
units of government (state/federal agencies and
universities are excluded) submit a letter or
resolution authorizing proposal submission.

1) Proposal-3 page limit

• Send 3 copies of proposal (maximum of three 8
1/2 x 11 sheets - single sided).

• Leave a blank one inch margin at the bottom.

• The proposal must be in the format explained
on pages 8-9 and is limited to three single sided
pages.

• Minimum font-type size is 12. This page is
typeset on 12 points.

• Project title should be clearly marked on the
top of each page.

• Plastic covers, plastic bindings, and staples will
NOT be accepted.

• The proposal format is designed to provide
concise information. It begins with a brief
project summary of intended results, followed
by a description of specific project results and
budgets associated with completion of the
activities of the project.

• Proposal Template: A template of the
proposal format is available on the LCMR web
page at: http://www.1cmr.1eg.mn

Please Submit :

•

•
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PROPOSAL FORMAT (3 PAGE LIMIT)

LCMR Proposal 2005 (repeat this phrase in the upper left hand corner)

Title: (limit 8 words) - repeat on the top ofeach page submitted, including submissions ofmap and of project
manager qualifications and organization description.

Total Biennial Project Budget: (requestedfrom LCMR) $

Other Funds (explain in IV B.)

Funding Priority: (state the title ofthe funding priority responding to, e.g. Water)

Project Manager: (One name only. Note: list team members under IV A. Project Partners)

Affiliation:

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number: (be sure to provide a reliable phone number in case ofquestions)

E-Mail: (ifavailable)

Fax: (ifavailable)

Web Address: (ifavailable)

Location: (Where will the work impact? Be as specific as possible e.g. county, city, township, stream or lake
name, and map coordinates.)

I. PROJECT SUMMARY AND RESULTS: The summary is LIMITED TO 30 WORDS and must be afree
standing summation ofthe project. Be specific. Provide a clear, concise summary ofthe proposedproject and
its results. It is important that the summary be able to stand on its own as a description ofthe proposal
because it will be used with the project title as the project description during the proposal review.

II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT RESULTS: Begin this section with a briefexplanation as to WHY this
project needs to be done and the specific outcomes ofthe project.

Break the project into specific results. Indicate the budget for each result. FOR EXAMPLE:

Result 1 " Title ofActivity" Budget: $ Assign a lump sum cost (budget) to each discrete result.

Give a detailed description ofthe activity you are proposing to do and the outcomes. Be specific. For
example, indicate miles oftrail acquired and developed, acres impacted, number ofpeople reached.

Further break down the Result budget dollar amount into these categories. ONLY LIST THE CATEGORIES
THAT APPLY TO THE RESULT LISTED:

Personnel: $

Equipment: $

Development: $

Acquisition: $

Other (SpecifY): $
•
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PROPOSAL FORMAT

Result 2 " Title ofActivity" Budget: $ Assign a lump sum cost (budget) to each discrete result.

Give a detailed description ofthe activity you are proposing to do and the outcomes. Be specific. For
example, indicate miles oftrail acquired and developed, acres impacted, number ofpeople reached.

'>

Further break down the Result budget dollar amount into these categories. ONLY LIST THE CATEGORIES
THAT APPLY TO THE RESULT LISTED:

Personnel : $

Equipment: $

Development: $

Acquisition: $

Other: (Specify) $

ADD ADDITIONAL RESULTS AS NEEDED: SAME FORMAT AS ABOVE

III. TOTAL PROJECT REQUEST BUDGET: (In this section describe the details ofyour budget. The
budgetfor each result above will be a summary.)

All Results: Personnel: $ (who is getting paid to do what, their % of full time employment for the project
eriod)

All Results: Equipment: $ (what equipment, to be rented or purchased - a general description and cost)

All Results: Development: $ (improvement to land or building)

All Results: Acquisition: $ (how many acres, also who will hold the title to the land)

All Results: Other: $ (Describe the specific activity and cost):

TOTAL BUDGET: $ (requestedfrom LCMR)

IV. OTHER FUNDS & PARTNERS:

A. Project Partners: Ifthe project has cooperators (project team), list names and agency/entity affiliate.
Specifically state the dollar amount each cooperator will receive from the dollars requested in this proposal.

B. Other Funds being Spent during the Project Period: What additional money will be spent on the project
during the funding period, cash or inkind? State the source ofthe otherfunds.

C. Past Spending: List the money spent or to be spent on this specific project, cash or inkindfor the 2-year
time frame prior to July 1, 2005.

D. Time: Ifthe proposedproject will exceed two years, explain completely the additional time andfunding
requirements.
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ELIGIBLE & NON-ELIGIBLE COSTS

ELIGIBLE COSTS
Eligible costs are those costs directly incurred through Project
activities that are solely related to and necessary for producing
the work products described in the approved Work Program
during the appropriation period. All dollars are awarded on a
reimbursement basis, unless specifically authorized.

Eligible costs may include the following and are eligible only if
specified in the approved Attachment A of the Work Program.
Eligible costs must be documented as specified in the
Reimbursement Manual available from the authorized contract
person for the State:

a. Expenditures incurred only after the effective date in the

approved Work Program. No expenditures will be allowed after

June 30, 2007 unless approved by specific law;

b. Capital expenditures for facilities, equipment & other capital

assets as expressly approved in the Work Program. For

expenditures greater than $3,500, the Recipient must include in

the Work Program an explanation as to how all the equipment

purchased with the appropriation will continue to be used for the

same program through its useful life, or, if the use changes, a

commitment to pay back to the Environment & Natural Resources

Trust Fund an amount equal to either the cash value received or a

residual value approved by the director of the LCMR if it is not

sold;

c. Computers, if unique to the project and specifically approved in

the work program;

d. Materials and supplies specific to the project and incoming freight

charges for them;

e. Publication & printing costs (including the process of

composition, plate-making, press work, & binding & the end

products produced) necessary for contract administration; work

products production; & biennial reports relating to work program

accomplishments;

f. Transportation & travel expenses such as lodging, meals, &

mileage ofpersonnel involved in the Project in the same manner

and in no greater amount than provided for in the current

"Commissioner's Plan" promulgated by the Commissioner of

Employee Relations and as provided by LCMR or, for University

of Minnesota (U ofM) projects, the University of Minnesota plan

found at http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/

policy/travel.cfm. Allowable meal & lodging expenses are for

employees only. Purchasing meals for others is not an allowable

expense. All out of state travel must be explicitly approved in the

Work Program;

g. Wages & expenses of salaried Recipient employees if specified

and documented in the Work Program. For State Agencies: use

of unclassified staff only OR request approval for the use of

classified staff accompanied by an explanation ofhow the

agency will backfill that part of the classified staff salary

proposed to be paid for with this appropriation. This is subject

to specific discussion and approval by LCMR;

h. Fringe benefit costs limited to salary, FICA/Medicare,

retirement, and health insurance of Recipient's employees if

specified in the Work Program;

1. Professional services specified in the approved Work Program

that are rendered by individuals or organizations not a part of

the Recipient;

j. Eligible expenditures incurred after the effective date of the

approved Work Program and before the effective date of their

Agreement.

NON-ELIGIBLE COSTS
Non-eligible costs for reimbursement mean all costs not
defined as eligible costs, including but not limited to the
following:

a. Any costs incurred before the project is authmized, July 1,
2005 or Work Program approval; whichever is later;

b. Fund raising;

c. Taxes, except sales tax on goods and services;

d. Insurance, except title insurance;

e. Attorney fees, except for acquisition and clearing title to land;

f. Loans, grants, or subsidies to persons or entities for
development;

g. Bad debts, late payment fees, finance charges or contingency
funds; Interest, Investment management fees;

h. Lobbyists, Political contributions;

L Memberships (including subscriptions and dues);

j. Indirect costs, such as office maintenance, office utility costs,
refreshments for staff, decorations, office material & supplies;

k. Directors or officers salary;

I. Office rental fees (including storage space rental);

m. Publications & periodicals;

n. Merit awards and bonuses;

o. Employee worksite parking;

p. Entertainment; Gifts and prizes; Food and refreshments;

q. Audio visual equipment;

r. Advertising costs;

s. Communication costs incurred for telephone calls, postage, and

similar services. Purchase of communication devices such as

pagers, cell phones, personal data assistants (PDAs);

t. Computers (unless unique to the project & specifically

approved in the work program).

•'.'

•

•
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2003
AUGUST - OCTOBER

• Resource Evaluation and state-wide site visits.

• Citizen Input Forum on Natural Resource funding
priorities on web site. Over 475 responses were
received.

• LCMR Commission & Citizen Advisory
Committee joint Strategic Planning Seminar on
priorities & criteria for Trust Fund expenditures

• Citizen Advisory Committee develop a draft
strategic plan for the Trust Fund as advice to the
LCMR.

NOVEMBER

• The CAC presented recommended draft Strategic
Plan for the Trust Fund to the LCMR Commission

DECEMBER

• LCMR adopted Strategic Plan & RFP for the Trust
Fund

• The Request for Proposals (RFP) is issued
electronically mid-December. RFP mailed end of
December.

2004
FEBRUARY

February 20, 2004 at 4:30 p.m.

This is a firm deadline. Hard copies must be
postmarked by or received at the LCMR office by
4:30 p.m. Faxed or e-mailed proposal will not be
accepted.

MARCH-APRIL

• Staff and outside review ofproposals-criteria
applied and proposals scored and ranked.

Page 11

PROCESS TIMELINE

• The CAC determine advice to the LCMR for
proposals to be asked in for a presentation.

• LCMR initial review ofproposals received.

• LCMR selects proposals for further review to be
asked in for presentations. All proposers will be
notified (first cut) whether or not they have been
selected for further review.

JUNE - JULY

• Presentations on proposals selected for further
review

• After presentations, CAC meets to determine advice
to the LCMR for Trust Fund funding.

• LCMR meets to determine final recommendations
to the 2005 Legislature.

SEPTEMBER

• Revised proposals are due to the LCMR on
recommended projects.

OCTOBER-NOVEMBER

• Research projects are reviewed by an outside
scientific peer review panel.

2005
JANUARY

• LCMR recommendations presented to the
Legislature

FEBRUARY - APRIL

• Legislative review and appropriation.

MAY-JUNE

• Final legislative actions on proposals, signed by
governor

• LCMR meets to adopt work programs

• July 2005-June 2007: Project Implementation.
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EXPENDITURES; EXCEPTIONS.
LCMRStaff:

John Velin, Director
Susan Thornton

Susan Von Mosch
SandySrnith

Infonnation from this document
may be copied and distributed to
others. This publication can be

made available in alternate formats,
such as large print or cassette tape,

upon request.

Any suggestions or questions can
be sent to the address below.

Phone: 651-296-2406

TTY: 651-296-9896 OR
1-800-657-3550

Fax: 651-296-1321

Email:
lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us

Web Address: www.lcmrJeg.mn

Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the
trust fund may be spent ONLY for:

(1) the reinvest in Minnesota program as
provided in section 84.95, subdivision 2;

(2) research that contributes to increasing the
effectiveness ofprotecting or managing
the state's environment or natural re
sources;

(3) collection and analysis of information
that assists in developing the state's envi
ronmental and natural resources policies;

(4) enhancement of public education, aware
ness, and understanding necessary for the
protection, conservation, restoration, and
enhancement of air, land, water, forests,
fish, wildlife, and other natural resources;

(5) capital projects for the preservation and
protection of unique natural resources;

(6) 'activities that preserve or enhance fish,
wildlife, land, air, water, and other natu
ral resources that otherwise may be sub
stantially impaired or destroyed in any
area of the state;

(7) administrative and investment expenses
incurred by the state board of investment
in investing deposits to the trust fund;
and

(8) administrative expenses subject to the
limits in section 1I6P.09.

Subdivision 2..Exceptions. Money from
the trust fund may not be spent for:

(1) purposes of environmental compensation
and liability under chapter 1I5B and re
sponse action under chapter lISe;

(2) purposes of municipal water pollution
control under the authority of chapters
115 and 116;

(3) costs associated with the decommission-
ing of nuclear power plants;

(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;

(5) solid waste disposal facilities; or

(6) projects or purposes inconsistent with the
strategic plan.

•

Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Rm. 65 - State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155
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Environmental Trust Fund

through sector, security and yield
curve decisions and its performance
is measured against the Lehman
Brothers Aggregate Bond Index.

Figure 39. Environmental Trust Fund Performance FY 2000-2004

15..,..--------------------,
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 3Yr. 5 Yr. 10 Yr.

·5

7.2 7.8
6.9 7.4

-2.1 11.9
-2.2 H.8.

1.5 6.7
0.3 604

19.2 -0.6
19.1 -0.7

Annualized
2004 3 Yr. 5 Yr. 10 Yr.
13.7% 1.8% 0.8% 9.0%
13.3 1.6 0.7 8.9 .

7.0 11.9
8.6 IDA

-18.2 0.7
-18.0 0.3

o

5

7.4 -14.6
7.2 -14.8

-15 .\.------------------..,...----'-----'

2000 2001 2002 2003
6.6% -7.3% -10.9% 4.2%
6.7 -7.4 -10.5 3.6

• Total Fund "E
Q)
o

o Corrposite* ~

Bond Segment 4.7 11.2
LehmanAggregate 4.6 11.2

Stock Segment
S&P 500

Total Fund
Composite*

The bond segment outperfoIDled its
benchmark by 1.2 percentage points
during the fiscal year.

Investment Performance

During the Fiscal Year, the stock
segment exceeded the S&P 500
benchmark, returning 0.1 percentage
point more than the S&P 500. By
investing in all ofthe stocks in the

. benchmark at their index weighting,
the segment attempts to track the
benchmark return on a monthly and
annual basis. The portfolio is
periodically rebalanced to maintain
an acceptable tracking error relative
to the benchmark subject to keeping
trading costs at a minimum.

Overall, the'Environmental Tmst
Fund provided a return of13.7% for
fiscal year 2004, outperforming it,>
composite index by 004 percentage
point. For themost recent three-year
period, the fund exceeded its
composite benchmark by 0.2
percentage point. The fund
experienced modest outperformance
over the last five and ten years due to
the incremental value added by both
the stock and bond segments.
Performance results are presented in
Figure 39.

... Weighted 50% S&P 500/48% Lehman Aggregate, and 2% 3 Month T-Bills
through June 1999. Weighted 70% S&P 500/ 28% Lehman Aggregate! and
2% 3 month T-Billbeginning July I, 1999.

Spendable income generated by the
Fund follows: .

Fiscal Year
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004

Millions
$13
$13
$17
$17
$15

42



Environmental Trust Fund

The Environmental Trust Fund was established in 1988 by the
Minnesota Legislature to provide a long-term, consistent and stable
source of funding for activities that protect and enhance the
environment. On June 30, 2004, the market value of the Fund was
$342 million.

By statute, the State Board of
Investment (SBI) invests the assets of
the Environmental Trust Fund. The
Legislature funds environmental
projects from a portion ofthe market
value ofthe Fund.

Investment Objective

The SBI approved a 70% stock and
30% fixed income asset allocation
which was implemented
July 1, 1999. The allocation positions
the Fund for the best long-term
growth potential while meeting the
objective of the Fund to produce a
growing level ofspending.

Investment Management

SBI staffmanage all assets of the
Environmental TrustFund. Given the
unique constraints ofthe Fund,
management by SBI staff is
considered to be the most cost
effective at this time.

Figure 38. Environmental Trust Fund Asset Mix as of June 30, 2004

Figure 38 presents the actual asset
mix ofthe Environmental Trust Fund
at the end of fiscal year 2004. The
current long term asset allocation
targets for the Fund are:

The Environmental Trust Fund's
investment objective is long-term
growth in order to produce a growing
level ofspending within the
constraints ofmaintaining adequate
portfolio quality and liquidity.

Investment Constraints
In November 1998, Minnesota voters
passed a constitutional amendment to
.continue the mandate that 40 percent
ofthe net proceeds from the state
lottery be credited to the Fund
through 2025.

Domestic Stocks
Domestic Bonds
Cash

70%
28

2

Stock Segment
The stock segment ofthe Fund is
passively managed to track the
performance of the S&P 500.

Bond Segment
The bond segment is actively
managed to add incremental value

The amendment also provides for
spending 5.5 percent ofthe Fund's
market value annually, since fiscal
year 2000. The amendment
eliminates the accounting restrictions
on capital gains and losses and the
provision that the principal must
remain inviolate.

Asset Allocation

After the constitutional amendment
was adopted in November 1998, SBI
staffworked with the Legislative
Commission on Minnesota
Resources to establish an asset
allocation policy that is consistent
with the Commission's goals for
spending and growth of the Fund.

Note: Percentages may differ slightly due to rounding of vallJes.
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INFORMATION BRIEF
Minnesota House of Representatives
Research Department
600 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

John Helland, Legislative Analyst
651-296-5039

Natural Resources Trust Funds
and their Citizen Committees

October 2002

This infonnation briefprovides background on Minnesota's citizen advisory
committee on natural resources. It also describes how similar citizen committees
operate in seven other states.

Introduction

Advisory committees are often created by the legislature for citizen input into governmental
bodies, for representation ofcertain diverse viewpoints, and sometimes for specialized advice on
certain decision making. Some advisory committees become pennanent or multi-year in their
duties, others are only short-tenn. Some have major decision-making responsibility and are not
advisory at all.

Minnesota has a long-standing citizen advisory committee (CAC) on the Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund. It was created in 1989 to advise the Legislative Commission on
Minnesota Resources (LCMR) on project expenditures from the trust fund that the full
legislature has to make.

The governor appoints eleven members, one of which must reside in each of the state's eight
congressional districts. The chair is elected by the CAC members.

The trust (fund) created in the Minnesota Constitution (article 11, section 14) is funded by a
percentage of the lottery (almost 7 cents of each dollar after expenses). Over the 12-year history
of the trust fund, almost $142 million has been spent on 241 projects. The LCMR is

This publication can be made available in alternative formats upon request. Please call 651-296-6753 (voice);
or the Minnesota State Relay Service at 1-800-627-3529 (TTY) for assistance. Many House Research
Department publications are also available on the Internet at: www.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/hrd.htm.



House Research Department
Natural Resources Trust Funds and their Citizen Committees

October 2002
Page 2

recommending to the 2003 Legislature that $30 million in trust fund dollars be spent for the
biennium.

Certain CAC members have requested more input in the LCMR decision-making process on
trust fund expenditures. As a result, a 2001 law was enacted for a task force composed ofequal
membership of the LCMR and CAC. The task force was to explore options to better integrate
the CAC in the process ofmaking expenditures from thetrust fund. The task force met four
times and then submitted its recommendations to the LCMR chair.

As a result, a new LCMRlCAC trust fund process, with added opportunities for CAC members,
was put into place; some statutory changes were made to conform to recommendations for public
input; and a larger CAC budget was approved to better integrate new CAC duties.

This information brief is intended to inform about other states' natural resources and/or
environment trust funds, along with theircitizen committee'duties. It includes the states of
Arizona, Colorado, Michigan, Nebraska, New Jersey, North Carolina, and Virginia, all ofwhich
have strong committees that playa part in natural resource funding decisions. Of the seven
states, only Michigan and New Jersey require legislative:approval ofthe committee's funding
decisions.

Arizona

Fund Establishment and Revenue

The Heritage Fund is funded by lottery proceeds. The fund was established in 1990 by a ballot
initiative. The act establishing the Heritage Fund allows for up to $20 million to be spent
annually, divided equally between the state parks and the Game and Fish Department.
Beginning with fiscal year 1999, the fund has not realized its full funding potential as state
lottery revenues have decreased and the agencies have received less than $10 million. The
interest is contained in a special account allocated only to the Heritage Fund.

Fund Expenditures

Money is allocated to projects by the Arizona Parks Board according to the following
percentages:

Percent Selected Projects for Spendin2
35% Local, regional, and state parks
17 Historic preservation
17 Acquisition and development
17 Natural areas acquisition
5 Trails
5 Environmental education
4 Natural areas operation and management
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Three advisory boards are associated with the State Parks Board in awarding Heritage Fund
revenues:

• Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission (AORCC) - AORCC
recommends criteria and policies for both the Trails and Local, Regional and State Parks
grant programs. This board is composed of seven members, one the Director ofArizona
Game and Fish and one the Director ofArizona State Parks, and the remaining five
members appointed by the governor. Three of these members must be professional full
time parks and recreation department directors of a county, city, or town, and two must
be members of the general public with experience in outdoor recreation.

• Arizona State Committee on Trails (ASCOT) - This group provides technical advice to
AORCC on trails grant criteria and project requests.

• Historic Preservation Advisory Committee (HPAC) - HPAC recommends criteria and
policies for the Historic Preservation grant program and provides funding
recommendations to the Arizona State Parks Board. The committee is composed of
seven members; one must be a member ofa nonprofit preservation program, two must be
preservation professionals, one must be a representative ofa local government
preservation program, and three must be citizens-at-Iarge who are active in or familiar
with historic preservation.

The State Parks Board consists of seven members. One member is the state land commissioner
and the remaining members are appointed by the governor (citizens-at-Iarge). While there are no
exact requirements, members are selected because of their knowledge ofand interest in outdoor
activities, multiple uses oflands, archaeology, natural resources, and the value of the historical
aspects ofArizona and conservation ofnatural resources.

The trails, historic preservation, and parks components of the Heritage Fund (57 percent) are
distributed through competitive grants. The remainder of the funding is allocated to the four
other components in conjunction with the state parks in general. Recommendations for funding
and grants are made to the State Parks Board, which makes the final decision. The funding
decisions are not subject to appropriations or legislative approval.

While the funds are not subject to legislative approval, a Capitol Improvement Plan is used
for the development projects, and the legislature matches the board's funding decisions
with general fund appropriations.

Colorado

Fund Establishment and Revenue

Article XXVII of the Colorado Constitution passed as a constitutional amendment in 1980 and
again in 1992. The amendment allots 50 percent oflottery proceeds (capped at $35 million,
adjusted annually for inflation) to the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund (GOCO). In fiscal
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year 2000-2001, GOCO is projected to receive approximately $40 million. Under the 1992
amendment, the lottery proceeds are distributed as follows: 40 percent ofproceeds go to the
Conservation Trust Fund for allocation to local governments and park and recreation districts for
parks, recreation, and open space purposes; 10 percent ofproceeds are distributed directly to
Colorado State Parks for state parks and outdoor recreation projects; 50 percent ofproceeds are
deposited in the GOCO Trust Fund.

GOCO offers grant opportunities in the four major categories outlined in the Colorado
Constitution, which are outdoor recreation, wildlife, open space, and local government.
There are five competitive grant cycles:

• Open space and natural areas - projects in urban, suburban, and rural areas.
• Local government - awarded to local governments to acquire, establish, expand, and

enhance park and outdoor recreation facilities including environmental education.
• Legacy - these major regional or statewide projects combine two or more of the board's

four funding categories.
• Trails - includes construction ofnew trials, trail renovations, acquisition of land or

permanent easements essential to trail access, and trailhead development.
• Planning and capacity - seed grants to local governments and nonprofit organizations

primarily for land conservation planning.

Grants are also awarded through the Division of Wildlife and Colorado -State Parks.

.The board is composed of 15 members. The State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust
Fund is appointed by the governor and subject to confirmation by the Colorado State Senate.
There must be two members from each congressional district (six total districts) and these two
members must each be associated with a different political party. The Executive Director of the
Colorado Department ofNatural Resources, a represen,tative from the Colorado State Parks
Board, and a representative from the Wildlife Commission are also members of the board, in
addition to the 12 citizen members.

The board organizes its grant activities into three core programs:

• Land, water, and wildlife protection - 71.5 percent of total funds, composed of five
initiatives:

1. Protecting important river corridors
2. Protecting Colorado's unique natural areas and wildlife habitats
3. Protecting community separators
4. Protecting land for future parks and outdoor recreation
5. Protecting strategic agricultural lands

• Outdoor recreation facilities - 23 percent of total funds: to target the establishment of
new facilities for parks and the establishment and development of trails.

• Youth, environmental education, and interpretation - 5.5 percent oftotal fund. Will
focus on engaging youth through youth corps programs.
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A project subcommittee of the GOCO board reviews the ranking of the grant applicants based on
the scores and recommendations and selects the projects that will receive funding. The entire
board gives final approval to the selected grants.

Michigan

Fund Establishment and Revenue

The Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) began as the Michigan Land Trust Fund
in 1976 by P.A. 204 of 1976. The act created the trust fund to provide funding for the public
acquisition of lands for resource protection and public outdoor recreation. Funding was derived
from royalties on the sale and lease of state-owned mineral rights. In 1984, voters approved
Proposal B, which amended the state constitution and created the MNRTF. The amendment
required that oil, gas, and other mineral lease and royalty payments be placed in the trust fund
and used to acquire and develop public recreation lands. The legislature passed the MNRTF Act
of 1985 to implement the amendment (P.A. 101 of 1985, act 101). The act required that in a
fiscal year, up to one-third ofall mineral lease revenues plus the interest and earnings of the trust.
fund could be used to both purchase land for resource protection and public outdoor recreation
and develop outdoor recreation facilities. In 1994, voters approved Proposal P, which further
amended the constitution to disallow diversion of the trust fund revenue to the Michigan
Strategic Fund and established the State ParkEndowment Fund. The proposal provided for $10
million ammally to the endowment fund from the trust fund. This amendment also raised the
maximum amount that can accumulate in the trust fund to $400 million.

Fund Expenditures

Legislative Act 101 specifies that no less than 25 percent of total expenditures in a fiscal year
shall be expended for land acquisition and rights in land and that no more than 25 percent shall
be expended for development ofpublic recreation facilities. Act 101 also authorizes use of the
trust fund to make annual payments to local units of government when the state acquires
property with trust fund assistance. These local payments help offset the loss in tax revenue
when the property becomes public.

Board Members and the Decision-Making Process

The board is composed of five members, including the Director of the Department ofNatural
Resources or a member of the Natural Resources Commission, and four state residents appointed
by the governor.

According to section 1907(1) ofPart 19, P.A. 451 of 1994, each January the board submits to the
legislature a priority list oflands recommended for acquisition and/or development. One
criterion requires that a grant applicant get public input regarding the project through public
meetings prior to granting of funds.

.1
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• Resource protection - To protect Michigan's natural resources, and provide for their
access, public use, and enjoyment.

• Water access - To provide public access to Michigan's water bodies, particularly the
Great Lakes, and to facilitate their recreational use.

• Community recreation - To meet regional, county, and community needs for outdoor
recreation opportunities.

• Urban recreation - To improve the opportunity for outdoor recreation in Michigan's
urban areas.

• Economic development - To stimulate Michigan's economy through recreation-related
tourism and community revitalization.

The board makes final grant recommendations based on the staff scores and
recommendations and other appropriate factors, and submits its recommendations to the
legislature for approval and appropriation of funds and signature by the governor.

Nebraska

Fund Establishment and Revenue

The Nebraska Environmental Trust Fund receives 49.5 percent of lottery proceeds.

Fund Expenditures

The entire fund is spent each year and is not subject to legislative approval. The trust fund
is currently focusing on four priorities:

• The preservation and restoration ofcritical habitat areas
• Surface and ground water quality
• Development of recycling markets and reduction of solid waste volume and toxicity
• Carbon management

To address these priorities the trust fund will assist in the:

• Preservation and restoration ofwetlands and other areas critical to rare or endangered
species

• Protection ofNebraska lakes and streams from deterioration due to pollution
• Fostering of good management practices and action to preserve ground water from

degradation, and clean-up of soils and ground water
• Development of recycling markets and reduction of the volume and toxicity of solid

waste
• Strategies to manage carbon in the atmosphere, and sequester carbon in the soil
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The 14-member board is composed ofnine Nebraska citizens (three from each of three
congressional districts) appointed by the governor and approved by the majority of the
legislature, and five members of state agencies. The citizen members shall represent the general
public and shall havedemonstrated competence, experience, and interest in the environment of
the state, according to the Nebraska Trust Act, section 81-15, 170. Two of the citizen appointees
shall also have experience with private financing ofpublic-purpose projects. The board elects a
chairperson annually from among the citizen members.

The proposed projects for the trust fund grants must meet criteria for eligibility and must fit the
trust fund's priorities (established pursuant to section 81-15, 176 of the Nebraska Trust Act).
The trust fund board uses a rating system to select projects for grant awards. Some of the criteria
used for evaluation are required by the act, but the results of the rating system serve only as a
guide for the board's fund allocation. The act also requires that the priorities that the board sets
be those environmental goals which most affect the natural physical and biological environment
in Nebraska, and that the board allow opportunity for public comment regarding the priorities..
The priorities are set for five-year periods (the initial priorities were set by the act itself), and the
process must include public meetings in each of the three congressional districts.

The evaluation ofprojects is performed by the Eligibility and RatinglRanking Subcommittee
Board appointed by the chairperson of the board, as well as any technical advisory committee(s)
established by the board. The subcommittee makes the following recommendations to the trust
board: a recommendation ofapproval or rejection of the project; a recommended degree of
assistance for the project if it is found eligible and receives a sufficient ranking; and any
conditions the subcommittee recommends to be placed on the project. In addition, the
subcommittee provides the trust board with a preliminary ranking of the projects. After

. receiving the subcommittee report and conducting a board meeting regarding the report, the
chairperson shall schedule a public hearing on the proposed funding list. After this meeting the
trust board may take action on actual funding and the board makes the final decision
regarding funding.

New Jersey

Fund Establishment and Revenue

On June 30, 1999, the governor signed the Garden State Preservation Trust Act into law, which
allowed New Jersey to preserve one million acres over the next ten years and established a stable
source of funding for preservation efforts. The plan was approved by a margin of two-to-one by
New Jersey citizens in 1998. The vote amended the constitution to provide a source of funding
to acquire and preserve open space, farmland, and historic sites around the state. The
amendment dedicates $98 million annually for ten years to preservation efforts and authorizes
the issuance ofup to $1 billion in revenue bonds.
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The Garden State Preservation Trust (GSPT) is distributed to three major areas, Green Acres,
Historic Preservation, and Farmland Preservation.

• The Historic Preservation Trust Fund will receive $6 million annually for ten years to
fund historic preservation projects including matching grant awards.

• Sixty percent of the remaining annual funds, after the $6 million is deposited with the
Historic Preservation Trust Fund, will be used for Green Acres and Green Trust projects
in cooperation with the Department of Environmental Protection.

o Half of this funding (30 percent of remaining funds) will be used for state
acquisition and development projects. Of this portion, 20 percent is designated
for highly populated counties.

o Forty percent of these funds will be allocated for local acquisition and
development projects (to municipal and county governments).

o Ten percent of these funds will be allocated for nonprofit acquisition.
o In addition, payment in l~eu of taxes (PILOT) will provide money for

municipalities out of the general fund to reimburse them for lost taxes on state
acquired lands.

• The Garden State Farmland Preservation Trust Program will work with theState
Agriculture Development Committee to provide grants for local government units to fund
acquisition and development easements or fee simple titles.

Board Members and the Decision-Making Process

The legislation established a nine-member board that receives and approves projects submitted
by the Department of Environmental Protection·and the State Agriculture Development
Committee. Twice a year the board reviews projects and submits at least two appropriation
bills each year to fund the projects. The board is appointed by the governor and the
legislature.

The trust seeks to protect one million additional acres ofopen space and farmland and is charged
with reviewing and recommending to the legislature and the governor preservation projects
submitted to each ofthe three trust fund programs. The policy objectives that guide the GSPT
include protection of the state's water supplies, preservation of the state's agricultural land base,
protection of contiguous and diverse wildlife habitats and greenways, and provision ofa broad
array of recreational opportunities for all New Jersey residents in all regions of the state. The
GSPT has additional historic preservation policy goals.

The Green Acres program comprises four program areas:

• State park and open space acquisition - State acquisition program'(land preservation
initiated by the state). Green Acres works with the Department of Environmental
Protection's divisions ofParks and Forestry, Fish and Wildlife, and the New Jersey
Natural Lands Trust to determine which lands should be preserved. Green Acres also
distributes other funds that are not part ofthe Garden State Preservation Trust.
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• Local governments and nonprofit funding - Grants/loans to municipal and county
governments (to assist in specific land preservation and outdoor recreational development
projects) and nonprofit matching grants program (Green Acres provides nonprofit
organizations with a matching grant to help fund fee simple, easement purchases, or
recreational development). The Planning Incentive Program provides grant and loan
funding to local governments that have enacted an open space tax and have adopted an
open space and recreation plan.

• Planning and technical assistance - Planning Incentive Grants program to provide open
space and recreation planning and technical assistance for county, municipal, nonprofit,
and state open space acquisition and recreation development efforts.

• Stewardship - Keeping It Green Program. The Bureau of Legal Services and
Stewardship monitors municipal, county, and nonprofit sites acquired and developed with
Green Acres funds and ensures that they are used solely for recreation and conservation
purposes.

Grant applications are ranked according to points based on criteria that reflect open space values,
such as public access, suitability for wildlife habitat, recreational opportunities, and protection of
environmental resources. The legislature reviews the project recommendations from the
GSPT and forwards its recommendations to the governor for consideration in his or her
biennial budget.

North Carolina

Fund Establishment and Revenue

North Carolina has several conservation trust funds, including an income tax credit. Legislators
are on all the fund boards described here and assist in making expenditure
recommendations. The following funds are related to conservation or natural resources:

• Conservation Income Tax Credit - Established in 1983. Managed by the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources and provides a 25 percent income tax credit for
donations ofland or easements for conservation purposes.

• Natural Heritage Trust Fund - Established iIi 1987 by the General Assembly (Statute
113, Article 5A(113-77.6.9)). It was provided with a continuing funding source by the
General Assembly in 1989 and an additional source in 1991. Funded by 25 percent of
state deed excise stamp revenues and a portion ofvanity license plate sales and managed
by the Board ofTrustees and the Natural Heritage Program in the Division ofParks and
Recreation in the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR).
Approximately $10 million was available to the fund in fiscal year 2000-2001.

• Parks and Recreation Trust Fund- Established in 1993. Funded by 75 percent of state
deed excise stamp tax revenues and managed by the Board of the Parks and Recreation
Authority and the Division of Parks and Recreation in DENR.

• Public Beach and Coastal Waterfront Fund - Established in 1981. Funded by state deed
excise stamp tax revenues and managed by the Division of Coastal Management in
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DENR. This fund was initially funded by appropriations and is now funded by 5 percent
of the Parks and Recreation Trust.

• Clean Water Management Trost Fund - Established in 1996. Funded by appropriations
from the General Assembly and managed by an l8-member board of trustees and staff

Fund Expenditures and Programs

• Conservation Income Tax Credit - As of August 15,2000 (end of 1999 tax year), about
300 individual and corporate property owners had donated 68,500 acres of land or
conservation easements worth an estimated $121.2 million at a cost to the state of$16.7
million.

• Natural Heritage Trost Fund -$80.6 million has been awarded for 231 projects to help
protect 145,000 acres ofland since 1987. In the last cycle, the Natural Heritage Fund
funded six applications for a total of$4.6 million. NHTF grants have leveraged at least
$40 million in private and other public funds.

• Parks and Recreation Trost Furid- Since 1995, the Parks and Recreation Authority has
approved 210 projects for a total of$31.8 million. Over 1,300 acres have been added to
local parks. The Parks and Recreation Authority has approved 138 state park land
acquisition and facility projects for a total of $71.4 million. PARTF has funded the
addition of7861 acres to the State Park System.

• Clean Water Management Trost Fund - The board of trustees has approved 258 grants
for a total of $220.4 million as of June 1,2001. CWMTF grants have leveraged at least
$60 million in private and other public funds. The 2000 General Assembly committed to
increase appropriations to CWMTF to $40 million in fiscal year 2001-02, $70 million in
fiscal year 2002-03, and $100 million per year in fiscal year 2003-04 and future fiscal
years.

Board Members and the Decision-Making Process

• Conservation Income Tax Credit - Managed by the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources. Not run by a citizen board.

• Natural Heritage Trost Fund
o Managed by the board of trustees and the Natural Heritage Program in the

Division of Parks & Recreation in the Department ofEnvironment & Natural
Resources. The nine-member board of trustees is appointed by the General
Assembly at the recommendation of the Speaker of the House and President Pro
Tempore of the Senate (three from each) and by the governor (three more).
Persons appointed shall be knowledgeable in the acquisition and management of
natural areas.

o Grant applications are accepted from state agencies, including the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources Commission,
Department ofCultural Resources, and Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services). The grants applications are for acquiring natural lands in three main
areas, according to statute:

• land that represents the ecological diversity ofNorth Carolina,
• land as additions to the system of state parks and other natural areas for

public use, and
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• land that contributes to the development of historic properties.
Funding priorities are given to projects which will protect areas of state or
national ecological significance or outstanding cultural significance. Trustees
may also fund inventories by the Natural Heritage Program, conservation and
protection planning, and information programs for owners of natural areas. The
trustees are also guided by priorities established by the state agencies listed in this
paragraph.

• Parks and Recreation Trust Fund
o The II-member Parks and Recreation Authority, meeting quarterly, makes

decisions about the allocation of the trust fund. The governor appoints the
chairperson of the authority, the General Assembly upon recommendation of the
President Pro-Tempore of the Senate appoints four members, and the General
Assembly upon recommendation by the Speaker of the House appoints four
members.

o The trust fund is allocated in three ways:
• 65 percent to the state parks through the North Carolina Division of Parks

and Recreation.
• 30 percent as matching grants to local governments for park and recreation

purposes.
• 5 percent for the Coastal and Estuarine Water Access Program.

• Clean Water Management Trust Fund
o Managed by an I8-member board oftrustees and staff. Six members shall be

appointed by the governor, six by the General Assembly at the recommendation
of the Speaker of the House, and six by the General Assembly at the
recommendation of the President Pro Tempore of the Senate. Persons appointed
shall be knowledgeable in one of the following areas

• Acquisition and management ofnatural areas
• Conservation and restoration of water quality
• Wildlife and fisheries habitats and resources
• Environmental management

The advisory council advises the trustees regarding allocations from the fund and
includes the Commissioner of Agriculture, the Chair of the Wildlife Resources
Commission, the Secretary of the Department of Environment and Natural
Resources, and the Secretary of the Department ofCommerce.

o Grants go to help projects that specifically address water pollution problems.
CWMTF will fund projects that:

• Enhance or restore degraded waters,
• Protect unpolluted waters, and/or
• Contribute toward a network of riparian buffers and greenways for

environmental, educational, and recreational benefits.
Grants are distributed to state agencies, local governments, or nonprofit conservation
corporations. The board of trustees may require a 20 percent matching requirement from
recipients.
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Virginia Land Conservation Foundation - In 1999, the General Assembly and Governor
Gilmore established the foundation to fund the protection of Virginia's natural resources. These
acts and recent amendments are codified at sections 10.1-1017 through 10.1-1026 of the Code of
Virginia.

Fund Expenditures and Programs

Virginia Land Conservation Foundation - Used-to establish permanent conservation easements
and to purchase open spaces and parklands, lands ofhistoric or cultural significance, farmlands
and forests, and natural areas. State agencies, local governments, public bodies, and registered
(tax-exempt) nonprofit groups are eligible to rec'eive matching grants from the foundation.

Board Members and the Decision-Making Process

Virginia Land Conservation Foundation - The purpose of the foundation is to provide state
funding used to conserve certain categories of special land, including open spaces and parks,
natural areas, historic areas, and farmland and forest preservation. The foundation manages
the funds and theDepartment ofConservation and Recreation provides staff and administrative
support. An Interagency Taskforce reviews and recommends grant applications to the Virginia
Land Conservation Foundation. Grant awards are based on applications for 50.percent or less of
total project costs pursuant to specific criteria defined in each category. The criteria are different
for each ofthe four categories. The Secretary ofNatural Resources is the Chairman of the VLCF
Board of Trustees. The Director of the Department of Conservation and Recreation is the
Secretary of the Board. The governor appoints one board member from each of the 11
congressional districts. The Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections appoints four more
Board members. No legislative approval is required.

For more information about natural resources, visit the environment and natural resources area
ofour web site, www.house.mn/hrd/issinfo/environ.htm.
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Natural Resources Policy Commissions in
Selected Other States

This information brief reviews natural resources commissions in six selected states,
and specifically describes their membership, powers and duties, cost and staffmg..
These states were selected as representative of the varying responsibilities of
natural resources policy commissions. The information is listed for each state in
Part I.

Part II lists the conditions ofmembership on natural resources commissions around
the country.

Overview

Bills that establish policy commissions for the Department ofNatural Resources (DNR) have been
introduced quite often during recent years. The bills generally have not received hearings, but it is
likely that similar bills will be introduced in the future.

A 1999 bill (H.P. 253) that would create a Board ofNatural Resources was introduced by
Representative Westfall. The board would consist ofthe commissioner ofNatural Resources and
eight citizens appointed by the governor, one from each congressional district. The board
members would be "broadly representative" to effectuate natural resources policy; one must be
knowledgeable in agriculture. Duties and powers of the proposed board include:

This publication can be made available in alternative formats upon request. Please call 651-296-6753 (voice); or the
Minnesota State Relay Service at 1-800-627-3529 (TTY) for assistance. Many House Research Department
publications are also available on the Internet at: www.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/hrd.htm.
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a) Acquisition of land for outdoor recreation and management purposes
b) Promulgation ofnecessary rules
c) Natural resources planning responsibilities
d) Forest management policy and fIre protection
e) Mining regulation
f) Wetland acquisition and drainage interactions
g) Fish stocking and flood protection
h) Wild and scenic view designation
i) Acquisition by eminent domain

These authorities are now vested in the commissioner of Natural Resources.
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Approximately 33 states have natural resources commissions with some responsibility for the
policies of their respective state departments. The types of commissions generally fall into three .
categories:

(1) a purely advisory commission on natural resources matters to the executive agency;

(2) an independent commission that establishes general policy for its department and may
adopt rules and issue permits (Indiana, Washington, and Wisconsin); or

(3) an independent commission with the power to hire and fIre the department director and
one that establishes hunting and fIshing regulations (Michigan and Missouri).

The governor typically appoints the members in states with a commission, with the advice and
consent of the state senate. Some states differ. In Kentucky the governor appoints one person
from a list of fIve people elected by sportsmen in each of the states' nine wildlife districts. The
governor ofNew Jersey appoints six sportsmen recommended by the State Federation of
Sportsmen's Clubs and three farmers recommended by the agricultural convention.
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I. Profiles of Natural Resources Commissions by State

Indiana

Membership

Five lay members appointed by the governor and seven ex-officio members that
represent various areas of state government.

Powers and Duties

• Sets policy and promulgates rules on a variety of resource matters.

• Approves the acquisition ofnew lands and the disposal/sale of surplus lands.

• Exercises regulatory authority in the form ofpermits for water, oil and gas, coal
mine reclamation, parks, forests, fish and wildlife, and reservoirs.

• Exercises employment authority for property managers and assistant property
managers at state parks, forests, fish and wildlife areas, reservoirs, and for oil and
gas inspectors.

• May merge, consolidate, or abolish any agent or division, other than the division of
law enforcement, with the approval ofthe governor.

Annual commission expenses are approximately $25,000 and are included in the
Executive Office budget.

• Members are reimbursed $50 per day spent on commission activities and paid
travel and lodging expenses.

• Only the expenses of the five lay members are included in the Executive Office
budget; the expenses of the seven ex-officio members are covered by the
department they represent.

Staffing

Commission uses existing DNR staff.

----~----
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Michigan

Membership
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Seven members appointed by the governor with the advise and consent of the Senate.

Powers and Duties

• Appoints the director of the department.

• Approves land acquisition and sales.

• Regulates the leasing ofminerals.

• Sets seasons for game and fish.

.. Promulgates rules.

Commission annual budget is $75,000.

• Members receive $75 per day spent on commission business, subject to a limit of
50 days per year (55 days for the chair) regardless of the number of days worked.
They are also reimbursed for documented travel and lodging expenses and other
actual expenses related to commission business.

Staffing

Commission uses existing DNR staff, except for having its own executive secretary (who
sets up meetings, handles correspondence and travel arrangements, etc.).
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Missouri

Membership
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Four members appointed by the governor with the advice and consent of the Senate.

Powers and Duties

• Appoints the director of the Department ofConservation.

• Responsible for the control, management, restoration, conservation, and regulation
ofthe bird, fish, game, forestry, and all wildlife resources ofthe state, including
hatcheries, sanctuaries, refuges, reservations, and all other property owned,
acquired, or used for such purposes.

• Responsible for the acquisition and establishment of such property as mentioned
above and the administration ofall laws pertaining to such property.

• May acquire by purchase, gift, eminent domain, or otherwise, all property
necessary, useful, or convenient for its purposes.

Annual budget for the commission is $25,000, although actual expenses in recent
years have been less than this amount.

• Members are reimbursed only for actual expenses incurred while carrying out
commission business.

Staffing

Commission uses a secretary and existing Department of Conservation staff
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Oregon has citizen-based natural resources commissions for fish and wildlife, environmental
quality, and land conservation and development. This describes the fish and wildlife commission.

Membership

Seven members appointed by the governor for staggered four-year terms.

Powers and Duties

• Setspolicy regarding the management of fish and wildlife resources.

• Establishes seasons for and methods of taking of fish and wildlife resources.

• Adopts necessary rules and standards it deems appropriate.

Holds public hearings on proposals for planned expenditures and finding needs for
inclusion in the governor's budget.

• The annual budget is $65,000, which includes the cost ofmonthly meetings around
the state.

• Commissioners receive $30 per day and travel expenses.

Staffmg

• Existing department staff is used for support.
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Washington

Membership
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Five members, including the governor or the governor's designee, the superintendent of
public instruction, the commissioner ofpublic lands, the dean of the college of forest
resources of the University of Washington, and the dean of the College ofAgriculture of
Washington State University.

Powers and Duties

• Establishes broad policies for the department.

• Performs all duties relating to appraisal, appeal, approval, and hearing functions of
the department.

• Constitutes the board of appraisers and the commissioner on harbor lines.

• Approves lease and sale proposals submitted by the department regarding state
owned grant and forest board lands.

• Fixes the value ofpublic lands and gives authority to the commissioner to inspect,
appraise, and offer state lands for sale.

• Reviews the department's administration ofthe Surface Mine Reclamation Act.

• Annual costs for the board are approximately $6,000.

• Members receive no compensation for attending meetings, but out-of-town
members are reimbursed for travel expenses.

Staffmg

Board uses existing DNR staff
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Membership
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Seven members appointed by the governor with the advice and consent of the Senate.

Powers and Duties

• Directs and supervises the Department ofNatural Resources, and acts as a formal
point of contact for citizens.

• May sell, at public or private sale, lands and structures owned by the state under
the jurisdiction of the DNR when the board determines that they are no longer
necessary for the state's use for conservation purposes.

• Acts as a coordinating body for all governmental and nongovernmental agencies
with regard to policies, plans, and activities related to Wisconsin outdoor
recreation resources.

• Recommends to the governor and legislature broad policies and standards to guide
the comprehensive development of all outdoor recreation resources in Wisconsin,
and recommends to the legislature outdoor recreation program appropriations and
allocations.

• Annual budget for the board is $25,000.

.. Members receive reimbursement for travel, meals, and lodging expenses, but no
per diem.

Staffing

Board uses existing DNR staff
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II. Membership Restrictions for Natural Resources
Commissions*

January 2000
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A variety ofconditions are placed on membership in natural resources commissions. In some
cases, a state may have more than one condition or qualification. The following conditions.and
qualifications are grouped by category.

Appointment By Region, Without Regard To Population

Idaho One commissioner from each specified group ofcounties

Kentucky By wildlife district

Nevada No two of the seven commissioners from the same county

New Hampshire One of the 11 commissioners must be from one ofseven specified coastal
towns

Pennsylvania Eight of ten commissioners from each specified group ofcounties

South Dakota Three west and five east of the Missouri River

Utah The five commissioners must be from the five groups of specified counties

Washington Three commissioners must be from west of the Cascades and three from the
east; no two commissioners from the same county

Wyoming By "appointment district"

By Region, By Population

Oregon Ofthe seven commissioners, one from each of the five congressional districts,
plus one each from east and west of Cascade Mountains

South Carolina One for each congressional district plus one at large

Virginia One for each congressional district

• This information comes from aWildlife Management Institute report, Organization, Authority and
Programs ofState Fish and Wildlife Agencies (1997), and a 1997 survey conducted by the California Assembly
Office of Research.
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By Political Party, Not More Than Half From The Same Party

Ohio

January 2000
Page 10

By Political Party, Not More Than Half Plus One From The Same Party

Idaho
Kansas
Kentucky
Michigan

By Occupation

Ohio

Oregon

Nevada

New Jersey

South Dakota

By Office

Idaho

New Jersey

Oregon

Tennessee

South Dakota
Utah
Wyoming

Two of the eight commissioners must be farmers and one must be a biologist

Commissioners may not have a fmancial interest in a fish processing business

One of the seven commissioners must be a farmer

Three of the 11 commissioners must be farmers recommended by the
agricultural convention

At least four of the eight commissioners must be farmers

Commissioners may not be elected members of any state or local office and
may not be an officer in any political party organization

The chairman of the Non-Game Advisory Committee is one of the 11
commissioners

Commissioners may not be an officer in a sport or commercial fishing
organization

The commissioner of Conservation, not the director of the department, is one
ofthe 11 commissioners
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By Violation Of Law

January 2000
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New Hampshire Commissioners must not have been convicted ofa fish and game offense in any
state in the last five years

By Avocation

Nevada One member of seven must be actively involved in the conservation ofwildlife

As Hunters And Fishermen

Nevada Two of the seven commissioners must be sportsmen

New Hampshire Commissioners must have been licensed hunters and fishermen for five of the
last ten years

New Jersey Six of the 11 commissioners must be sportsmen recommended by the state
organization of sports clubs

Other

Illinois At least one of the 11 commissioners must be a senior citizen, age 60 or older

Montana One of the five commission members, each representing a region, must also be
experienced in the breeding and management of domestic livestock

Nevada Two of the seven commissioners are to represent the interest of the general
public

New Hampshire Each commissioner shall have at least five years experience in one or more of
the following: forestry, agriculture, management of wild lands soil
conservation, conservation of water resources, fish and game management or
propagation, conservation engineering, conservation law, wildlife education, or
active membership in a conservation or sportsman's organization in New
Hampshire t

North Carolina Must be a hunter, fisherman, farmer, or biologist



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

REVISED Agenda
Environment and Natural Resources Advisory Task Force

September 27, 2005
. Time: 2:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Location: PERA Building, 60 Empire Drive, Training Room
St. Paul, MN

Note: Order of the agenda has been modified and election of leadership is removed
pending adoption of election procedures by the Advisory Task Force.

Facilitator: Ryan Church, Department of Administration

1. WELCOME
Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, LCMR Chair
Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner (initial meeting co-conveners designated by the
LCMR Chair and Governor's office)

2. INTRODUCTIONS

3. "MINNESOTA: A HISTORY OF THE LAND" (Overview of the people and landscapes
of Minnesota, a 4 minute video)

4. MINNESOTA'S NATURAL RESOURCES: TASK FORCE MEMBER DISCUSSION
"What natural resources issues do members consider to be of most importance
for the future of Minnesota?"

BREAK

5. PRESENTATION: PERSPECTIVES ON "HOW WE GOT HERE"
Bob Schroeder, Governor's Office and Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, LCMR Chair

6. TASK FORCE CHARGE
a. Authorizing Legislation of the Advisory Task Force
b. Member Discussion of the Purpose of the Advisory Task Force

7. ORGANIZATION
a. Task Force Operating Procedures

• Procedures for Election of Leadership
• Motions and Voting
• Other

Page One of Two

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Page Two of Two

b. Overview of Background Materials
c. Discussion of Information and Testimony Requested for Future Meetings
d. Proposed Meeting Schedule: Dates, Times, Location, Per diem, Expenses

and Related Forms
e. Other Organization Issues

8. OTHER

9. CONFIRM NEXT MEETING: DATE, PURPOSE & FOCUS

10. ADJOURNMENT

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



FUTURE MEETING IDEAS

1. Presentation by conference committee chairs, House and Senate Environment 
(Sen. Dallas Sams and Rep. Dennis Ozment on perspectives)

2. Overview of current and past LCMR processes

3. Current and past CAC member testimony (invite members since 1989)

4. Representative from Colorado Environmental Trust Fund

5. Representative from Missouri regarding the "Missouri Model" and dedicated funding

6. MN State Arts Board

7. Foundations

8. Public Testimony

/





I
"

CHANGES IN THE LAND {1870s -1900)
Voices from the past and stunning nature videography re-create the

natural world Euro-Americans first encountered. Find out what

happens to North America's most abundant species as commercial

hunters and the railroad arrive in Minnesota. The majestic Big

Woods are cut down to make room for farms and villages. Visit one

of the littleknown crown jewels of Minnesota, the Bluestem Prairie.

Find out why Minnesota has some of the richest soils in the world

and how Minneapolis becomes the flour milling capital of the

world. Historic re-creations bring to life the bonanza era ofwheat

farming. And experience the catastrophic forest fire that

ushers in a new way of looking at the land.

EPISODE II:

"A world ofgrass and flowers stretched around me, rising and

falling in gentle undulations, ...full acres of blossoms, all bearing

one hue, purple perhaps, or masses ofyellow or rose. And then

again a carpet ofeverycolor intermixed or narrow bands as ifa

rainbow had fallen among the verdant slopes."

Eliza Steel, June 1, 1840

ORDERING THE LAND (16,000 B.P. - 1870s)

Witness 16,000 years of Minnesota's fascinating early history. Its

uniqlle place in North America is revealed through state-of-the:..art

animations and graphic's. Members of Miimesota's Native

American community describe their long relationship with the

land. With the arrival of Europeans comes a new way of looking at

the land, one that will change the region forever. See how this is .

expressed in the land survey, which carves the natural world into

squares that can be bought and sold. The fur trade era and early

lumbering are brought to life with historic re-creations and

photographs.Discover what happens when early entrepreneurs

fail to understand the geology of St. Anthony Fans.

."Landscapes really do have a history. They change all the

time. As humans we're always intervening in that process

with an outcome that we can't actually know. .. "

Elizabeth Rayrllond, Historian



"This is one ofthe rarest regions on the continent, ifnot

the world. No where else is to befound so precious and. .

pictr.tl"esquea combination ofwater, rock and forest, all linked

together in a single maze ofbewildering beauty."

Emest Oberholtzer, ca. 19205

EPISODE III:

OUT OF THE ASHES (1900 - 1940s),
Never-before-seen historic footage brings to life the beginnings

of conservation in Minnesota. Discover why Minnesota is at the

forefront of conservation in the United States and the key role

that women play. See what happens to the Mississippi River as

the population of the Twin Cities explodes. Graphic animations

help viewers imagine the results of one ~an's plan to flood the

boundary waters region. Then, get to know the fascinating

character who helps to save the region from destruction. In the

series' most ambitious historic re-creation, find out which

prominent Minnesota conservationist begins his career

promoting the destruction.Qf wolves;.
~ : . "'. .... . ..- .... ':. .

SECOND NATURE (19405 AND BEYONDF
Momentous changes are brought to Minnesota byWWII. A vivid

re-creation brings to life the revolutionary work of a University

of Minnesota graduate student. Simple inventions like nylon

nets and the introduction of an exotic species bring the fishery
of Lake Superior to the brink of collapse. Though rarely seen
footage, experience the extensive pollution of Lake Superior

caused by the disposal of over 60,000 tons ofwaste a day. Then;

hear fusthand how a group of citizens plays a central role in
stopping this pollution. Discover the ways in which our own

homes ~d businesses result in changes in the land as far away as

the rain forests of South America. Consider how the stories of

Minnesota's past can inform oilr choices for the future.

"You have to pull yourselfout ofthe immediate moment.

You have to look across a broad sweep oftime to be able to

have a se1tse ofwhere we are, what we are, and the

impacts ofwhat we're doing."

David Tilman, Ecologist

.'



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. -' ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: 1cmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
October 18, 2005

Time: 1:00 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building

St. Paul, MN
Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting objectives:
• Review current situation (constitutional amendments, statute, Trust Fund, and

LCMR process),
• Complete the discussion; "How we got here"
• Plan the future sequence of meeting topics and objectives

Meeting Agenda

1. Welcome and introductions

2. Review meeting objectives and agenda

3. Review and approve minutes of Sept. 27, 2005

4. Review draft meeting schedule

5. Establish procedures for motions and voting

6. Overview of Environment and Natural Resources Constitutional Amendments and
MS 116P - Greg Knopff, Senate Research

7. Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
• Lottery Receipts
• History of dollars available for expenditure (Trust Fund and Future Resources

Fund (FRF»
• Projected Trust Fund Growth and dollars available for expenditure (5.5% each

year available from the Trust Fund market value)

Continued on Page Two

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Page Two

8. Review Current LCMR Process for Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Expenditure Recommendations - LCMR staff (John Velin, Susan Thornton, Susan Von
Mosch)

• Citizen Advisory Committee for the Trust Fund (CAC) - past advice and
recommendations on Strat~gic Plans and Project Funding.

• Past LCMR Strategic Plans and Request for Proposals

9. Discussion of Strengths and Weaknesses of the current LCMR process

10. PRESENTATION: PERSPECTIVES ON "HOW WE GOT HERE"
Representative Dennis Ozment, Senator Dallas Sams and Senator Tom Bakk,
Co-chairs, 2005 Legislation Agriculture and Environment Finance Conference
Committee. (inVited)

11. Confirm future schedule of meeting topics and objectives

12. Adjournment

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, JeffBroberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TrY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.1cmr.leg.mn

MINUTES

September 27, 2005
Time: 2:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Location: PERA Building, 60 Empire Drive, Training Room
. St. Paul, MN

Members Present:
Dave Bishop~

Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Joe Duggan
Wayne Enger

Ron Erhardt ,,-"
Ryan Heiniger
Jane Krentz
Gary Laidig
Pam Landers

Earl Renneke
Craig Shaver-
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner

Ex Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder

Members Absent:
Phyll.is Kahn
Steve Morse-

Other LCMR members present: Senators J. Vickerman, C. Wiger, Rep. T. Hackbarth

Meeting called to order:

Facilitator: Ryan Church, Department of Administration

1. WELCOME
Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, LCMR Chair
Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner (initial meeting co-conveners designated by the LCMR
Chair and Governor's office)

The meeting objectives were outlined as follows:
• Introduce members and generate a preliminary list of key issues
• Hear perspectives on and discuss the purpose of the Advisory Task Force
• Discuss the organization and future operation of the Advisory Task Force

2. INTRODUCTIONS - Ryan Church led the introduction process and asked members to relay,
"one experience that inspired your passion for MN's natural resources" .

3. "MINNESOTA: A HISTORY OF THE LAND" (A summary of a 4 part, 4 hours series on the
people and landscapes of Minnesota - a 4 minute video) This 4 part video series is available in
the Legislative Reference Library and also for purchase.

Audio tape was paused during the playing of this video.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



4. MINNESOTA'S NATURAL RESOURCES: TASK FORCE MEMBER DISCUSSION,

Ryan Church reviewed the ground rules for the meetings and the following discussion:
1. Contribute your ideas
2. Listen to Understand
3. Disagree by stating your ideas

Members were asked to brainstorm and focus on their top 1-3 responses that come to
mind when answering the question: "What natural resources issues do members
consider to be of most importance for the future of Minnesota?"

Ideas put forth were:

~ Intensified use of land and space and the expanding human use
~ Water quality and availability
~ Opportunities for future generations - Ensure ability to enjoy our natural resources

and have clean water for future generations
~ Use of resources for economic livelihood - recognize the forest has to have multiple

economic and recreational use
~ Educated citizens
~ Appropriate level of funding - ensure citizens have interest and are actively engaged

in funding discussions
~ Failure to make use of information we already know about ecosystem structure and

function
~ Balance of recreation use while maintaining stewardship
~ Patience and will to stick to long term strategies
~ Legal structure that maintains the environmental trust fund. The process, as well as

the legalities for procedures/structure
~ Policies today that allow for the sustainable use of our natural resources so that

future generations have the same chances that we have
~ Where should we place the next 1.0 million people in MN? We must blend the

resources with our economy
~ Who decides which natural resources are important and who decides the method

and amount of funding for those resources
~ How our current tax system interferes with highest and best use of the land: losing

farm land, forests, and soil to development
~ Importance of public and private partnerships
~ Diverse interests in best use (economic) and need to be accountable
~ Relationship between agriculture production and ecology
~ Need for continued cutting edge research and outside the box thinking; Le. invasive

species, lake clean up, carp
~ Understand the human impact on the water cycle - climate, surface water, ground

water
~ Energy development use and issues
~ Need for dialogue on natural resources is critical
~ Soil conservation: land stewardship is the crux of everything (erosion issues)

Themes were summarized as follows:

1. Human systems and natural systems interact
2. Specific resource issues AND how to deal with them
3. Call out the need for strategies to deal with pressures on natural resources
4. How to govern the issues

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



BREAK

5. PRESENTATION: PERSPECTIVES ON "HOW WE GOT HERE"
Bob Schroeder, Governor's Office and Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, LCMR Chair

Discussion began with Kathy Tingelstad
Rep. Tingelstad indicated that she would like to see the group strive for consensus.
LCMR projects are innovative and the only place in state government where we are allowed to
take risks to resolve natural resource issues. The project funding from the Trust Fund is not
supposed to supplant other state funding. The Future Resources Fund (FRF) was an additional
source of natural resource funding that was eliminated two years ago (2003 legislation session).
The LCMR strategic planning was for both the Trust Fund and the FRF. There was more
flexibility in the types of natural resource projects that could be funded by the FRF. The Trust
Fund needs to adhere to the Constitution and Statute (116P). While there are fewer dollars
from which the LCMR can make recommendation the demand for projects and funding is just as
great.

On the Process:
The Governor had an initiative for a citizens Heritage Council to make expenditures from the
Trust Fund and other state funds. The legislation only received one hearing in the Senate. In
the House, the legislation went through several committees and proposed amendments,
including amendments related to proposing a mix of citizens and legislators recommending the
funding of projects from the Trust Fund. The proposal to have a blended group failed on the
House floor by only one vote. This issue was one of the major things that held up final adoption
of the environment finance appropriations bill. The final provision in the conference committee
report setting up the Advisory Task Force was done quickly and at the last minute.

Dave Bishop asked the question as to what was unresolved in the Conference Committee. The
discussion was that the Task Force was set up to review the unresolved question about the
structure and recommendations.

Bob Schroeder spoke to the Task Force.
He suggested that the Task Force step back from this legislation and reflect on how the
Constitution had been amended over 200 times. The Trust Fund amendments and the right to
hunt and fish had some of the highest percentages of passage, indicating that Minnesotans
want to protect and enjoy the natural' resources. The threats are serious and many. Population
growth is the real significant threat. He spoke about the recent report on the reform of the state
lottery (July 2004) recommending the adoption of accountability and measurability procedures.
He spoke to a survey conducted by the Department of Administration with 225 responses (2004
Minnesota Conservation, Natural Resource and Environmental Management Stakeholder
Questionnaire Findings, February 9, 2005). He stated that the responses indicated support for
a citizen panel of experts and more focused funding from the Trust Fund. He stated that the
LCMR authority over the Trust Fund sunsets on June 30, 2006. A proposal to take out the
sunset provision was considered and failed. He suggested the task force consider the many
different models that are out there - Colorado, South Carolina, Missouri. One of the critical
elements should be for a long-term strategic approach. Politics have played a role in the
process in the past. A long-term view, faithful to the constitution is needed. Consider the
strength of the MN citizens and take advantage of those people. There are models of citizen
involvement. Look at State Board of Investment (SBI), a citizen board that invests the state
money. The SBI effectively uses experts outside of the political arena. Review the State Arts
Board. Think about a different approach, a new approach for Minnesota.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Dave Bishop requested copies of the survey (handed out) and the lottery report.

Susan Thornton (LCMR staff) reviewed the background notebook provided to task force
members.

Questions were asked regarding the CAC and their role as it appears to be in 116P. In addition,
it was questioned why the CAC appointments were vacant.
Earl Renneke asked if the concern was about what the structure is or what is funded?

It was requested that the strategic plans over time be provided to members as well as the CAC
project recommendations and the final LCMR recommendations.

6. TASK FORCE CHARGE
a. Authorizing Legislation of the Advisory Task Force
b. Member Discussion of the Purpose of the Advisory Task Force

.mI11[tltilre1illlrillSil~m[.~r'lalll~rl'etJ~:Io~!(ije'lr~lllfll~ff.'t1Yal;e~
1. What does "process" mean?
2. What do we mean by "environment and natural resources" (broad or narrow) - Natural

resources referenced in 116P, Sec. 5, Subd 5. Environment defined in 116B.02 - the
environmental policy act.

3. What happens if LCMR sunsets? What is the default of the money? Is it all 116P or just the
LCMR portion of 116P.05 eliminated?

4. What is the status of the CAC and how is it tied to the LCMR sunset?
5. Applications or the approval of applications process? Or both? Or more?

.1l1"lm~ttBj'liilllfllf8ril~~I~lIr$tlf"fRlI'~~~~rel
1. Assets "appropriated" for natural resources (MN Constitution)
2. Look at "process" broadly - allow it all to come out.
3. Look afresh at other states 

-Trust Funds
-Citizen involvement

\?l\ll~"'~~;'1(~t:\\';'iif]iJ1(+'¥"_~b]l1!ff'~\1W.tli?\1l;'*lJL!!;\'__~#'&'i"1'R
~l1laL'l&W~e.e.\ll:t\.fi)J!.\ll~l~~Jjl\lfld:~;Lal~e~~m!J~~

1. Clarify how we will arrive to the recommendations?
Consensus, equal votes, minority reports,

2. Review past experience and identify problems. What is broken?
3. Review process and recommend changes
4. Decide if the LCMR should be replaced
5. Produce recommendations - agreeable to legislators and Governors office
6. Review: Grant administration and perceived lack of focus, lack of results, ability to follow

strategic plan, concerns of Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and role of citizens.

7. ORGANIZATION
a. Task Force Operating Procedures

• Procedures for Election of Leadership
• Motions and Voting
• Other

b. Overview of Background Materials
c. Discussion of Information and Testimony Requested for Future Meetings
d. Proposed Meeting Schedule: Dates, Times, Location, Per diem, Expenses and

Related Forms
e. Other Organization Issues

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, ]effBroberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke,Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Rep. Tingelstad called to members' attention the previously discussed Department of
Administration stakeholder questionnaire that Bob Schroeder handed out to members. She
relayed to members that there were other opinions and concerns about the lack of scientific
validity of this document, its administration and compilation. She indicated that members might
wish to discuss it at a future meeting.

There was discussion of the role of the co-conveners. Additional discussion related to the
election of a chair or co-chairs. Jane Krentz stated that she felt any of the appointed members
would be excellent chairs or co-chairs.

Motion by Wayne Enger to approve Dave Zentner as Co-chair from the governor's citizen
appointees. Seconded by Craig Shaver. Motion passed.

Motion by Jane Krentz to approve Loren Solberg as Co-chair from the legislative member
appointees. Seconded by Dave Bishop. Motion passed.

Ryan Heininger questioned the wording of"a chair" in the legislation, not Co-chairs.
Rep. Tingelstad clarified that she had spoken with the conference committee chairs and it was
the legislative intent to allow for either chairs or co chairs.

Proposed future meeting dates as previously provided to members were handed out and
members were asked to add or strike dates from that list. Meeting times and the numbers of
meetings to be held were discussed.

There was discussion as to the meeting location. It was suggested that the State Office
Building should be considered. The sound and recording system record are better, there is
better access for public testimony and staff is there. Parking passes can be provided to Task
Force members.

It was suggested that meeting times for public testimony include evenings in addition to day
time to enable average citizens to testify. It was preferred to keep the meeting to a half-day

. time frame.

The next meeting was set for Oct. 18 from 1-4 p.m. in the State Office Building.
Members will be asked to confirm additional meeting date availability from which the meeting
schedule will be set (6-8 meetings during Sept. 27, 2005 - Feb. 16, 2006)

A "List of Possible Future Meeting Topics" was handed out for discussion (see attached). Ryan
Church asked if other items should be added. Other items requested during the meeting
included; copies of past strategic plans and the comparison of the Citizen Advisory Committee
project recommendations and those adopted by the LCMR. In addition, the CAC recommended
strategic plans and the plans adopted by the LCMR were requested. Staff indicated that those
would be provided as available.

8. ADJOURNMENT

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, Dave Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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• • •Minnesota State Lottery
At September 30, 2005
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INCOME
Scratch Sales $67,825,593 $248,811,410 $205,906,353 $221,999,991 $204,216,902 $206,790,816 $269,291,063 $272,486,589 $259,781,643 $265,549,320 $282,463,298 $250,865,115 $241,051,521 $210,919,223 $215,696,083 $253,425,269 $67,053,714 $3,744,133,903

Online Sales - 72,675,953 91,696,540 106,835,931 127,258,245 129,084,261 106,359,079 96,030,096 113,090,728 124,462,487 114,823,127 115,318,650 136,080,534 140,897,381 165,799,743 145,822,016 $32,905,293 1,819,140,063

Generation 3 Sales - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5.422945 8763 134 $1803,932 15990,011

-Total Sales $ 67,825,593 $321,487,363 $297,602,893 $328,835,922 $331,475,147 $335,875,077 $375,650,142 $368,516,685 $372,872,371 $390,011,807 $397,286,425 $366,183,765 $377,132,055 $351,816,604 $386,918,771 $408,010,419 $101,762,939 $ 5,579;263,977

In Lieu ofSales Tax (4.1)69.578) (19,289.242) (19,344,186) (21,374.335) (21.'45.886) (21,831.883) (24.417,263) (23.953,615) (24,236,714) (25,350,752) (25,823.618) (23.801.945) (24.513.584) (22,868.079) (25,149.720) (26,520,677) ($6,614.591) (360.705,668)

Gross Receipts 63,756,015 302,198,121 278,258,707 307,461,587 309,929,261 314,043,194 351,232,879 344,563,070 348,635,657 364,661,055 371,462,807 342,381,820 352;618,471 328,948,525 361,769,051 381,489,741 $95,148,348 5,218,558,309

Other Income 721,948 138\,107 1 189,548 1069273 1202443 1666091 2844 708 4308809 2,094293 2032879 2.995873 2521411 1,532522 1,471,265 570758 834,491 $213,752 28651 171

-Gross Revenue $64 477963 $303579228 $279448255 $308530860 $311131704 $315709285 $354 077 587 $348871879 $350,729951 $366693934 $374458681 $344903231 $354150993 $330419790 $362,339809 $382.324,232 $95.362100 $ 5 247209 480

EXPENSES:
Compulsive Gambling $100,000 $100,000 $300,000 $300,000 $'35,000 $540,000 $540,000 $540,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 $2,955,000

Operating Expenses 8.215650 29,743360 24,590031 25010706 26959877 26834433 28188308 28656449 29078445 29,761767 31,613 357 31314803 32,629826 31531,087 23170226 22,571484 $5,331,558 435.201.368

-Total Operating Expenses $ 8,315,650 $ 29,843,360 $ 24,890,031 $ 25,310,706 $ 27,494,877 $ 27,374,433 $ 28,728,308 $ 29,196,449 $ 29,078,445 $ 29,761,767 $ 31,613,357 $ 31,314,803 $ 32,629,826 $ 31,531,087 $ 23,170,226 $ 22,571,484 $5,331,558 $ 438,156,368

% ofStatutory Limit 12.90"10 9.83% [1lli 820% 8.84% 8,67% 8.11% ~ .!J..,Zlli 12,06% ~ .!l&lli ~ 9.54% ~ 5.90% 5.59% 8.35%

Start Up Loan $ 8,297,193 $ 8,297,193

Unclmd Przs Tm to St. - - - - . 1,355,277 2,556,178 4,396,538 5,008,321 5,196,330 6,642,803 5,761,308 5,115,452 6,619,107 6,960,534 7,777,552 $1,699,579 59,088,979

Retailer Comm. & Incent 3,388,000 18,236,198 17,533,322 18,160,627 19,673,485 18,235,373 19,904,003 19,044,873 21,532,247 26,759,658 27,134,266 23,532,411 23,945,926 22,192,549 22,924,313 25,067,240 $6,086,197 333,350,689

Game Prizes 34,334,800 179,428,852 172,609,012 196,873,180 192,253,677 196,083,422 230,848,350 224,447,930 224,962,900 235,320,418 241,517,453 218,564,733 223,032,780 204,723,065 225,528,718 241,294,337 $61,746,446 3,303,570,073

Ticket Expense 1,027,544 4,377,955 3,611,959 3,952,288 4,161,652 3,397,745 3,812,948 4,582,445 3,924,031 4,065,027 4,882,547 4,797,685 6,155,242 5,273,205 4,649,504 4,287,651 $831,032 67,790,459

Online Vendor Commission 4,812,590 6,153,204 7,089,270 8,178,766 8,340,444 7,056,221 7,105,847 7,979,156 9,778,215 8,367,630 8,514,219 10,827,918 9,931,627 10,506,715 9,447,919 $2,181,715 126,271,456

OMNI Link Maintenance - 157,657 617,923 397,236 389,769 393,264 233,070 - $0 2,188,920
Compulsive Gambling - - 1000000 - 800000 1425000 2.365000 1750000 1888000 2,543.000 1796.000 1896000 1,896,000 $1,796,000 19155000
-Total Expenses $55,363,187 $236,698,955 $ 224,797,528 $251,386,071 $251,762,457 $255,786,694 $292,906,008 $289,574,082 $294,067,757 $313,864,338 $322,305,292 $294,762,930 $304,643,409 $282,299,710 $295,636,01l $312,342,183 $79,672,526 $ 4,357,869,137

NET PROCEEDS $ 9114776 $ 66,880,273 $ 54 650727 $ 57144 789 $ 59,369247 $ 59922592 $ 61171579 $ 59.297797 $ 56662194 $ 52829596 $ 52153,388 $ 50140.301 $ 49507,584 $ 48120080 $ 66703798 $ 69982049 $15689573 $ 889,340,344

TOTAL PAID TO STATE
BENEFICIARIES
GENERAL FUND
1n-Lieu-of-Sales Tax $ 4,069,578 $ 19,289,242 $ 19,344,186 $ 21,374,335 $ 21,545,886 $ 21,831,883 $ 24,417,263 $ 23,953,615 $ 24,236,714 $ 25,350,752 $ 25,823,618 $ 714,058 $ 3,186,766 $ 2,972,850 $ 6,933,778 $ 7,311,751 $ 1,823,643 $ 254,179,918
Net Proceeds 9,000,000 32,790,436 34,286,873 35,621,548 35,953,555 36,702,947 35,578,678 33,997,316 31,697,758 31,292,033 30,084,181 29,704,551 28,872,048 40,022,279 41,989,230 9,413,744 497,007,176
Unclaimed Prizes - - - 813,166 1,533,707 2,637,923 3,004,992 3,117,798 3,985,682 3,456,785 3,069,271 3,971,464 6,960,534 7,777,552 1,699,579 42,028,454

Compulsive Gambling from Prize Fund 100000 100,000 300,000 300,000 535000 1,540000 540000 1340000 1425,000 2,365000 1,750000 1888000 2543000 1,796000 1896,000 1896000 1,796000 22110000
Total General Fund $ 4,169,578 $ 28,389,242 $ 52,434,622 $ 55,961,208 $ 57,702,434 $ 60,138,604 $ 63,193,917 $ 63,510,216 $ 62,664,022 $ 62,531,308 $ 62,851,332 $ 36,143,024 $ 38,503,588 $ 37,612,362 $ 55,812,591 $ 58,974,532 $ 14,732,966 $ 815,325,547

ENVIR. & NATURAL RESOURCES
TRUSTFUND
Net Proceeds $ 3,645,910 $ 26,752,109 $ 21,860,291 $ 22,857,915 $ 23,747,699 $ 23,969,037 $ 24,468,632 $ 23,719,119 $ 22,664,877 $ 21,131,838 $ 20,861,355 $ 20,056,121 $ 19,803,034 $ 19,248,032 $ 26,681,519 $ 27,992,820 $ 6,275,829 $ 355,736,137

Unclaimed Prizes - - - - 542 III 1,022471 1758615 2003328 2078532 2,657121 2,304523 2046181 2647643 - - 17 060,525

Total Envira. Trust Fund $ 3,645,910 $ 26,752,109 $ 21,860,291 $ 22,857,915 $ 23,747,699 $ 24,511,148 $ 25,491,103 $ 25,477,734 $ 24,668,206 $ 23,210,370 $ 23,518,476 $ 22,360,644 $ 21,849,215 $ 21,895,675 $ 26,681,519 $ 27,992,820 $ 6,275,829 $ 372,796,662

Game & Fish Fund-In Ucu-orsaks To. $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ 11,543,943 $ 10,663,409 $ 9,947,614 $ 9,107,971 $ 9,604,463 $ 2,395,474 $ 53,262,875

Natural Resourcs Fund-In Ucu-ofSIIk:s Tax $ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ 11,543,943 $ 10,663,409 $ 9,947,614 $ 9,107,971 $ 9,604,463 $ 2,395,474 $ 53,262,875

Transfer fur Gambling Enforcemeut from
Operating Fund Q 150,000 150000 150000 150000 150,000 150000 150000 150,000 150000 150000 150000 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1650000

Other Payments to State 5,639,866 31 128 164 Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 36768030

GRAND TOTAL TO STATE $13,455354 $86419,515 $74444913 ~78 969123 ~81 600 133 ~84.799 752 $88835020 $89.137,950 $87482228 ~85 891.678 $86519809 $81.741.554 $81.h79.620 ~79.403 266 $100 710 05~ $106,176 279 $25799743 ~1 "3065990

L:Security/A=lIFinansumlFYCurrent Filc:Scpt<:mbef'5 FY2006 Fm.ncial Sumrl'IQ)"olds Tab:Financial Sum Ex._l1

QlLA,cQ>Untiag 1011012005
Prcpal'C<lb)':,...I.x-.



I:0ttery Questions & Answers Page lofl

Q: Where does the Lottery money go? What specific projects does it fund?

A: Sixty percent of the net proceeds goes into the state General Fund. The General Fund
is the money that the state Legislature uses to appropriate money for the operation of all
state government and the funding of education.

The other 40 percent of net proceeds goes to the Environment and Natural Resources Trust
Fund, which finances environmental and natural resources projects across the entire state.
For more information on specific projects, see our ETF section on this Web site.

A 6.5 perc~nt in-lieu-of-sales tax is used for a variety of natural resources programs including
fish and game, parks, trails, and zoos. The General Fund also receives a portion of this
money.

http://www.lottery.state.mn.us/qanda.html 10/5/200~
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Where the Money Goes

~ Natural Resources
/' I Fund 2.35010, $9.60

-.J Game. &: Fish Fund
;-1 2.35%

, $9.60

I
Environment &:

Nat..u.ra.. I. R.. ··.esou.. reesTrust Fund
6.80/0, $27.99

,-_I Ad.min.istratlon
l 5.SO/0, $22.57

"'1 T.I.Cket.& .0.. . n.Ii.n&Vendor Expense
3.40/0, $13.74

~
General Fund 14.4%, $58.97
Includes $1.00 million far
problem gambling treatment

Retailers 11---.....--------
6.10/0, $25.07 ..

Prizes Paidh
To Players

59.0010, $241.29 ...

Dollar Distribution
Fiscal Year 2005
Dollar Amount$ 1n Ml!IIQm~

"All FlgUMS are Round&d

FISCAL YEAR 2005 REVENUE DISTRIBUTION

Total Revenue: $408.84 million
Total Sales: $408.01 million

For every dollar spent on Lottery tickets in Fiscal Year
2005:

• 59.1 cents went to pay prizes to winning players
• 8.9 cents was used to pay ticket, online vendor and administrative costs
• 6.1 cents was paid to retailers in the form of commission and incentives

The remaining 26 cents went to the state:

• 14.5 cents to the state General Fund to support services such as K-12 education,

http://www.lottery.state.Inn.us/moneygo.html 10/5/2005



Where the Money Goes, ., Page 20f2

health care, aid to local governments and public safety. Of this amount, $1.90 million
was set aside to help combat problem gambling. The Lottery is currently the sole
source of funding for state-provided services for problem gamblers. Since the Lottery
started, $741.6 million has gone to the General Fund.

• 6.9 cents to the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund to finance projects
that preserve, restore and enhance our state's natural resources. The Trust Fund is
financing 39 projects, totaling $30 million, this biennium (2003-2005). Since the Lottery
started, the Trust Fund has received more than $338.5 million.

• 4.7 cents more to the state's environment which received a boost when the 2000
Legislature reallocated the in-lieu-of-sales tax. This money which was previously
allocated to the General Fund now goes to fish and game, parks, trails and zoos.

o 2.35 cents to the Game and Fish Fund
o 2.35 cents to the Natural Resources Fun

Minnesota: A History of the Land

Take a journey through time across Minnesota's changing
landscapes. Minnesota: A History of the Land is a 4-part
documentary series seen on Twin Cities Public Television. It
was produced in part with the support of the E_nv[onmentand
Natural Resources Trust£ynd.

© Minnesota State Lottery. All information contained within these pages is meant for personal use only and may not be reproduced or distributed
without the express written consent of the Minnesota State Lottery. Winning numbers are updated each day shortly after the drawings are official.
Other parts of this site are updated regularly. [erivacy Policy and Legal Notic§

http://www.lottery.state.mn.us/moneygo.html 10/5/200'5



LCMR Current 2 Year Proposal Process Cycle, asofOctober2005

Final Legislative actions taken on bill

I
Bill is signed by Governor

I

Staffrequests work
programs from final
projects selected

LCMR meets several
days over several week

period for proposal
hearings for all funds
(CAC in attendance)

average 30 min. per proposa

Peer Review: Those projects
which are research are reviewed

by a peerreviewpanel

I
ODD
YEAR

Staff holds
proposal
development
workshops
for public

RFP designed,
printed and
distributed

Proposals are
processed, staff
ranked, and
reviewed by
outside
professionals

$
Projects begin with funding
in July of odd numbered
years



Comparison of LCMR Project Recommendations· all funding sources

With the exception of the 2003 and 2005 Final Leg. Action column, the final legislative action/vetoes are not reflected in this chart

Final Leg. Final Leg.
LCMR Rec. Action May LCMR Rec. Action June
12/2002 2003 12/2004 2005

1991 (1) 2003 (2)
._--

1989 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 . 2003
Requests
# 233 730 810 473 441 464 402 261 261
$ 66,400,000 266,300,000 379,400,000 170,315,445 189,753,719 196,313,869 424,298,116 296,442,095 296,442,095

Hearings
# 233 200 183 174 157 173 107 99 99

Funded
# 79 97 96 97 101 112 56 46 43
$ 18,590,000 32,994,000 43,735,000 35,287,000 37,208,000 40,500,000 50,272,000 48,545,000 32,675,000

Averaae $$
er proiect 235,316 340,144 455,573 363,784 III 368,396 II 361,607 III 897,714. 1,055,326 ~ 759,884

NOTES:
(1) First year of the Trust Fund
(2) All Funding sources except the Future Resources Fund which was eliminated.
(3) For 2003, there are 43 project appropriations. However, there are 87 work programs managed due to multiple partners per each project appropriation.
(4) For 2003 and 2005, Includes CAC and DNR Contract Admin. as a "project". LCMR Admin. is not included in the project count
(5) For 2005, there are 58 project appropriations. However, there are 100 work programs managed due to multiple partners per each project appropriation.
(6) This reflected a governor veto of 11 projects plus the second biennium of LCMR Administrative budget (FY 07).

Excel\Misc\Comparison 89-05 abbreviated.xls10/5/2005
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December 2003

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
FUNDING BEGINNING: JULY 1, 2005
DEADLINE TO SUBMIT: FEBRUARY 20, 2004
FIRM DEADLINE: POSTMARKED BY OR RECEIVED AT THE LCMR OFFICE BY 4:30 P.M.

Background Information Pg. 2

2005 Funding Priorities _Pg. 3

Matching Grant Programs Pg. 4-5

Continuation Projects _ Pg. 5

Evaluation Criteria Pg. 6

Submission Requirements Pg. 7

Proposal Format. Pg. 8-9

Eligible & Non-eligible Costs Pg. 10

Process Timeline Pg. 11

MS 116P Trust Fund Expenditures Pg. 12

The LCMR has identified the following funding
priorities for the 2006-2007 biennium.

• Water

• Habitat

• Energy

• State Parks, Recreation Areas, Trails
and other enhancements to the State
Outdoor Recreation System

• Matching Grant Programs

• Continuation Projects

FUNDING SOURCES:

MN Environment & Natural Resources Trust Fund - $30 million

Great Lakes Protection Account-to be determined

Land & Water Conservation Fund (LAWCON) - $1.6 million

**all dollar amounts are estimates**



LCMR Page 3

2005 FUNDING PRIORITIES

The LCMR has identified the following funding priorities for
seeking proposals for the 2006-2007 biennium.

\VATER
Improve the quality and/or quantity of ground and surface
waters.

HABITAT
'Acquire, restore or protect fish, wildlife and native plant
habitat.

ENERGY
Develop and promote efficient energy resources which are
clean, renewable and/or innovative.

STATE PARKS, RECREATION

AREAS) TRAILS AND OTHER

ENHANCEMENTS TO THE STATE

OUTDOOR RECREATION SYSTEM

(AS DEFINED IN MS 86A.04)

MATCHING GRANT PROGRAMS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support the four
matching grant programs: 1) Local Initiative Grants
Program, 2) Local & Regional Trails, 3) Metropolitan
Regional Parks & Trails, and 4) Local Water Management
Matching Challenge Grants, listed on page 4 & 5. Submit
to the identified program, not the LCMR.

CONTINUATION PROJECTS
In an effort to continue the work started by LCMR funding,
consideration will be given to the list of projects listed on
pg.5.

CITIZEN.

ADVISORY

COMMITTEE (CAC)
for the Trust Fund

Appointed by the Governor

District 1 & At Large

John Kvasnicka

District 2

Nalani McCutcheon

District 3

Janet McMillan

District 4

Greta Hesse Gauthier

District 5

Nancy Gibson, Chair

James Nelson

District 5 & At Large

David Hartwell

District 6

Catherine Thayer Nicholson

District 7

Kristin Eggerling

District 8

Ann Glumac

Vacancy
If interested in serving on the

CAC contact the Secretary of
State's Office, Open Appoint-

ments, at 651-296-5845 or
www.sos.state.mn.us/

Membership as of

December 2003
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MATCHING GRANT PROGRAMS

If your proposal fits one of the grant programs listed,
DO NOT submit a proposal to the LCMR. The
LCMR intends to recommend money to these
programs. Directly contact the individuals listed for
grant proposal format and information. The format on
pages 8 & 9 is not applicable to these programs..

1) La CAL INITIATIVE S_

GR~NTS PROGRAM
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the matching grants program in the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) for Local Initiative Grants
for the following types of projects:

Outdoor Recreation Matching Grant Program (for
counties, cities and townships) for acquisition,
development and/or redevelopment costs of local
parks and recreation areas.

Regional Park Matching Grant Program (for
cities, counties, townships located outside the seven
county metropolitan area) for acquisition,
development and/or redevelopment costs of regional
parks.

Natural and Scenic Area Matching Grant
Program (for cities, counties, townships and school
districts) for acquisition of natural and scenic areas
(up to $500,000).

Conservation Partners Matching Grant Program
(for private/nonprofit organizations and local
governments, including cooperative projects involving
local governments) provides assistance (up to
$20,000) for projects that enhance fish, wildlife and
native plant habitat or for research or survey projects
related to habitat enhancement.

Environmental Partnerships Matching Grant
Program (for private/nonprofit organizations) to help
carry out a variety of projects to help protect and
enhance our natural environment (up to $20,000).

F or further information about the Local Initiative
Grants Program and submitting a proposal contact:
Wayne Sames, (651) 296-1567, or e-mail:
~ayne.sames@dnr.state.mn.us,

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local Initiative Grants Progra~.

2) LOCAL AND REGIONAL

TRAILS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the Local and Regional Trails program during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Local Trail Connections Matching Grant Program
(for cities, counties and townships) to develop trail
connections between communities and existing park
and trail facilities (up to $100,000).

Regional Trail Matching Grant Program (for
. cities, counties and townships) to develop new long
distance trails of regional significance (up to
$250,000).

For further information about the Local and Regional
Trails Grants and submitting a proposal contact: Tim
Mitchell, (651) 297-1718, or e-mail:
tim.mitchell@dnr.state.mn.us

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local and Regional Trails program.

3) METROPOLITAN REGIONAL

PARKS AND TRAILS
The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
Metropolitan Parks and Trails programs during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Projects eligible for funding through the Metropolitan
Parks and Open Space program will 0!11y be
considered as part of the Metropolitan Council's
2004-2009 Regional Parks Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) .

For information about the 2004-2009 Regional Parks
Capital Improvement Program, please contact: Arne
Stefferud, (651) 602-1360 or e-mail:
arne.stefferud@metc.state.mn.us

Do not Submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Metropolitan Council and Par~s
Open Space Commission Capital Improvemenj::
(CIP) Program.

.,..-".



1) LOCAL WATER

l\-1ANAGEMENT MATCHING

CHALLENGE GRANT

The LCMR intends to recommend money to support
the implementation ofpriority activities identified in
state approved local water management plans via the
Board of Water and Soil Resources Local Water
Management Challenge Grant Program during the
biennium beginning July 2005.

Eligible applicants are counties, watershed
management organizations, watershed districts and
soil and water conservation districts that have been
delegated under the M.S. 103B.30110cal water
management program.

Potentially fundable implementation categories and
some example activities include:

Land and Water Treatment includes activities
applied to the land or a water resource such as erosion
control structures, shoreline protection measures, in
lake restoration projects.

Planning and Environmental Controls includes the
development of lake management plans, official
controls relating to water, linking comprehensive
plans to land use plans.

Monitoring and Modeling includes activities such as
citizen monitoring networks, modeling ground water
flow or surface water runoff.

Inventory and Mapping includes conducting
detailed inventories of drainage systems, wetlands or
feedlots.

Education and Information includes workshops and
semmars.

For further infornmtion about the Local Water
Management Challenge Grant Program and
submitting a proposal contact: Marybeth Block, (651)
297-7965, or e-mail:
marybeth.block@bwsr.state.mn.us

Do not submit proposals to the LCMR, submit
directly to the Local Water Planning Challenge
Grant Program.

Page 5

CONTINUATION PROJECTS
Continuedfrom page 3 ...

To be considered, the following Continuation
Projects proposals must be submitted and meet all
application requirements. The continuation project
proposals will be evaluated according to the same
criteria as all other proposal submissions.. These
projects include:

ML 2003, Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 9, Subd.

• 5(h) Developing Pheromones for Use in Carp
Control

• 5(i) Biological Control of European Buckthorn
& Spotted Knapweed

• 6(f) Gitchi-Gami State Trail

• 6(h) Mesabi Trail

• 7(b) Accelerating & Enhancing Surface Water
Monitoring for Lakes & Streams- Results 1 & 2

• 8(a) Minnesota County Biological Survey

• 8(b) Updating Outmoded Soil Survey

ML 2001, 1st Special Session, Ch. 2, Sec. 14, Subd.

• 8(a) Evaluating Timber Harvesting and Forest
Management Guidelines
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FUNDING PRIORITIES
1f81!.w~~~~~~<ff,~;g~~~~v.~ . ". .'

The prbpos~l should address one or mqre of the 11 funding prJorities within the IssueAreas of· '.. .
Fish, Wildlife alJd Native 'Plant Habitat, Recreational and Natural Systems, Water, and Children's .' ...
Environmental Health. . . '. . . ~

. .
· Thefunding priority riu'mber, e.g. A-2, does not reflect a priority rank - all priorities are equal.

. Issue' Area: Fish Wildlife and Native Plant Habitat
f~,<tj,,:::,~,;,~·~s;!;'d;).f:~li~~:,['f;'\';;t?~~·:i.~$,~;t}.:":~8;\;?·,:~';;'}:·;-;io-::f},l":1/·Ei~:'~~'!;;~i~~:-t,~~f~~:·F'i;);Zii3:~:;~'~f~S;\:~:-f;.:"i;U;\Z::::1:~~1.~1t--::~~::::§'.~."~::f1::,\}:'::~~;.l;;::~;>:i'!:1;-·;'~:Y:~!:~:'-;';:.;'(..:?'~;~$t,:.i',~~::;,:';t\?£;'~$];~8"i.:~';'?,'!;:.i*i'f.~:H:·?:;_:'~

Funding Priorities: Conserve and enhance fish, wildlifeand native plant habitat and corridors by:

: (A-1) Identifying, acquiring, restOring, or protecting habitat and corridors of sufficient quantity and
•quality to enhance sU,rvival offish, wil~life and native plants..

· (A~2) Providing assistance to public and private landowners to~accelerate fahl1ing, forestry, .
· tourism, and mining practices that protect the environment, human health, and area:economic
'. vitality,anc;l that enhance fish, anq Wildlife, and native plant habitat.

. .

· (A-3) Educating local land use decision-makers on protection and improvement of fish,wHdlife,
and native plant habitat. . . .

. '. .

· (A-4) Research or implementation of research oftoxic substances adversely affecting fish,
wildlife or native plants. . .

. .

"'!~;~~~'iJ~t~T~,;~J~~~,£,rc~;~,!12o~:t~1~\~~t1SL~~!~,r,gt'§'~~~i!!!~'-
. . .

Funding Priority: .Improve Recreation and natural systems by:

'(B-1 ) Restoring, developing or acquiring State, regional, metro, or local park$, recreation areas
and trails with an emphasis on connecting recreational systems. .' if

.Issue Area: Water
. -7..t\;{~f~'~'::'~-~"'"~·,i\'J.:;.5'.;:.f.j~·'k~t;;;{I..~ -;;::iiA-f:·;';:!'."-:·;'::-:':.;~~:';fg~':~'J.~?_':':::-~~:;:~',:~;,,:*,-,,:,

Funding Priorities: Conserve and promote healthy waters by:

· (C-1) Accelerating .the implementation of best management practicesthrough delivery of
technicaLinformationlresources at the local level. . .

· (C.,,2) Collecting, evaluating and disseminating natura! resource data on a watershed basisto.
increase awareness of watersheds .and how land use affects water quality anp quantity.

· (C-3) Encourag'ing control of erosion and reduction ofpollutarits on riparian areas and blufflands..
. .

· (C-4) Identifying and reducing pollutionimpacts on humans, fish, wildlife andnative plants'
· through research on known and emerging contaminant sources.

· . (C-5}Accelerating farming, forestrY, tourism, energy and mining practices thatprotect the'
· environment, human health, and area economic vitality, and that enhance fish, wildlife, andnative' '..
plant habitat. .' .

Issue Area: Children's Environmental Health
li~~::~':';$:;!,;'f:~~:\\';ii:::;,,~:,;,::{,t~;\:g';,..~; f1;",~·... ,<'::~~:J··'f:~'::}.·:::"i.:-:;:::\;:~: ;'.;: ":.,,:; .:'.~,;l'''';,:"':. :::-;:;~?5,~:;,.':~·.~~f3;.i).,"~';;-;'~';"z.s\::-,;:::Z'S:(f;~~;r.~: :£.'"<~~,"tF*:i.';;~:;;·:tZ':~J~;;{' ,.{;~·:t'·_\-~:::':·'\;,';';:;~k-,;·~~t;"5-'::~,:~.:-:-:,:::-\q,~(";::\.,,,~.~

. Funding Priority: Address health concerns in children by: . .
. '" ". . .

'.' (0-1) InGreasing the implementation of research relating to air and water,in orderto address
.children's health concerns such as asthma, allergies, endocrine disrupters, lead and susceptibility
to pesticides. . . . . .



. ..

The LCMR intends to recommend money to support the matching grant programs listed .
on pages8-9 during the biennium beginning July2003, Read bel()w before submitting a
proposal to the LCMR.··· . . ...

'. . : .

.. For those projects responding to the Issue Area: Fish, wiidl.ife, and Native Plant Habit~t .

- Conservation Partners and Environmental Partners Programs:.. Projects qualifying for the smail··
grants for conservation and environmental projects MUST APPLY to those programs.· .

, The program~are for ~atching grants through the Locall·~itiative Grants Prog~a·m at the
'Department of Natural Resources; See page 8 for details and contact information,·

For·those projects responding to the Issue Area: Recreational and Natural Systems

:. Local Initiative Grants Program:. Projects qualifying for the Local Initiative Grants Program and
the Local and Regional Trails Grant Program MUST APPLYto those programs. ... ....

The programs are matching grant progra~s through the Department of Natural Resources, See
pages 8 and 9 for details and contact information, ...

- State and Metropolitan Parks and Trails: Projects qualifying for the State and Metropolitan
Parks, Recreation Areas and Trails MUST APPLY to those programs. See ·page 9 for details
and contact information.

For those responding t~ the. Issue Area: Water.. . .. .

.. -Local Water Planning Matching Challeng~ Grant: Projects qualifying for the Local
Water Planning MatchingChallenge Grant program MUST APPLYtothatprogram.

· The program is amatching:grant· program through·· the Board of Water and SoH
· Resources.. Seepage 8 for details and contact information.. .

For those responding to the Issue Area: Water· .

- ·Conservation Partners and Environmental Partners Programs: Projects qualifying for ...
. the small grants for conservation and environmental projects MUST APPLY to those·· ..
programs.

· The programs are for matching grants through the Locallnitiatiye Grants Program at the
..... Department of Natural Resources. See page 8 for details and contact information..

.. LeMR 7·
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Minnesota Environment and
Natural Resource Trust Fund

, (Trust Fund). "> ",

Minnesota FiJtureResourcesfund '
.:'-.

, ,

Great Lakes' Protection AccQunt

,Total Am0 untAva ilabI,e::, '

$44. Million, , "
'. ,", .

Applications mustbe rec:::eived at'the LCMR""

office o~'postmarkedby February(2000. :

,The LCMR will be CJccepting proposcib5 for
projects in 5, priority,areas:' "

, elmprovementor Development of
Recreational and' Naturai Sy£tems "

, 'It ,,:EcologicaiManagement',

,It' ' , , Jmprementatipn _of Researc,h "

G» Protection and, Restoration'of Critical
Habitat '. - ,- ,., ',:

, -
•• w •

• - Environmental Education

,November, 1999,':"



f:'J r~ DI~JG.PRIGRI~rI.ES .
..' ,THE PROPOSAL SHOULD A6DRESS ONE OR MORE OF THE FIVE PRiORITIES:

.. 0' IMPROVEMENT OR DEVELOPMENT OF RECREATIONAL AND. NATURAL'
"." .', , . 'SYSTEMS:

.'Issue: I~cr~asecldemand o'n our parks and: trails is jeopardizing the integrity of IJatural systems and'
recreational facilities. . . '. . ..

'" Funding' Priority: Improve; develop'oracquire* state, regiona~, metro, local parks~ recreatipn' areas
"and trails with an emphasis on 'conn~cting recreatio~al systems.' ' .

o ECOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT

Issue: Mi,nn~sota's natural resources are threatened by inappropriate an~unsustainable use.·c .,

Funding Priority: Accelerate farming, forestry, tburismj and :mining' praCtices' that protect the· .
environment~ human health and area.economiC'vitalityj.ancj that enhance fish and wildlife.habitat.

.' 0 IMPLEMENTATION OF RESEARCH:

Issue.; The environment is notbenefiting fully from the 'existing wealth or'r~search andi'nformation,
, 'resultrng in ineffiCient use of funds and expertise.. ,,' " , ' , " .: .' . '

,FundingPriority:lncrease utilization andapplication of environrnental and/or natural resource reSearch'
" and information to address natural resource or human' health conCerns. ,'. ',' "

o PROTECTION AND .RESTORATION OF CRITICAL' HABiTAT:.':'
: ,"

,,,'Issue: The health; diversity and survivability of our native fish, animals, insects, andplant.species are' .: '
, .. threaterlecl 'by landscape fragmentation, indifferent land use polides! and· pollution.' " .

.. Funding Priority: Identify; acquire*,' protect, and rest~re habitat corridors and other critical habitatof
sufficiertt quality and quantity to· promote ~e survival of plants-and wildiife. This includes the

, enhancement of hunting and fishing. , ..

o ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION:'

"lssue:Understanding of and appreciation-forth~ environmentneedsto be developed through lifelong
learning. .

Fundinf/Prioiity: Implement environmentaleducati9n activities consistent yVith the Greenprint Statewide' '
Plan for Environmental Education.in 'Minnesota, With 'an emphasis on Iqcal' government officials and'
cOmmunity groups.. The Priority is for impl~meritatkm ofnoncap.itaI programmatic activities carried

, Out through partnerships.' This includes hunting and fishing interests: '

<.4: LCMR

,", ; ..

.. "



"

LOCAL'GRANTS INITIATIVE PROGRAM:..

The LCMR is'recommending at' least $8.5 i11 il lion to the,
matching grants ·program. in the, Department of Natural'

·Resources (DNR) fo(Local Gran,ts InitiatiVeS for the fb'uowing
..tYjJ~s of projects: . . " '. . '

. oNATURALAN'o SCENIC AREA GRANT PROGRAM ' .

.0 OUi-DOOR RECREATION -GRANT PROGRAM

o ..'LOCALTRAIL CONNECTIONS'GRANT'PROGRAM .

9 RE~IONALTRAIL GRANT PROGRAM .

'0 '. ENVIRONMENTAL PARTNE'RsHrpS~ROGRAM',

.' d CONSERVATION PARTNERS PROGRAM "

· ProposalseHgible for funding through the Local GrantsInitiative
. '. Program will notbe considereddkectly by the LCMR.

DO NOT SUBMIT 'PROPOSALS TO THE LCMR,SUBMIT
, DIRECTLY TO THE-LOCAL GRANTS INri1ATrvE PROGRAM..

, . .

. For further 'information 'about the Local (Jrants Initiative
, Program and submitting a Propo.sal c{)nta~ct :

LOcal Grants Initiati've Program, DNR
Office of Management and BiJdgetSerVices
500 Lafayette Road" BoxJO . . .
St.paul, MN 55155-4010
Phone:(651)296~156t ,
e-mail: wayne.sames@dnr.state.mn.us '

. . . . '

,STATE AND ..' METRO PARKS, RECREAIION
AREAS AND'TRAILS: "

State and Metro regional park, recreation 'area and trail needs
for acceleration ofacquisiti'on,'developmenf,rehabilitation arid

'. enhancement as described in MS116P.02, Subd. 5 (includes.
in tlie definition ofnatural resourcesj the state recreation system

.' '. and the metro regional recreationsystem). . .'
. . .

, Projeetseligiblefotfunding through the MetroParks and Open'
·Space program will only be conside~ed as' part of the Metro
Cquncil and Parks Open Space Commission Capital'
Improvement Program. The LCMR intend~ to recommend

·moneytosupporttheStateangMetro Parksi Recreation Areas
.and Trail~ program during the biennium. beginning July 2001.
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A. PRIORITY STRATEGIES FOR FUNDING

• FOR ALL PROJECTS: LCMR is interested in projects thatpromote a sustainable approach. To be
'.' sustainable, a project should be compatible with the natural system and balance the benefits to

the enviromnent,the community and the economy',

•
. . .

LCMR will seek opportunities to coOrdinate state staff with c~mm~nity~based projects to improve long' term
coordination and resource s~arjng." . . . .

~ PRIORITY: All strategies are priorities for funding. The order does not reflect any other prioritization.
Although other proposals may be considered, sta~ed strategies will receive priority. .

~ FUNDING SOURCE: The 'strategies apply to all funding sources. Proposers are requested to respond to a
strategy not a funding source. '

'~. REINVESTMENTIN MINNESOTA: RIM related activitiesmay be recommended for funding by the LCMR under.'
'many of the strategies. The choi<?e o.f strategy will depend on the activity proposed,

RESPOND TO ONE, OR PART ()FONE, OFTHE FOLLOWING STRATEGIES:

• LOCAL INITIATIVES GRANTS PROGRAM: The LCMR intends to recommend a matching grants program in. the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for local initiatives for the following types of projects:

In order to simplify and streamline the application proCess for local projects that fit the categories directly below,
we suggest you send those applications directly to: DNR Local Grants Program; 500 Lafayette Rd; St. Paul, ,
MN 55155-4010. They will be reviewed by the DNR in the spring of 1999. FClr information and appliCations on

. these grants contact the Local Grants Unit at DNR, PHONE: 612-296-0565 FAX: 612-29&6047. The LCMR
inteilds to recommend money to support the Locallriitiatives Grants Program during the biennium beginning
July 1999. .

~ LOCALANDREGIONAL PARKS:-Matching grants for acquisition and development of local
and regional park and recreation areas. . .

" ~ REGIONAL TRAIL AND TRAIL LINKAGES GRANTS: Matching grants to local .
'govemments for development of trail linkages between communities, trails !3nd parks and for
local trails of regional significance. . .

~ NATURAL OR SCENIC AREAS:· For acquisition of land or scenic easements. Pursuant to .
M.B.85.019:,

~ •. COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS: Up to $10,000 matching grants for
private/public partnerships for environmental service projects and related education
activities. .

. ~ CONSERVATION PARTNERS PROGRAM: Up to $10,000 matching grants for
. private/public partnerships for enhancement, research, surveys and for related education on
'. fish, wildlife, and native plant habitats. .

41) STATE AND METRO PARKS, RECREATION AREAS AND TRAILS: State and Metro regional park, recreation area and
trail needs for acceleration of acquisition, development, rehabilitation and enhancement as described in MS 116P.02, Subd~
5 (includes In the definition of natural resources, the state recreation system and the metro regional recreation system).

Projects eligible for funding through the Metro Parks and Open Space program will only be considered as part .
of the Metro Council and Parks Open Space Commission Capital Improvement Program. The LCMR intends
to recommend money to support the State and Metro Parks, Recreation Areas and Trails program during the.
biennium beginning.July 1999. .



...
'.' HISTORICSITES: Protect, enhance, reuse Of interpret historic sites. Priority will be given to projects de~ignate9 as local; •.

state or federal historic sites.

c .WATER'QUALlTY: Improve and protect water quality ona wat~rshed(s)b;;lSis through research andimplementatio'n of
processes tbreduce nonpoint sourqepollution.· '. "

• .AGRICULTURAL AND NATURAL RESOURCE BASED INDUSTRIES: Accelerate the use '~f f~rmirig, forestry, touris~
or mineral use practices that enhance wildlife habitat,andprovide protection of the environment and human health through
research, i~plementation, or analysis of improved mqnagement t~chniques.

• URBANIZATION IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES: Evaluate; develop, and analyze urbanization and sprawl',
'. impacts on Minnesota's n'atural,resources and implement mitigation strategies.

• , . INNOVATIONS IN ENERGY AND T~NSPORTATION: Advance the use of ren~wable and alternative energy that
reduces damage from energy generation, consumption and promotes conservatiOn ahdefficiency. .

• . DECISIONMAKING TOOLS: Facilitate natural resource deCjsion':making through:
.' .

, '

>.. utiJizatlonof Geographic Inform~tion Systems (GIS).

~. comparative risk assessment oreconomlcandexternal(ty analyses,
. ~ , . ..'

~ evaluation ofthe cumulative environmental impacts of individuaillimd use activities...- - ~.

~. floodmitigation strategies.

t. ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION: Accelerate the implementation of environmental education activities consistent with the
Greenpririt Statewide Plan for Environmental Education in Minnesota, with an emphasis on local government official :a!1d
.teacher training. The priority is for implementatiQn of noncapital programmatic activities carried out through partnersh ips:
This includes hunting and sportfishing interests..' . , '

• BENCHMAR:KSAND INDICATORS: Create benchmarks, including biologicalin<;iicators, for key naturalresourcesto
permit effective monitoring qndassessment of environmental trends and envjronmentalfactors affecti!1g human health.

• CRITICAL LANDS OR'HABITATS: (also see Local Initiatives Grants P'rogramon previous page) Land acquisition
(fee or other interest), restoration or enhancements that protect critical habitats, such as: wetlands,native prairies,
unique and/or sensitive areas, scenic bluffs, old-growth forests, greenway corridors,projectsthatconnect or reconnect
fri;lgmented habitat area,sport-fishing habitat, and lakes and rivers.,'Publicwater accessfofboating and non-Doating .
is included. . , , .

• NATIVE-SPECIES PLANTING: Expand, rural and urban revegetation with native species con~istent with underlying
n;atural ecosystems, This strategy includes the demonstration of planting and protection of native spedes on private
and public lands.' . .

• '. NATIVE FISH,SPECIES: Research and development to enhance native fish and mollusk populations in their natural
comrriunities~Expand ecosystem knowledge and classification to guide enhancement. " '

• EXOTIC SPECIES: Rese~rch and demonstrate ecologically sound methods to control or eradicate exotic species of
plants oranimals that are or may become a threat to the environment. '

5
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LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON
MINNESOTA RESOURCES

'SIX-YEAR'.ST·RATEGIC
, ,

PLAN·' ", FOR1998~2004
'. . ' . . .

. ' : .

, FOR GUIDING RECOMMENDED EXPENDITURES FROM':

MINNES<i'rA ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURC,ES TRUST FUND

", MINNESo'TAFUTURE RESO'URCES FUND, '
. ,

'. " ,G~EAT LAKES PROTECTION ACCPUNT.:

, ". Adopted November 18, 1997, ','
Pli rsuant to Minnesota statutes 116P.08 this' plan incorporates the fourth revision to the first Six

, Year -Strategic Plan ,for 1990-1996 and is based on a,draft submitted by the Citizen Advisory,
Committee for the Envirc;mment and Natural Resources Trust Fund as ~dvisory to. the Legislative
. , , Commission .on Minnesota Resources'.' ' .

LEGISLATIvE COMMISSION ON MINNESOTA RESOURCES

, 100 CONSTrrUTIONAVENUElROOM 65/SAINT PAUl,., MINNESOTA 55155-1201 • '

PHONE: 612/296-2406 TDD: 6121296-8896 OR 1-80~57-3550 RELAY: 6121297-5350 OR 1-800-627-3529

, FAX: 6121296-1321 EMAIL !cn1r@eommissions.leg.state.mn.us ,"

This pUbli~lioh can b~ made available it;!'alte~~te formats, sU~h as la~ge p~rit or cassette tape, upon request. .'. . . ,- .~.' -. . .
. . ....
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III.' PRIORITY FUNDING'STRATEGIES

The Commission seeks p~oposals based on ~trategies·that are developed through fad':'finding, pUblic input,the results of
. . previousprojects, andNatural Resource Forums. In 1997, there were three region·al Naturc~1I Resource Forums.

Strategies are modified on a two-year time frame.. '.' .' ..... ' .
." .' ..-.. ..... ,"

Fo~ the:biennil;lm'beginning JUly 1999; the ~trategiesare fisted in the 1999Request for Proposals (RFP) adopted'
DecelT1ber1997; See page 4. ' .' . ' .,.",.

IV. CRITERiA f=OR EVALUATION OFPROPOSALS

Fort~e bie~niumbeginnihg 'JuIY,1999, the criteria are 'listed in the 1999 Request for Proposals (RFP)~dopted
< December 1997. See page6.' ' . • .

,v.. BACKGROUND AND PROPOSAL REVIEW PROCESS '.
, "

Forthe biehnium beginning July. 1999, th~ pr~cess is listed in the 1999 Request, for PrQPosals'(RFP) adopted
December 1997. See page 13. ' ..' . .." .

"VI. TRUST FUND LAW HIGHLIGHTS AND CONSTITUTIONAL'
. , ",

'AMENDMENT'
A~ THE TRUST FlIND LAW ALLOWS FUNDING INTHE FOLLOWING AREAS:'

1. " the Reinvest in Minnesota program as'provided in section 84,95, subd. 2;
2. research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness ofprotecting or
.. ' managing the state's eiwironment or natural resol,lfces; ,

,3.. collection and analysis 'of information that assists' in developing the stat~'s .
environmental and natural resources policies;· . ,.". . " .' '. . ."

4~' 'enhancement of public education, awareness, and.understanding necessary for the protection,
·c.onservation, restor<;ltion, and enhancement of air, larid, water, forests, .fish,· . "
wildli.fe, and other natural resources; , . '. .'. .

5'~ capital projects for the pr~servati.onand protection of unique natural resources; .
6: activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water, ahd other , "

natural resources that otherwise may be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of'the state;
,·7." administrative and investment expenses incurred by the state board of investment in investing

deposits tothe trust fund; and- '.' ,...
. 8.. administrative expenses subject to the limits insection116P.09. . '"

» . The state-recreation system arid the metro regional recreation system are included in thedefinition
of natural resources and therefore are eligible for funding. . . .

.. B. ACTIVITIES INELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING FROM THE TRUST FUND ARE:
',1. purposes of environmental compensation arid-liability under Chapter1151;3andresponse '

actions under Chap.ter 1150; . . , ." ," '. .
·2: pu~posesofmunicipal water pollufioncontrol under the authority of Ghapters 115 and 116,

. including combined sewer overflow under Section 116,162; . ' '. '
3. costs associated with the decommissioning of n,l:lClear power plants; .
4. hazardous waste dis'posal facilities;, , .
5. solid waste disposal facilities; or· •. ' . " '. .

. 6. projects or purposes inconsistent withthe Strategic Plan. ,

.18, .'
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The LCMR will b.e acceptillgproposals for projects designed to helpma.intain
, and enhance Minnesota's environment and natural resources.

Applicati,()ns must be received atthe LCMR office or postmarked by 4:30P.M.,
February 23, 1996.

Open to everyone.
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I,' ::::::~:=;f::::~::::::::7:==;
James Rice; Tom )hJkaVina; ~ren Solperg< ,'"
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This pu'blication can be made available in alternate formats, sucha~ large print or cassette ta,pe, upon ,reques-t. .
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PROJECT FUNDING INTENTIONS

The LCMR intends to reconi~end money for a Local Initiatives G~ants Program and io~Stateand' Metro
Parks, Recreation Areas and Trails. . . . .

•LOcAL INITIATIVES GRANTS PROGRAM:' The LCMR intends to recommend approximately $2.5
. million for a matching grants program In the Departmentof Natural Resources (ONR) for local initiatives
.for the following types of projects: local parks andtraHs; natural or scenicareas; community
environmental partnerships, and the Conservation Partners Program (for enhimcement, research,·
surveys and for related education on fish, wildlife, and native plant habitats). This is intelided'to simplify
and streamline the application process for local initiatives of this nature. It is anticipatedthatapplication
for these funds from the ONR would begin in the spring of 1997.. . .

.STATE ANO'METRO PARKS, RECREATION AREAANO TRAILS:' The LCMR intends to recommend
approximately$~.O million after review arid evaluation'· cif State' and Metroregion'al park, recreation area
anq trail needs for acceleration of acquisition, development, rehabilitation and enhancement as .

.described in MS 116P:02, Subd. 5 (includes in the definition Of natural resources, the state recreation'
system.and the metro regional recreation system).' . . .

STRATEGIES FOR FUNDING

.PRIOR.iTY: All strategies are priorities for funding. The order does not reflect any othe~
prioritization. Although other proposals maybe considered, stated strategies will receive priority...
-. '. ...".

~FUNDINGSOURCE: The strategies apply' to all three funding sources. Proposers are requested to
.respond. to'a strategynot a funding source..' .

•REINVESTMENT IN MINNESOTA: RIM related activities may be recommended for funding by the
LCMR under strategies labeled as: b,c,i, j,k,l,m,n,o, and p., The funding strategy will depend onthe •.
activity proposed.

•RESPOND TOONE, OR PART OF ONE, OF THE FOLLOWING STRATEGIES:

.A. HISTORIC .SITES: .Protect, enhance, reuse'or interpret historic.sites.. '

'.' B: WATER QUALITY: Improve and .protect water quality on a watershed(s) basis through' research and
implementation of processes to r€lduce non'point source pollution.' .

C AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES: Accelerate use oHarming practices that enhance wildlife habitat an:d
provide protection of the environment and human health through research, implementation or analysis of
improved management techniques. .

D. POLLUTION PREVENTION: Oevelop multi-Jurisdictional collaborative, nontoxic train:ing efforts to
reduce toxic pollution due to fire or other hazardous catastrophes..

. . .

E. IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES: Evaluate, develop, and analyze urbanization impacts on
Minnesota's natur~1 resources arid implement strategies to mitigate urbanization' impacts on natural
resources through the year 2015. . .

F. OECISIONMAKING TOOLS: Facilitate naturai resource decisionmaking through utilization of
Geographic Information Systems (GIS), comparative risk assessment or economic and externality
analyses. . . . . .'

G. PUBLIC ACCESS TO NATURAL RESOURCE OATA: Design, develop~ or implement systems to .
provide free citizen Internet access to state agency natural resource information '.



.'

H. Sl,.lSTAINABLE DEVELoPMENT ACTIVITIES: Advance the use of sustainable development
incentives and' practices includinQ; but not Iimitedto,:tJ,1e'iJs~of renewa.bleenergy

... I. ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION: Accelerate the implementation of environmental education
activities consistent with the Greenprint, Statewide Plan for Envlronmental Education in Minnesota, This
includes hunting andspoitfishing activities. The priority is for implementation of noncapitol
programmatic activities carried out through partnerships.

J. BENCHMARKS AND INDICATORS: Create b~nchmarks, including biological indicatbrs, for key
natural resources to permit effective monitoring' and assessment of environmental trends.

K. NATIVE FiSH SPECIES: Research and development to enhance native fish an~ mollusk populations
in their natural cOITullunities. Expand ecosystem knowledge and classification to guide enhancement. .

L.. LAND ACQUISITION IN HIGi'fGROWTHAREAS: Using the. body ofnatural resource information
already available for protection of natural resources, acqlii~e land, or an interest inland, 10 mitigate the.
impacts of urbanization on biodiversity, wildlife and other natural resources in projected high growth
areas, or develop plans to create a fund for such land acquisition. . . .

. - . ". I .. .' .

·M. CRITICAL LANDS ORHABITATS: Acquire, protect and enhance c.ritical habitats, such as wetlands,
native prairies, unique and or sensitive areas, scenic bluffs, sportfishinghabitat and aquatic resources,
and Old-growth foreSts.. PubliC ~ater aCcess is included. .

. .

N. WILDLIFE OR TRAIL CORRIDORS: Acquire,develo'p or establish corridor COnnections for wildiife or .
trails between existing public natural areas in orderto proteetorenhance biodiversity.

.O. NATIVE SPECIES PLANTING: 'Expand rural'and urban revegetation with native species consistent
with underlying natural ecosystems, This strategy inciudes the demoristrationofplanting and protection
of native species on private and public lands. .

P.EXOTIC SPECIES: Research and demonstrate ecologically sound methods to control or eradicate
exotic species of plants or animals that ai-eor may become a.threatto the enyironment.
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II. FUNDING SOURCES

The Strategic Plan gUides 'expenditure recommendations from the LegIslative CommiSSion on Minnesota
Resources to the Minnesota Legislature for natural resource projects. Funding recommendations, will be
from three sources for the Qienniumbeginning Jl:dy1997.

FUNDING SOURCES:
. . :." . .

-Minnesota Future Resources Fund (MS 11S'P:13) ,estimated amountavailable $14.5 million for July
1997- June 1999 biennium funding. This fundhlg is frorTi a portion of the cigarette tax: '

For new, innova,tive or accelerative natural resource projects designed toherp maintain and
, enhance Minnesota's natural resour~s. ' "

-MinnesotaErivironmentand Na.turalRe,source Trust Fund (Trust FUnd) (MS 116P.(8) estimated
.' amount available $14'million far July 1997- June 1999 biennium funding..The state lottery contributes

approximately 7 cents per dollar of sales to the Trust Fund. The amount estimated is fromeamings of
the Trust Fund: . '

. . .

For the management, preservation ~ndenhancenientof Minnesota's environment and natural
, resources•. Trust Fund expenditurci$ must confonri tathe StrategicPlan and:Trust Fund law.,

A~, Trust Fund Vision . '. '. ' " . . . . .
All Minnesotans have an obligation to use~ndmanageour natural resources in a, .
.manner thatpromotes wise stewardship and enhancement ofthe state's resources for
oUrselves and for future generations. the Trust Fund is a perpetual fund that"provides a
legacy from one genera~oi1 of Minnesotans to the many generations to follow. It shall be

: used to preserve, protect, restore and enhance both the bountiful andihe threatened '
natural resources that are the collective heritage of every Minnesotan. It shall also be
used to nurture asense of responsibility by all,' and to furth.er our understanding of
Minnesota's resource base and the Consequences of human interaction with the
environment. ' '

B. Trust Fund Mi$sion ,
The mission of the Trust Fund is to ensure a long-term secure source of funding for
environment and natural resource activities whose benefits are realized only over an
extended period of time. . .

- Great Lakes Protection Accoun~ (MS 1tSQ.02) estimated amountavailable $40,000 ·for July 1997
June 1999. This funding is from Minnesota's: contribution to' the Great Lakes' Protection Fund:

, .

, For protecting water quality in the Great Lakes. Including supplementing Great Lakes water
. quality programs and advancing the gQ~i1s of the regional'Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control
Agreement and the Binational Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.

- Oil Overcharge Money (MS 4.071) There are no funds expected to be available for July 1997- June
1999 biennium funding. This fu'nding was from a federal court case settlement apportionedamong the"
States:' .... .

. . . .

'. Forprojacts resulting in decreased'dependence on fossil fuels and for technology transfer with
the same purpose. ' .

4
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III. PRIORITY FUNDING STRATEGIES

The Commission seeks proposals based on strategies that are developed through fact-finding, public.· .
input,. the results of preVious projects, and Natural Resource Forums. In 1995, there were three regional
Natural Resource Forums. :Strategies are modified on atwo-year time frame:

For the biennium beginning July 1997,.the strategies ar~ listed in the 1997 Req~estfor Proposals (RFP)
adopted December 1995. . .. ..

·IV. CRITERIA FOR evALUATION OF PROPOSALS

For the biennium beginning july .1997,the criteria are listed in the 1991 Request for Proposals (RFP)·
adopted December 1995..· ...

. .

V. BACKGROUND·AND PROPOSAL REVIEW PROCESS
. . . .

F~r the biennium beginning July 1997, the process is listed in the 1997 Request for. Proposals (RFP)
adopted December 1995.... .

5
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K. Develop research ora research program to collect human health data and correlate how
environmental factors affect health risk.s. :.

L. Establish or expand the delivery systems for environmental education programs to local government
officials to assist elwiron'mentally sound decision making; .

M. Accelerate implementation of the Minnesota Environmental Education Plan especially by: .
(1) providing tea-c,her training of post-secondary students and K-12 teachers to. integrate environmental
education topics into curricula; (2) establishing an environmental eduCation clearinghouse for ongoing
assessment, evaluation, and dissemination of environmeritaleducation resources and information; and
(3)' providing for student access to out-of..,classroom environmental e~ucation experiences. . . .

N. Enhance natural resource programs to meet the 'needs of culturally diverse groups•.

O. Stimulate application of renewable, nonfossil fuel energy sources and strategies that have a high
probability for successful demonstration and transfer.

P. Implement appli~ations of renewable fuels ~nd energy conservation efficie~cies in public facilities
. and enterprises.' . . .'.

Q. Accelerate the development and' use of waste materials as a substitute' for natural' resources; This
strategy includes enhancing the marketability of products produced from waste materials.

. - . . . - ..

R. Accelerate research and utilization of life-cycle cost/benefit analysis for the use of secondary
materials as substitutes for virgin materials in new products. .

6
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Iii. PRIORITY FUNDING STAATEGIES

-rtieCommis$ion seeks proposals based on priority strategies that are developed through fact-finding,
pUblic input, the results of previous projects, and Natura.1 Resource Congresses. In 1993, the statewide
Natural Resource Congress was expanded to three regional Natural Resource Congresses. Priority

· strategie$ are modified on a tWo.:.year ·time frame. .

. For th.e bi"ennium ending 'June 1997.,' the .priority strategies are iisted below. These strategies are
inCluded in the. Request for Proposals issued 'in December t993~ Projects selected from among the

· proposals' submitted in response to the RFPwill receive funding beginning July .1995 (two year' .
duration) if approved by the Legislature. .

NOTES ON STRATEGIES: .

• All strategies are priorities for funding. The order does not reflect any other
· prioritization. Although other proposals may be considered, stated strategies
will receive priority.

. . '. .
• The strategies apply to all four funding sources.

PR10RITY STRATEGIES'

. .

A Rehabilitate state and regional parks and trails (as described in MS 116P:02, Subd. 5).

B~ Acquire and develop state and regionai parks and trails· (as described in MS 116P.02, .Subd. 5).

C. Acquire, protect, and enhancec.ritical habitat, native prafries, unique and or sensitive areas, scenic.
'. bluffs,. aquatic resources, old-growth fores~s, and historic sites.' .

D. Expand rural and urban revegetation with native species, including community shade tree programs.
Implement native species tree planting for energyconservatibn, C02C\batem.ent, erosion control, wildlife
habitat and other benefits~ This strategy includes the demonstraticm of planting and protection of native
species on public and private land and roadways without continuous. cutting. . '.

·.E. Research and.demonstrate ecolcigically sound methods to control or eradicate exotic species of
plants or animals which are or may become a threat to the. environment.

F. Accelerate the implementation of measure~ to reduce nonpoint source pollution.
.' . .

G. Provide forall'typesofwetland purchase, restoration and ~asement acquisition to enh~nce wildlife
habitat, erosion control, water storage, flood controi,. and. water quality. .

H. Accelerate use of farm'ing practices consistent with Wildlife habitat and environmenta(and human
.health protection through the development of improved ·management techniques, incentives and.other
programs.

I. Create qualitative and quantitative benchmarks, including biological indicators, for key natural
resources to permit eff~ctive monitoring and· assessment ofenvironmental trends..

J. Enhance intellectual infrastructure in natural resource decisions through geographic information
systems (GIS), comparative iisk assessment, economic and externality analyses,and research that
fa~i1itates .ecosystem-based management..



For Funding
Beginning

. July

1993 ..



. .~ --:.: .,. .'

.' .

. :.'. '

.; ,"

. .. . .

"'LEGISLATIvE COMMISSION ON MlNNESOTA:RESOURCE8'
,FIRST BIENNIAL REVISION

'SIX-YEAR. STRATEGIC'PLAN
FOR GUIDING REcoMMENDED EXPENpI1.1JRES, .....

. -" '..

. '.. ~ .. :

" "'FROM"

.....

. .

MINNESOTA FUTURE RESOURCES FUND .'

MINNESOTA E~"VIRONMENTAND' .'
'. " NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

OILQVERCHARGE MONEY

... :'

.'.This plan incorporates',the Revision to the July 19~O-Ji.dy1996 .'.
. . , Strategic Planfor,~he Trust Fund' .~ ,

, and is based ()n a draft
submittedbyt~eCitizen Advisory Commiue'e as ~dvisory,to the

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON MINNESOTA RESouRcES
. . .,

65 State Office Building
oSt. Paul'MN 55155
, ,(6U) '296-2406 '

, .... :..

. , ...

. : ~

, .'



". ':..'

III. pRIORIlY FUNDING STRATEGIES

The Co~~ionseeks.p~opo~aisbased on priority st:rategies 'that are-developed through fact~fi.nding, public
. inPllt an~ results of-previoUs proje~ts.Pri(jrity strategies are modifieaona two~year time frame.. '.'

.' ,For the biennium ending'JUne '1995, the priority'strategiesate listed below. These strategies are included·
··ill the Request f6rProposals issued iri Decemberl99L ProjectS selected from among the proposals

'. submined in response to the RFP·will receive fmidirig beginriing July 1993 (two year duratio,n). ,

NOTES ON STRATEGIES: . .... . '. . . . . . ., . .
'18 All strategies are priorities.for funding. The order does .;not. reflect any other
prioritization.:' ..... .' '. .' ' .

•.•.. All or part of-the strategies marked with (R) eQuId iriclucte or accoIIlplish section 84.95, s-u,bd.26f the.,
Reinvest in Minnesotapiogram(RIM). ..' '. , ' ..

• .S~ategies marked with a (C) 'are capital improvement projects.
'. ",:' ". • CO _ , ,," ' .. ',

, -, '

e' Strategies marked'Wiilr+ are strategies recomme~ded by theCitizen~dViSqry'Corilpnt1:e~' forTrilSt
Fund expenditure. '. . .' . .'

.ynlessindicated,. the strategies apply to all three f1lnding sources;. .. .. . . ., '

.PRIORIlYSTRATEGIES .

' .. '

.. ' G.! - Createqualitativea~d quantitative beh~hn1arksfot:key. natl'i.ral t~sources to,permit~ffectlve:;
monitoring and assessment of envrronmentaltrends.+ , .' . '.' .' . .

. ..

G.2- Develop/expaJid techniques u@ziIig biological indicatoJ:S fudiagIiosingenvitoJimentalcQnditions;:.· '.
• " • " , 0 ~ • ".. ."

0.3 - IIDplell1cnfageneralist approach to natural ~esoilr~e~mlgement,. '.'

AGRICULTURE'

'Al - En'courage the adoption:Qf mtegrated pest managementtechniques.thfoughd~inoris~tion,t~chin61
.". assistance and newre$earch. (R) , . . . '., . ,. ..' .

, ..... '. . '.

A2 - Incrcal>e low-mputJsustainable management of agri~Jltural.mnd·thro~gheducation;in~ritives:;;lI:id
research regarding managern.ent praeticessi.lch aserosioiJ. reduction,biological pest control, and·
environmentally safe (frieIidly)agricultliral inputs. and practices..(R).'. ..... . . .

A3- Establish incenLive programs to encourage famtinipr~cticesthat are consistentwithprot~ctionand
enhancement of wildlife habitat, (R) . '. .. .,

., A4 - Impl~ment resourcemamigement p~~cticeswhichp.ddress agricultliralnoIi-points~urce'andp()int"
. SOUTce ""ater pollution (e.g. feedlot waste). (R)' . '" . .' .

A5· ~ Increase production a~dmarketing of n~tivepl2.nts~ ~pecialty crOPSl eii<:()~rage~operati~rt.' .'
,between private sectors and agencies. (R)' . .,.. .. ". .

.,.A6· ~.·Reseaf(;hgenetic'engin.eering of pmnts for disease andpest,resistance,nitrogeh rpdrig a~doilier.: ....

.' .' enVirtmmental benefits. .... . ..
':.

. '

; .... : .'.::

::: ,.;

' ....

'..:,

3'·":" .
........ ' .<'

.. "

' ..: ..: ...:.



ENERGY

.. E.1 - Reduce effiissibns and increase energy efficiency tlirough use of alterttatlve fuels; inll6~a,tive ..
transportationprograms (e.g. biq'Cle cOmmuter corridors) and technologies~ . .

E.2- Develop and 'implement energy efficiencies thataddress ·all phases (}fenergy ~andwaste generation.:
from produetionthrough disposal (e.g. fluore~cent light bulbs). N9te: the goarls to reduce energy useancl .

.. increase efficiency without shifting the. environmental burd·en. . . .

.. ·E.3·~ incieaseenergy efficiency in the commercial sectorthroug1l.research and'tech1lologytransfer:

E.4:' Stitriulate application of alternative energy sources and strategies thatha,ve'ahigh probability for·.
. . successful demonstration and transfer.·· . .. ..

E.5 - Develop and implement building designs that incorporatewasi~reduction,reCycling aiuienergy:·
.effiqenciesin building materialS, construction and operation. . ...

.FORESTRY

: F.1·-Expa~d rural and urbanreforestation inciuding community shade free ~rograms.lmple~~nt tree.'
plantingfor energy conservation, C02 abatement, erosion control, wJdlife, and other beriefits.(R)+

. '.

F.2-BroadenandfncreliSe the llnderstandingoLmanaging forest ecosystems. (R)

F.3 ~ Research ·thes.ustaimlbility ofthela~d after repeated harvest and removal of lllilture timber.(R)•.. .

F.4:- ReduCe pbtentialimpactsof tl"ce diseases (e.g. iJakwllt, Dutch elm disea:~e)~

F.5 -Developastr~tegy for reforestation hnd affor~station ~nd evaluate the feasibility of utilizing fast'
· growing :trees in that strategy.

F.6 - Res~arch and implement more efficient resourceextnl.etiQ~andprocessingtO·achieYeadded-valueof'
wood prodllCts.(MN Future Resources Fund)" . . ... .'

F~7'~ Acquire land for state forests:

· INFORt""viATIONMrnEDUCATION

.IE.l-Res~archandpromote' educatlononreducedwaieroorisumptionand onthecons~quenl:esoiand'..
alternative.s to urban-suburban~e of fertJIizersand pesticides; (R) • . '. .

IE.2 -:stiniulate the integration ofen~o~entaleducation topi~ :i1it(;n:urricula,e.g.·mathandeng~h,for
.... K-12 and post~secondary (induding associated teacher training) withaninc1usion onmeasuredoutcoIlles.· (R). . . . .... ..... ..'

.IE.3 - Encciur~ge interest 'iIi science and math through new ortnodified enyrron.nierital education programs
in order to meet projected demands for environmentalprofessionals \vith an inclusidn on meaSured' ..

. outComes. . .

lEA .~. Incorporate environmental topics iritopreparatory professional training ~nd education; liighlighting
.·.linkages between the professional fields and envirOllmental"concerns (e,g.:MBAprograms, vocational and

trade schools, engineering programs).. . . .

IE:S - Establish environmentaIeducatiOIi defivery systems for local government officrals (e.g.couilty board,.
SWCD, township and municipal officials) to aid local officialS in makingenvirorimentally sound decisions..
(R) .' ... ..... , . ... . .

IE.6 - lniplernentaIid apply. proposed or existing Geographic lrifoiniationSystems«}~S) into p~ograins or ..
activities. ".'. .
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Ll',-Cooidinate andeXp~nd(a) inventory.actiVities which:will provide base rilaps; onl~.bi9r¢gional basis or .
· ona"waterShed~asis incOrP0ratingbolh ground and sUrfaceyvateraQ;d(b)1nventory~ndnionitoting . '..

activities which will provide mapping layers. (R).. . .
......

'; ... '

.••. ·1.~2..- EstaBlishpriorttl.es f~r coo~4i1iatiOWdi~~tiOD:~f ~ri~ct~dd~ta·9Ii.a~ate~shed: l?~is.•

. '. '. i...3.-ld~ntnY· the long-term hnpactS of u!bangrowth to create'p~p,s f.or· and inlPle~e~t ep.vironm~~ral1y
· 'seIisitivedevelopmen~ +. >.,'." . ' .. ' ....•.' .•.. ". " o' .' ,. :.' .. ":: . . ."

iA ~ Jdentify an~{e~aluate:wbi~hllatUlil~tesourCes in urban areas are being o~~rosed.•..
.. , .'

.MINERALS·

M.l - Detemun~·:n:e~:mirienil.reSou.rce arid technology potentiaL
: (¥iD,nesqta 'F!lture'Resoqr~s' F."nd)' .... .

. .'"

.' '.'

. ..,.~

Rl -De.velop,,imprbve and rehabilitate s~teandregionat'parkS.· (C)
..." .. ' ,. ".: .... '. ",. ..'

•.. ' R.2; Acqilirela~dfor riVer easeme#ts, indpubIicateessforlakes and riveri. (Rf(q):.
. " . . :.... , .' . ." , .. " . '. ... ,'-'~. '. . . . . " . '. . '

,. .' ....:.

~3 .~ Acqufre tniils for general uSe, including bildngand f~r personSWith disabilities; (R) (C) •.. . . ,' .. '.' .. ' . . . ..... ' .. ' . . .... .' .

"'.

,'''.

.R4 .;' Eiihance~eqe~tiC>nai resburceshi urbaIiarea~~th afo:cUsdn the qiverserecteational needs'of
· Sen.10fs, ethnicco:riunllnities, and people 'WithdisabJlities;·. .".. . . ...

:'R.5- !?evdop a netWoI'~'of recreationalandcQmmuter.bicycletra~; '(cy . .' .

.'.

" . ....

. :~, .

:'.', .

.:;'.
".

.".
' ..

. "5":'

' ..:".

"--:"

.... ':. '. .

WASTE'

.. ' .."

'. K9 -Analyz~tre~ds or'recreatic>ria{tise tates.anq .<:onflkt,S: ASsessthe~nomic and enVironmenial
impactS ofrecreational'activitles. • '.".' . '. . .... . '. ,

. . . ~..

.... .

It.7 ;.Bulldadditi0llal fiShingple~ in~rban·~re~.(R)«;)
. ... . , . '. ~ .

.R.6 -·.Improvefishing and. himtirigopportu:mtiestfu9ugh targ~ted access; aequisiiion, ·and.habitat
ma~ageIll,en~(R).{C), . . ".' .. ... ... '.' . . ". .

. . ." '.~ ,

. "R8 -:pioVid~naturalandhistoricresoufee I'rese.rv~tionand.inteij>reiatipn. . .



WATER

W.l - Provide for urban ~nd ruralwetlandreStoration, infOrniatiorr,e'ducation andeasement acquisitiOn to '
enhance wildlife,controlerosioIi,provlde water storage, and improve w~terquality.(R) .' '

W.2 - Implement education, technical assistance and iIicentiveprograms for preveritlonof nonpoint sourC<': '
pollution on a watershed basis.(R) .' " ' ' " ,

W.3 - Investigate and iIDplement effective,coordiriatedmethods of protecting,monitoririg and improvIng
lake and riverquality (e.g. broaden the base Qf water mQnitOring actiVities, through citizen and local ' ,
governinent partners); (R) .. ' '" ' '

. ., ..

WA. - Research the hydrologic iriteraction of surface and' groundwater,.'

',' \W:5:- Con~uecounty geologic atlas ~nd groundwater sensitivity mappin.g.•

, , '

'WILDLIFE.FISHERIES, PLANTS

WFP.l - Acquire and protect Critical habitat" native prairies; unique and/or sensitivean:asand scenic blut'fs. ,
(R)(C)t ' " ' ' , '

, wFP.2 - Develop and impleme~tmethods to ptotec4r~sto~e, or establishpubllcly'aecessiblefish 'and'
" Wildlife habitat (game and nongame).(R) (C) + ' '" " ,', '

" WFP.3 ..,Assesspredaior control strate~es to ei:lb,a:iice flsh and wildlife'.(R) ,

WFP~4 -Increase the planting of native species (e.g~Mtiveprairi~)Qn'publicandprivate land (e.g. 'on .'
, highwayS, or in lieu of la\VIlS). (R) , , , '",'

" . WFP5- Re.searcbecologically sound methods to '~ntr()lOreradicateex()ti~spedesofi>mnts orimima]s
,,whichare or may ,become a threattothe envlronment.'(R)+, ' ' . ' ."", '

" ,

'.WFP~6- R~search. "thelmpa~ts (riskS and/or benefits),'ofreleasesof genetipilly,engineered organism.

6
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PRIORmES AND CRITERIA

-The Commission has adopted priorities and criteria as follows:

• I. MINNESOTA FUTURE RESOURCES FUND (MS 116 P.13). The Issue
areas and activities within each Issue area are In order of priority.

ISSUE AREA/ACTIVIlY PRIORmES
#1 - Recreation (lncJudlng associated hunting and fishing activities)
Management/Planning - Development - Acquisition - Preservation - Inventory - Restoration -In-
formation· ... Education -Regulation ~ple-Ail Terrain Vehicles) -
#2 - Water (Including both surface and groundwater) ?' .

Research - Coordination -Inventory/Monitoring/Education/lnformation - Preservation/Restora
tion/Maintenance - Lake Superior/Wetlands Preservation - Management/Planning
#3 - Education
Coordination - Development - Marketing - Management
#4 - Agriculture (as it relates to Impacts on natural resources)
Research - Preservation - Education - Information - Modification of current practices
#5 - Forestry
Management - Research - Inventory - Monitoring - Information - Planning - Preservation - Res
toration - Development .. Urban Forestry - Value Added
#6 - fisheries
Research - Preservation - Restoration - Development - Acqucufture -Exotic and Non-Tradition-
al Species - Marketing .
#7 - Wildlife
Research - Preservation - Restoration - Development - Education - Management - Modification
#8-Land
Manag~ment- Research - Preservation - Restoration - Regulation (submerged lands) 
Education - Coordination
#9 - Minerals
Management - Research - Preservation - Reclamation .. Regulation - Inventory - Development·
Marketing - Value Added
#1o-Air (Includes Indoor)
Research (alternative protection techniques) - Restoration - Education
#11-Waste
Research - Education/lnformation - (reduction and abatement) - Management - Planning 
Marketing - Reduction

, -

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

These criteria appear in order of priority.
Accountability - credibility of project manager; Innovation; Information Base; New Activities;
Acceleration; Other Legislative Analysis; Short Duration (one biennium); Leveraged Funding
(non-state); Statewide Significance

.~-



• 2. MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCE TRUST FUND
(MS 116P.08)

The LeMR adopted a Strategic Plan (copy attached) for making expenditures from the Trust Fund
which establishes the following priorities: .

For the 1992-93 biennium priorities are limited to the issue areas of education. research and collec
tion and analysis of information in the identified major natural resource issues·of air. education, ener
gy. forestry. land use, minerals, recreation, waste, water and wildlife/fisheries/native plants. These
activities do not have a priority order for funding decisions.

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

The review and evaluation of projects Will be based on the following:

The Trust Fund Law
(copy attached as part of the strategic plan)

The Trust Fund V"lSion

.All M"lnMSotans have an obligation to we and manage our IU1tUral resources in IItnanner that promotes wise stewaTdship
and enJumcement of the stmCs~ for ourselves and for fu!urt gmOatiotu. The Trust Fund is II perpetuQ/ fund that
proviIJa II lqpcy from one generation ofM"l1UIeSOtIlnS to the marry generations to follow. II sha/I be used to presetve,

protect, resttn and enhana both the 1HxJntifuI and the threatened 1UItuTtZl resources that iITe the colkctiYe heriUlge of
ew:ty M"utnesotarL· It sh.aJl D1so be wed to 1W1tU1'e II sense ofresponsibility by tzll, and to further our under.rtIIntJjng of
Arur.n.esota's resource base and the con.sequencesofhuman intcaction with the environment.

The CrIteria for guiding allocations from the Trust Fund

Successful programs:

1. Address significant environmental problems and opportunities with multi-resource implications.
2. Design solutions using a coordinated, mufti-disciplinary approach.
3. Encourage innovative and/or interdisciplinary management
4. Generate significant results.
5. Effectively address problems and opportunities that are consistent with the VISion and have

identifiable outcomes. .
6. Support deserving programs which lack adequate resources.
7. Support activities whose benefits become available only over an extended period of time.
8. Leverage financial, policy, material or program commitments from private and

public entities.
9. Expand on programs by adding value and creating apPropriate new programs, but not

. by supplanting existing funding..
10. Address underfying causes, stress Prevention of environmental degradation and

emphasize wise stewardship. .
11. Demonstrate accountability.

-4-
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• 3. OIL OVERCHARGE MONEY (MS 4.071)

For projects resulting in decreased dependency on fossil fuels and for technology transfer
projects with the same purpose. The priority aetMtiesare: Research; Planning; Develop
ment; Education; Modification; Marketing; Information

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Accountability; Innovation; Information Base; New Activities; Acceleration; Other Legislative
Analysis; Short Duration (one ·biennium); leveraged Funding (non-state); Statewide
Significance

- 5 - .
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STRATEGIC PlAN
July 1900 .. July 1996

INNESOTA'S ENVIRONMENTAND
NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

This is the First Strategic Plan

Recommended by 1he

Citizen Advisory Committee .

to the

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON MINNESOTA RESOURCES

Preamble to the Trust fund law

The legislature finds that all Minnesotans share the
responsibility to ensure wise stewardship of the state's
environmental and natural resources for the benefit of
current citizens and future generations. Proper
management of the state's environment and natural
resources includes and requires foresight, planning
and long-term activities that allow the state to preserve
its high qualityenvironmentandprovides for wise use of
its natural resources. The legislature also finds that to
undertake such.activities properly, a long-term consis
tent and stable source offunding must be provided.

Adopted December 11, 1989·
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I. TRUST FUND VISION STATEMENT

All Minnesotans have an obligation to use.and manage our natural resources in a man
ner that promotes wise stewardship and enhancement of the state's resources for our-'
selves and for future generations. The Trust Fund is a perpetual fund that provides a
legacy from one generation of Minnesotans to the many generations to follow. It shall
be used to preserve, protect, restore and enhance both the bountiful and the
threatened natural resources that are the collective heritage of every Minnesotan. It
shall also be used to nurture a sense of responsibility by all, and to further our under
standing of Minnesota's resource base and the consequences of human interaction
with the environment.

II. TRUST FUND MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Trust Fund is to ensure a long-term secure source of funding for en
vironment and natural resource activities whose benefits are realized only over an
extended period of time.
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IV. STRATEGIES AND ACTIVITIES TO GUiDE TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES

A. Priorities And Guidelines For Trust fund Expenditure

1. Criteria Based Evaluation of Proposals

a. The review and evaluation of proposals to the Trust Fund will be based on
the guiding criteria identified in III.

b. The Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) will review funding proposals
received and recommend proposals to the Legislative Commission on Min
nesota Resources (LeMR) that meet the Trust Fund criteria and conform to
the priority activities listed in IV A(2) and the Trust Fund law.

c. Prior toCAC review, there will be review by the established Coordinating
Committees in the areas of water, education, fisheries, wildlife, forestry, out
door recreation, minerals, energy and waste. The committees will focus on
technical improvement and proposal coordination. A separate peer review

. process will also be conducted on research proposals recommended by the
LCMA.

2. Initial Priority Activities for Funding Projects are: Education, Research
and Collection and Analysis of Information

The funding priority for the Trust Fund in the initial two years is limited to
education, research and information. The collection and analysis of informa
tion should be designed to assist in the development of natural resource
policies. The initial limited scope of priorities is due to funding limitations.
The initial Trust Fund projects will be used to further refine and prioritize
criteria and· resource issue needs in the biennial review of the Strategic Plan.

B. Implementation Of The Trust Fund Strategic Plan

The following activities will assist in the implementation of the Strategic Plan for the
Trust Fund.

1. Development of Trust Fund Principal

Ensure allocations to the Trust Fund from the Lottery proceeds for the first five years
and beyond, as stated in M.S. 116P.04 (Subd. 2). Maximize the Trust Fund principal in the
shortest time frame possible and ensure that funding for the Trust Fund is not diverted.
Additional funding should be sought through private contributions and legislative
appropriations.

- 3 -



2. Citizen Review of Trust Fund Activities

A well-defined process should enable residents of Minnesota to express their views
on natural resource needs and related Trust Fund expenditure recommendations through:

a. Regional forums on Trust Fund priorities and expenditures.

b. A biennial Natural Resource Congress on the natural resource needs of the
State and the progress of Trust Fund projects. In addition, the Congress will review
the Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) program and proposed revisions to the Strategic
Plan. The focus of the agenda and date of the Natural Resource Congress will
be separate from the Environmental Quality Board's (EQB) Environmental
Congress.

3. Coordinaticm of the Strategic Plan Revision Process

To provide for a coordinated, interdisciplinary approach to natural resource
management, the CAC revision of the Strategic Plan will consider the ongoing
strategic and operational planning efforts of State Agencies engaged in the
management of the environment and natural resources through the following activities:

a. Agencies will be actively encouraged to consider the Strategic Plan for
the Trust Fund in their plannng efforts.

b. EQB's coordination with agencies will be used to assist the agencies in their
planning activities related to the Trust Fund.

4. Recognition of the Role of the Trust fund for Minnesota's Environment and
Natural Resources

Develop awareness and recognition of the impacts of Trust Fund expenditures for
environment and natural resource programs and projects through:

a. Public information programs about the Trust Fund and its visible projects.

b. Identification of projects (e.g. signage) developed from Trust Fund expeditures.

- 4 -



V. MAJOR NATURAL RESOURCE iSSUE AREAS

After review of Minnesota's natural resource conditions, the following statements
about problems and needs were developed for each major natural resource area.
The resource issue areas are: Air, Education,Energy, Forestry, Land Use,
Minerals, Recreation, Waste, Water and Wildme/Fisheries/Native Plants. These are
the identified priority natural resource issue areas for funding for the next six years,
as required by M.S. 116P.08 Subd. 3(a). These issue areas are listed in alphabeti
cal order.

These natural resource issues are interdisciplinary in nature and priority should be
given to a coordinated, multi-disciplinary management approach. (The
IIGroundwater and Land Use in the Water Cycle" poster [Appendix E]
demonstrates the interrelationships of our natural resource management).

RIM program activities are interrelated topics within each of the major resource
issue areas addressed.

A. AIR

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Air pollution from various waste sources including
automobile exhaust, waste incinerators, coal fired electrical production and general
factory exhaust concerns many citizens. Acid precipitation can cause significant long
term effects in lakes with low natural buffering capacity. Nearly 25% of our lakes are
sensitive to acid deposition. Because of the mobility of pollution across political boun
daries, control over the levels of pollution is frustrating. There are growing concerns
that significant global climatic changes are taking place. Carbon dioxide and
monoxide levels continue to create problems. Toxic and heavy metal contamination is
showing up in many areas.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: Clean air must be ensured throughout Minnesota. There
should be determination as to the effects of air quality on natural resources and the en
vironment as well as assessment and coordination of·management practices. Ac
tivities affecting regional and global air quality should be considered.

B.EDUCATION",

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Minnesota lacks adequate techniques and procedures for
effective lifelong delivery of environmental education to all citizens. There is limited ef
fort toward coordinated, interdisciplinary approaches in professional education cur
ricula, and in the training of both resource and education professionals.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: A coordinated statewide education plan for lifelong learning
should be developed and implemented. Existing programs need to be identified and
coordinated.

- 5 -



C. ENERGY

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Both energy generation and consumption damage the environment.
Energy conservation and the use of renewable energy resources as methods to meet our
energy needs have not been fully realized.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: Increased energy efficiency and conservation measures should be im
plemented. The negative environmental impacts of energy generation and consumption must
be reduced and the effects on land, air and water should be assessed. Indoor air quality
should be considered in energy conservation techniques.

D. FORESTRY

PROBLEM STATEMENT: The total wood harvest could potentially increase from about 3 mil
lion to over 4.9 million cords annually over the next decade, excluding the use of residue for
energy. There is concern for biodiversity and age-class distribution. There is concern for the
increasing intensity of harvests and the impacts on the higher grades of various species from
forest harvest. The benefits of urban forest management are not well understood.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: Forestry management should provide sustained yields to suit industry,
scientific, recreational and habitat needs in urban and rural settings. An up-to-date forest inven
tory needs to be maintained. The impact of forestry management practices on other natural
resources should be assessed. The appropriate research on and use of recycled material in·
stead of virgin material should be encouraged. Increased productivity research should be en·
couraged.

E. LAND USE

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Improper land use practices, rural and urban, negatively affect the
environment. Special concerns include intensive agricultural practices, mining, construction
practices, shoreland development and urban development which damage the land base and
contribute to erosion, pollution and accelerated water runoff.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: A continuation of improved land use planning and integrated manage·
ment practices is needed. A land stewardship ethic mustbe developed. Education, research
and data collection are needed.

F. MiNERALS

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Mineral exploration, mining, processing and waste disposal can
damage the environment. Mining activities in environmentally sensitive areas pose a special
concern.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: Potential negative environmental impacts of mining should be iden
tified, especially in sensitive areas. Negative impacts should be mitigated. Management of
minerals should be assessed for balance between economic development with an emphasis
on an economic return to the state of Minnesota, and environmental protection. Issues of
waste management, recycling, processing and reclamation should be addressed at the time
of exploration and throughout the mining process.

.:... 6 -



G. RECRIEATRON

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Increased recreational use of natural resources has created significant stress
, those resources. Recreational areas projected to receive the highest level of increased use are cur~

....ntly the most intensely used. Conflicts exist between incompatible recreation activities. Public recre@·
tion facilities, both state and local, have deteriorated in part because of heavy use but aiso due to lack of
reinvestment.

LONG-TERM NEEDS: The natural resource user should receive a meaningful experience which has a
minimum negative impact on the resource and fosters stewardship. An information base for users, plan
ners and recreational managers regarding recreation areas and/or activities should be developed.
Public/private cooperation for recreational management should be encouraged. A level of accessibility
for all potential users should be ensured.

H. WASTE

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Waste reduction, reuse and recycling are not being fully utilized. The markets,
transportation networks and educational efforts for recycling are inadequate.

lONG-TERM NEEDS: The implementation of waste management priorities of reduction, reuse and recy
cling for solid, hazardous and industrial wastes must be ensured. The reduction of taxies and problem
materials and the treatment of end products for reuse and recycling should be management priorities.
There needs to be the development of a comparative risk assessment among disposal methods, assess·
ment of the effects on land, air and water and development of standardized criteria and baseline data.

WATER

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Both surface and groundwater supplies are threatened by human activities.
Water quality suffers from point and non-point pollution, both urban and rural. Certain areas are marked
ly more susceptible to groundwater pollution. While the overall quantity is large, the distribution of water
creates significant problems for some areas and significant advantages for other areas. Statewide, 72%
of our wetlands have been lost. The vital role of wetlands in flood control, water quality improvement and
habitat is not well appreciated. There is a lack of available data at appropriate levels for both surface and
groundwater. At current rates of increase, water usage will meet or exceed availability in thirty years.
The profligate use of groundwater is increasing. Surveys in sensitive areas show chemicals in some
drinking·water wells. .

LONG-TERM NEEDS: Both high quality and a sufficient supply of water must be ensured through res-'
toration and non-degradation. Usable, comprehensive, compatible and accessible data are needed.
There should ,be integrated systems management.

J. WILDLIFE/FISHERIES/NATIVE PLANTS

PROBLEM STATEMENT: Human activities have caused reductions in habitats. loss and degradation
continue. About 99% of the original prairie has been converted. As also stated in the IIWaterll problem
statement, 720A> of our wetlands have been lost statewide. Lakes, streams and rivers are under increas
ing pressure from human activities.

C...DNG-TERM NEEDS: Interdisciplinary management practices need to be applied to increase and en
hance all habitats for the maintenance of diverse and healthy populations. Optimum carrying capacity
for diverse species must be ensured. Usable, comprehensive, compatible and accessible data are
required.

- 7 -



ROLE OF THE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FOR THE

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

The role of the Citizen Advisory Committee is articulated in Minn. Stat. Chapter
116P and in the diagram that explains the LCMR's proposal process cycle.

Minnesota Statutes (attached):
• Minn. Stat. §116P.02, subd. 2, definition
• Minn. Stat. §116P.06, advisory committee,
• Minn. Stat. §116P.09, subd. 6, conflict of interest

~ The CAC consists of 11 citizen members.
~ CAC members are appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the

Senate. At least one member is appointed from each of the eight Congressional
District. (MS 116P.06, subd. 1. (a).)

~ CAC "advises" the LCMR on project proposals to receive funding from the trust fund
and the development of project funding and strategic plans. (MS 116P.06, subd. 1.
(b).)

~ CAC member are subject to conflict of interest provisions in Minn. Stat. 116P.09,
subd. 6. [Note: In 2002, the CAC adopted conflict of interest language.]

Under Minn. Stat. 116P.06, subd. 2, (a) the CAC shall: (emphasis added)
(1) prepare and submit to the commission a draft strategic plan to guide expenditures

from the trust fund;
(2) review the reinvest in Minnesota program during development of the draft strategic

plan;
(3) gather public input during development of the draft strategic plan;
(4) advise the commission on project proposals to receive funding from the trust fund;

and
(5) advise the commission on development of the budget plan.

Under Minn. Stat. 116P.06, subd. 2, (b) The advisory committee may review all project
proposals for funding and may make recommendations to the commission on whether
the projects: (emphasis added)
(1) meet the standards and funding categories set forth in sections 116P.01 to

116P.12;
(2) duplicate existing federal, state, or local projects being conducted within the state;

and
(3) are consistent with the most recent strategic plan adopted by the commission.

CAC role 10-6



How the LCMR process has worked (see the attached process flow chart):

LCMR and CAC jointly participate in site visits
and resource evaluations (yellow)

LCMR and CAC jointly develop a focus for the
Issues Seminar (yellow)

LCMR and CAC jointly hold Issues Seminar (yellow)

CAC holds series of meetings to develop a
draft strategic plan for the Trust Fund. The plan
includes funding priorities and criteria for
evaluating proposals. (blue)

CAC presents draft strategic plan to LCMR. (blue)

CAC meets to review and select recommended
proposal to call in for hearings for the Trust Fund
(blue)

LCMR and CAC meet several days each week
for several weeks for proposal hearings for all
funding sources (yellow)

CAC presents their recommended proposals
to the LCMR for funding from the Trust fund
(blue)

CAC role 10-6
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¥innesota Statutes 2004, Chapter 116P.

==116P.02
ll6P.02 Definitions.

Subdivision 1. Applicability. The definitions in
this section apply to this chapter.

Subd. 2. Advisory connnittee. "Advisory committee"
means the advisory committee created in section 116P.06.

Page 10f1

Subd. 3.
Investment.

Board. "Board" means the state Board of

Subd. 4. Connnission. "Commission" means the
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources.

Subd. 5. Natural resources. "Natural resources"
includes the outdoor recreation system under section 86A.04 and
regional recreation open space systems as defined under section
473.351, subdivision 1.

Subd. 6. Trust fund. "Trust fund" means the
Minnesota environment and natural resources trust fund
established under Minnesota Constitution, article XI, section 14.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 6; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 269; 2003 c 128
art 1 s 146

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current... 10/4/200~



Minnesota Statutes 2004, 116P.06

Table of contents for Chapter 116P

116P.06 Advisory committee.

Subdivision 1. Membership. (a) An advisory committee
of 11 citizen members shall be appointed by the governor to
advise the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources on
project proposals to receive funding from the trust fund and the
development of budget and strategic plans. The governor shall
appoint at least one member from each congressional district.
The members shall elect the chair.

(b) The governor's appointees must be confirmed with the
advice and consent of the senate. The membership terms,
compensation, removal, and filling of vacancies for citizen
members of the advisory committee are governed by section
1~0575. Notwithstanding section 15.059, subdivision 5, or
other law to the contrary, the advisory committee does not
expire.

Page 1 of 1'"

Subd. 2. Duties. (a) The advisory committee shall:

(1) prepare and submit to the commission a draft strategic
plan to guide expenditures from the trust fund;

(2) review the reinvest in Minnesota program during
development of the draft strategic plan;

(3) gather public input during development of the draft
~trategic plan;

(4) advise the commission on project proposals to receive
funding from the trust fund; and

(5) advise the commission on development of the budget plan.

(b) The advisory committee may review all project proposals
for funding and may make recommendations to the commission on
whether the projects:

(1) meet the standards and funding categories set forth in
sections 116P.01 to 116P.12;

(2) duplicate existing federal, state, or local projects
being conducted within the state; and

(3) are consistent with the most recent strategic plan
adopted by the commission.

HIST: 1988 c 690 art 1 s 10; 1989 c 335 art 1 s 269; 1991 c
254 art 2 s 40; 1991 c 343 s 3; 2001 c 161 s 18; 2002 c 225 s 1

Copyright 2004 by the Office of Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota.

http://www.revisor.1eg.state.mn.us/datalrevisor/statutes/2004/116P/06.html 10/4/2005



-Minnesota Statutes 2004, Chapter 116P.

Subd. 6. Conflict of interest. A commission member,
advisory committee member, peer review panelist, or an employee
of the commission may not participate in or vote on a decision
of the commission, advisory committee, or peer review panel
relating to an organization in which the member, panelist, or
employee has either a direct or indirect personal financial
interest. While serving on the legislative commission, advisory
committee, or peer review panel, or being an employee of the
commission, a person shall avoid any potential conflict of
interest.

http://www.revisor.1eg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_.CHAP&year=current...

Page lof1
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MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
COMPARISON OF CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CAC) AND

LCMR RECOMMENDATIONS

Overview for 2003 and 2005

In 2003, following a six-month task force study, the role of the Citizens Advisory Committee
was expanded. In addition to making recommendations on proposals to call in for a hearing
(or presentation), CAC members also attended the hearings and made recommendations to
the LCMR on what proposals should receive funding from the Environment and Natural
Resources Trust Fund.

2005 - see attached detail
The CAC recommended to LCMR that 30 proposals be called in for presentation.
The LCMR called in all (100%) of the CAC recommended proposals for presentations.

Following the presentations, the CAC recommend 33 proposals be funded for $33 million
The LCMR recommended 29 (88%) of the CAC recommended proposals be funded for $20.8
million (63%).

The final 2005 LCMR recommendations - 70 proposals funded for a total of $39.3 million. (The
Governor vetoed 11 projects and the second biennium of the LCMR administrative budget
totaling $4.126 million, including one CAC-recommended project.)

2003 - see attached detail
The CAC recommended to LCMR that 30 proposals be called in for presentation.
The LCMR called in 26 (87%) of those projects for a hearing/presentation.

The CAC recommended funding 17 proposals for $30,000,000.
In December 2002, the LCMR recommended 14 (88%) of these proposals be funded for
$12,234,000 (41%).

During the 2003 legislative session, LCMR funding from the Minnesota Future Resources
Fund was eliminated. This reduced total funding available to LCMR by one-third, from
approximately $48.5 million to $32.7 million. As a result of this reduction in funding, the LCMR
reduced its funding recommendations for all projects. The LCMR recommended funding for
the 14 CAC proposals was reduced to $8,845,000 (or 29% of the CAC recommended funding
level).

The final 2003 LCMR recommendations - 43 proposals for $32.7 million.

J:\SHARE\WORKFILE\CAC\2005\Cornparison ofCAC with LCMR Recommendations.doc 1



Overview for 1991 to 2001

Between 1991 and 2001 the Citizen Advisory Committee made recommendations on what proposals
should be called in for hearings and did not make separate, subsequent recommendations on what
proposals should be funded for how much.

2001
The CAG recommended 19 proposals be called in for hearings before the LCMR.
The LCMR called in 18 (95%) of those proposals for hearings.

1999
The CAC recommended 21 proposals be called in for hearings.
The LCMR called in 21 (100%) of those proposals.

1997
The CAG recommended 23 proposals be called in for hearings.
The LCMR called in 22 (96%) of those proposals.

1995
The CAG recommended 19 proposals be called in for hearings.
The LCMR called in 13 (68%) of those proposals.

1993
The CAC recommended 52 proposals be called in for hearings.
The LCMR called in 22 (42%) of those proposals.

1991
The CAC recommended 16 proposals be called in for hearings.
The LCMR called in 8 (50%) of those proposals.

Overview of CAC Recommendations from 1991 to 2001

Year # of Proposals CAC LCMR Recs. as
Recommended be # of Proposal LCMR Percent of CAC
Called in for HearinQs Called in for HearinQs Recs.

2001 19 18 95%
1999 21 21 100%
1997 23 22 96%
1995 19 13 68%
1993 52 22 42%
1991 16 8 50%

J:\SHARE\WORKFILE\CAC\2005\Comparison ofCAC with LCMR Recommendations.doc 2
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MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

Overview of CAC Recommendations and LCMR Recommendations

2005 CAC RECOMMENDATIONS

CAC Presentation Recommendations:

The CAC recommended 30 proposals for $77.9 million to LCMR for presentation.

The LCMR called in all of the CAC recommended proposals for presentations.

CAC and LCMR Funding Recommendations:

The CAC recommended 33 proposals be funded for $33 million.

The LCMR recommended 29 (88 percent) of the CAC recommended proposals be
funded for $20.8 million (63 percent).

The CAC recommended funding the following four proposals that the LCMR did not
recommended for funding:
• W-09 Antibiotic Resistant Bacteria & Antibiotics in Minnesota Waters
• H-09 Dwarf Mistletoe: Endangering Minnesota's Spruce Ecosystems
• H-35 Rehabilitation of Public Lands and Convicted Felons
• E-15 Cuphea: A Crop Oil Replacement for Petroleum Products

The final 2005 LCMR recommendations - 70 proposals for $39.3 million.

On June 30, 2005, the Governor vetoed 11 LCMR-recommended projects and the
second biennium of the LCMR administrative budget totaling $4.126 million. This
included the veto of one CAC recommended project.

Analysis of CAC recs
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COMPARISON OF 2005 CAC AND LC~~.~/FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

Subd./
Proposal # 1Title

LCMR Funding
Recommendations

eC.as
Percent of CAC
Rec.

4/ A-02 ICitizen Advisory Committee (CAC) ICAC

Budget - The CAC reduced its original
recommendation from $45,000 to $35,000

35,000

35,000

35,000

35,000 100.0%

1,200,0001,000,0003,120,000DNR
~OGo.( (nitio.tiye (Jro.!lt\) (f'tlrK\) &.
Natural Areas)

Metropolitan Regional Parks
Acquisition, Rehabilitation &
Development

5(a) I H-08j Habitat Corridors Partnership - IPheasants Forever I 22,524,0001 12,000,0001 4,062,000
Phase 3

5(b) I H-07 Metro Wildlife Corridors - Phase 2 DNR 17,714,900 5,000,000 3,530,000

5(c) I H-16 Acquisition &Enhancement of DNR 750,000 500,000 134,000
Scientific &Natural Areas

5(e) I H-13jLocallnitiative Grants IDNR 600,0001 300,0001 500,000
(Conservation Partners &
Environmental Partnerships)

5(g) I H-01 jlntegrated &Pheromonal Control of IU of M I 1,541,0001 1,220,0001 550,000
Carp - Continuation

5(h) I H-02 IBiological Control of European IDNR I 200,0001 175,0001 200,000
Buckthorn &Garlic Mustard -
Continuation

** I H-09 IDwarf Mistletoe: Endangering IUof M - Forest Resources 142,3711 55,0001 0
Minnesota's Spruce Ecosystems

** I H-35 IRehabilitation of public Lands & IDept of Corrections I 722,0001 311,0001 0
Convicted Felons

44,194,271 19,561,000 8,976,0001 45.9%

Revised July 2005
CAC Funding Ree. Analysis
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Subd./ LCMR$ Recommend- LCMR Funding Percent of CAC
Proposal # Title Affiliation Request ations Recommendations Rec.

6(1) / R-03 ILocal & Regional Trail Grant IDNR
I 750,0001 250,0001 700,000

Initiative Program
Recreation Subtotal 3,900,0001 91.8%

-. .,. .
7(a) / W-02 Local Water Management (LWM)

Matching Challenge Grants

7(b) / W-08lAccelerating & Enhancing Surface fcA 3,808,8241 1,000,0001 600,000
Water Monitoring - Continuation

7(c) / W-01 IEffects of Land Retirements on the rswSR 415,0501 300,0001 300,000
Minnesota River

7(d) / W-041 Recycling Treated Municipal Metropolitan Council - 300,0001 200,0001 300,000
Wastewater for Industrial Water Environmental Services

Use

7(e) / W-05lUnwanted Hormone Therapy: U of M - Dept of Civil I 335,3601 275,0001 300,000
Protecting Water & Public Health

Engineering

70) / W-20 IImproving Impaired Watersheds: Dept of Agriculture 600,0001 300,0001 300,000
Conservation Drainage Research &
Demonstrations

** / W-09 IAntibiotic Resistant Bacteria & U of M - Dept of Civil 263,6481 225,0001 0
Antibiotics in MN Waters

Engineering

Water Resources Subtotal 8,222,882 3,300,000 2,800,000 84.8%

!'

100.0%

Revised '2005

1,000,0001,000,000

500,000
Combine H-03, H

10, H-17, and H-21.
Fund H-03, H-10, H

21 at $500,000.
Fund Forest Legacy

under H-17 at $1.5
million.

1,900,000Land Use & NR Info. Subtotal

MN County Biological Survey 
Continuation

CAC Fun~l':'i6 Rec. Analysis

9(a) / H-03 ICompleting Third-Party Certification IDNR

of DNR F'orest Lands



Ag. & NR Industries Subtotal

9(c) / H-17 ISustainable Management of Private IDNR

Forest Lands

700,000700,0001,742,400

unalng L.liMK . as
LCMi,,"!i Recommend- LCMR Funding Percent .A CAC
Request ations Recommendations Rec.

376,900 ## 376,000

170,500 ## withdrawn

3,900,000 1,500,000 874,000

4,697,400 2,000,000 1,500,0001 75.0%

Dept of Commerce - State
Energy Office

10(a) / E- IClean Energy Resource Teams
07&E-03 (CERTs) and Community Wind

Energy Rebate Program

Subd./

Proposal # ITitle IAffiliation

withdrawn / IForestry GElS Implementation IDNR

H-21 Progress, Accuracy & Update

9(b) I H-1 0 IThird Party Certification of Private IU of M - Cloquet Forestry
Woodlands Center

10(c) / E-09lManure Digester Compatible
Wastes & Multiple-Farm
Partnerships

Dept of Agriculture 300,000 275,000 100,000

1O(d) / E-20 IEnergizing Agriculture-Dairy Farm IThe Minnesota Project

Digesters
583,598 267,000 336,000

10(e) / E-02lWind to Hydrogen Demonstration & IU of M - W. Central Research

100% Biodiesel Evaluation & Outreach Ctr.
1,685,200 800,000 800,000

10(g) / E-06 IBiomass-Derived Oils for IU of,M - ~100 Mechanical

Generating Electricity & Reducing Englneenng

Emissions
** / E-15 ICuphea: A Crop Oil Replacement Ius Department of Agriculture -

for Petroleum Products Research Service

161,082

524,773

160,000

380,000

150,000

o

Eneray Subtotal 80.8%

11 (b) / H-20ICedar Creek Savanna & Prairie
Restoration & Interpretation

11 (0) " 0 101 Environmental Problem Solving
Model for l\vin Cities Sohools

U of M - Cedar Creek Natural
History Area

EGO EdlolGation

633,000

100,000

222,000

50,000

400,000

75,000 VETOED

Env. Ed. Subtotal 733,000 272,000 475,000 174.6%

Total Amount Recommended 33,000,000 20,772,000 62.9%
Estimated ETF Available (as of April 30, 2004) 36,000,000

f~timated LAWGON Available
Total Estimated Available

1,600,000
37,600,000

CAC Funding Rec. Analysis
Revised July 2005



MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

Overview of CAC Recommendations and LCMR Recommendations

2003 CAC RECOMMENDATIONS

CAC Recommendations for hearings:

The CAC recommended that 30 proposals for $64,925,173 be called in for a
hearing before the LCMR.

The LCMR called in for hearing 26 (87%) of these proposals.

No hearings for: 1) MN Mapping System - U of M;
2) Understanding and Applying Data for MN River Watersheds - MnSU Mankato;
3) Glacial Ridge Wetland Restoration - Red Lake Watershed Board;
4) Malformation and Other Emerging Diseases in MN's Amphibians - U of M.

CAC and LCMR Recommendations for funding:

The CAC recommended that 17 proposals for $30,000,000 be funded

The LCMR recommended 14 (82%) of these proposals for $12,234,000 (41%).

LCMR did not recommend funding for:
1) CREP and Tile Drains - USGS;
2) Environmental Fate of Emerging Contaminants in MN Waters - U of M;
3) CAC Citizen Input - proposal to conduct a state-wide survey.

During the 2003 legislative session, LCMR funding from the Minnesota Future
Resources Fund was eliminated, reducing total funding available to LCMR from
$48.5 million to 32.7 million. As a result, the LCMR reduced its funding
recommendations for all proposals. The LCMR funding recommendations for the
14 CAC proposals was reduced to $8,845,000 (29%).

The final 2003 LCMR recommendations - 43 proposals for $32.7 million.

CAC rees overview.doc 1



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2005 STRATEGIC PLAN

CAC Recommended Funding Priorities
Water Resources
Improve the quality, quantity of ground and
surface waters

LCMR Adopted Funding Priorities
Water
Improve the quality and/or quantity of
ground and surface waters.

Wildlife Habitat Habitat
Conserve, acquire, restore fish, wildlife and Acquire, restore or protect fish, wildlife and
native plant habitat native plant habitat.

Energy
Develop and promote clean, renewable,
efficient energy resources .

Matching grants for parks, trails, local
water plan implementation

Energy
Develop and promote efficient energy
resources which are clean, renewable
and/or innovative.

Matching Grant Programs
LCMR intents to recommend money to
support the four matching grant programs:
1) Local Initiative Grants Program,
2) Local and Regional Trails,
3) Metropolitan Regional Parks and Trails,
4) Local Water Management Matching
Challenge Grants

State parks, recreation areas, trails and
other enhancements to the State
Outdoor Recreation System (as defined
in Minn. Stat. §86A.04)

Continuation Projects
In an effort to continue the work started by
LCMR funding, consideration will be given
to the following: .

Minn. Laws2003, Ch. 128, Art. 1, Sec. 9,
Subd.
• 5(h) Developing Pheromones for Use in

Carp Control
• 5(i) Biological Control of European

Buckthorn and Spotted Knapweed
• 6(f) Gitchi-Gami State Trail
• 6(h) Mesabi Trail
• 7(b) Accelerating and Enhancing Surface

water Monitoring for Lakes and Streams 
Results 1 and 2

• 8(a) Minnesota County Biological Survey
• 8(b) Updating Outmoded Soil Surveys

Minn. Law 2001, 1st Special Session, Ch. 2,
Sec. 14, Subd.
• 8(a) Evaluating Timber Harvesting and

Forest Manaqement Guidelines



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2005 STRATEGIC PLAN
continued

CAC Recommended LCMR Adopted
Evaluation Criteria and Points Evaluation Criteria and Points

Long-term impact Long-term impact
10 points Up to 10 points

Demonstrated outcomes Demonstrated outcomes
10 points Up to 10 points

Project readiness Project readiness
10 points Up to 7.5 points

Innovation Innovation
5points Up to 7.5 points

Statewide I regional significance Statewide I regional significance
5 points Up to 5 points

Partnerships Partnerships
5 points Up to 5 points

Leverage other funds and resources 5 Leverage other funds and resources Up
points to 5 points

Total Points = 50 Total possible points =up to 50



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2003 STRATEGIC PLAN

CAC Recommended Funding Priorities LCMR Adopted Fundina Priorities
Wildlife Habitat Fish, Wildlife and Native Plant Habitat
Issue: The health, diversity, and Issue: The health, diversity, and
survivability of our native wildlife and plant survivability of our fish, wildlife, and native
species are threatened by landscape plant species are threatened by landscape
fragmentation, indifferent land use policies, fragmentation, indifferent land use policies,
pollution, and exotic species. pollution, and exotic species.

Funding Strategy: Conserve and enhance Funding Priority: Conserve and enhance
wildlife habitat and corridors by: wildlife habitat and corridors by:

• Identifying wildlife habitat and potential (A-1)* Identifying, acquiring, restoring, or
corridors. protecting habitat and corridors of sufficient

• Acquiring, restoring, or protecting quantity and quality to enhance survival of
wildlife habitat and corridors of fish, wildlife and native plants.
sufficient quantity and quality to ensure (A-2) Providing assistance to public and
survival of native wildlife and plants. private to accelerate farming, forestry,

• Providing assistance to private tourism, ancj mining practices that protect
landowners in improving wildlife the environment, human health, and area
habitat. economic vitality, and that enhance fish,

• Educating local land use decision- wildlife and native plant habitat.

makers on protection and improvement (A-3) Educating local land use decision-

of wildlife habitat. makers on protection and improvement of
fish, wildlife and native plant habitat.
(A-4) Research or implementation of
research of toxic substances adversely
affecting fish, wildlife or native plants.

* Note: (A-1), (B-1); etc. represented funding priorities. The request for proposal asked
applicants to state the funding priority they were responding to, e.g., Water (C-1).



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2003 STRATEGIC PLAN
.Continued

CAC Recommended Funding Priorities LCMR Adopted FundinQ Priorities
Water Water
Issue: The quality and quantity of ground Issue: The quality and quantity of ground
and surface waters are threatened by and surface waters are threatened by
pollution, poor land use practices, and pollution, poor land use practices, and
inadequate understanding of watersheds. inadequate understanding of watersheds.

Funding Strategy: Conserve and promote Funding Priority: Conserve and promote
healthy waters by: healthy waters by:

• Accelerating the implementation of (C-1) Accelerating the implementation of
best management practices through best management practices through
delivery of technical delivery of technical informationlresources
information/resources at the local level. at the local level.

• Collecting, evaluating and (C-2) Collecting, evaluating and
disseminating data on a watershed disseminating natural resources data on a
basis. watershed basis increasing awareness of

• Encouraging acquisition, conservation watersheds and how land use affects
easements, control of erosion and water quality and quantity.
reduction of pollutants on riparian (C-3) Encouraging control of erosion and
areas and blufflands. reduction ofpollutants on riparian areas

• Addressing and reducing pollution and blufflands.

impacts on humans and wildlife (C-4) Identifying and reducing pollution

through research on known and impacts on humans, fish, wildlife and

emerging contaminant sources. native plants through research on known

• Increasing awareness of watersheds and emerging contaminant sources.

and how land use affects water quality (C-5) Accelerating farming, forestry,

and quantity. tourism, energy and mining practices that
protect the environment, human health and
area economic vitality, and that enhance
fish, wildlife and native plant habitat.

Energy
Issue: Minnesota's natural resources are
threatened by our predominate use of
fossil fuels and lack of awareness of
alternatives.

Funding Strategy: Encourage alternative
energy and conservation by:

• Educating citizens to understand and
participate in energy conservation and
alternative energy sources.

• Demonstrating alternatives to fossil
fuels that could viably be used in
Minnesota.

• Creating regional energy plans, so that
the unique capacities of various areas
of Minnesota can be best utilized.



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2003 STRATEGIC PLAN
continued

CAC Recommended Funding Priorities LCMR Adopted Funding Priorities
Recreational and Natural Systems
Issue: Increased demand on our parks
and trails is jeopardizing the integrity of
natural systems and recreational facilities.

Funding Priorities: Improve recreation and
natural systems by:
(B-1) Restoring, developing or acquiring
State, regional, metro, or local parks,
recreation areas and trails with an
emphasis on connecting recreational
systems.

Children's Environmental Health
Issue: Children, because of their small
body size, are impacted more by air and
water pollution than adults.

Funding Priorities: Protect health concerns
in children by:
(0-1) Increasing the application of
research relating to air and water, in order
to address children's health concerns such
as asthma, endocrine disrupters, lead and
susceptibility to pesticides.



COMPARISON OF CAe AND LCMR 2003 STRATEGIC PLAN
Continued

CAC Recommended Evaluation Criteria LCMR Adopted Evaluation Criteria and
and Points Points

Addresses Funding Priority Addresses Funding Priority
15 points Up to 15 points

Focus of Sustainability Focus of Sustainability
10 points Up to 10 points.

Promotes a sustainable approach defined The LCMR is interested in projects that
as one that protects the ecosystem and promote a sustainable approach.
balances the benefits to the environment
with the community and economy. To be sustainable, a project should protect

the ecosystem and balance the benefits to
the environment with the community and
economy.

Results Results
10 points Up to 10 points

Provide for a critical assessment of the Provide for a critical assessment of the
project and clear; demonstrated results. project and clear, demonstrated results.

Partnerships Partnerships
10 points Up to 10 points

Demonstrates a cooperative and Demonstrates a cooperative and
coordinated approach including sharing of coordinated approach" including the sharing
costs and/or workload. of costs and/or workload.

Information Base and Dissemination Information Base and Dissemination
5 points Up to 5 points

Provides data, reports, materials, etc. to Provides data, reports, materials, etc. to
the public and other potential users in a the public and other potential users in a
readily useable form. Provides a readily useable form.
significant, demonstrated addition to the
public environmental and natural resource Provides a significant, demonstrated
information base. addition to the public environmental and

natural resource information base.



COMPARISON OF CAC AND LCMR 2003 STRATEGIC PLAN
continued

CAC Recommended Fundin" Priorities
The CAC also recommends adhering to
the previous RFP as follows:

In addition to the scored criteria,
consideration will be given to proposals
demonstrating an ability to meet more than
one priority and leveraging non-state
money toward project implementation.
Multiple Strategies: Meeting multiple
strategies is encouraged and will be
considered in evaluating proposals.
Leveraging: Leveraging is encouraged
and will be reviewed as part of the Present
and Future Spending section of the
proposals.

LCMR Adopted Funding Priorities
The request for proposal, on the evaluation
criteria for proposals page, also stated:

Leveraging: Leveraging is encouraged
and will be reviewed as part of the Past
and Concurrent Spending section of the
proposals.

Multiple Priorities: Meeting multiple
priorities is encouraged and will be
considered in evaluating proposals.



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
November 17, 2005

Time: 4:00 - 8:30 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda·

4:00 - 5:30 p.m.

1. Review and Approve Minutes of October 18, 2005

2. Task Force Discussion
a. Clarify what is meant by "consensus" and discuss a possible approach.
b. Share perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the current LCMR process.
c. Identify key focus areas to explore during testimony and future task force discussions.

5:30p.m.

3. Dinner Break

6:00 p.m.

4. Perspectives from former and current Citizen Advisory Committee for the; Environment and Natural
Resources Trust Fund (CAC)

6:30 p.m.

5. Other Public Testimony

8:30 p.m. Adjourn

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Environment and Natural Resources
Advisory Task Force Membership List

Dave Bishop
1185 Plummer Circle
Rochester, MN 55902
507-288-7733 (home)

Karen Bowen
12940 Overlook Road
Dayton, MN 55327
763-576-1325 (home)

Jeff Broberg
1648 - 3rd Ave. SE
Rochester, MN 55904
507-932-4672 (home)

Joe Duggan
1783 Buerkle Circle
St. Paul, MN 55110
651-773-2000 (work)

Wayne Enger
404 Mohr Lane
Perham, MN 56573
218-346-4260, x-102 (work)

Ron Erhardt
4214 Sunnyside Rd
Edina, MN 55424
952-927-9437 (home)
651-296-4363 (office)

Ryan Heiniger
5744 Cedarwood Street NE
Prior Lake, MN 55372
952-403-6271 (work)

Phyllis Kahn
255 State Office Bid
St. Paul, MN 55155
651-296-4257 (office)

Jane Krentz
14177 Paris Ave. North
May Township, MN 55082
651-430-2983 (home)

Gary Laidig
10202 Country Club Curve
Woodbury, MN 55129
651-775-5336 (cell)

Pam Landers
26587 Edna Lake Rd
Nisswa, MN 56486
218-568-5016 (home)

Steve Morse
PO Box 175
Dakota, MN 55925
507-643-6226 (home)

Earl Renneke
42750 - 330th Street
Le Sueur, MN 56058
507-237-2613 (home)

Craig Shaver
800 Nicollet Mail Station #J06S01
Minneapolis, MN 55402
612~303-5852 (work)

Loren Solberg
2114 SW - 3rd Ave.
Grand Rapids, MN 55744
218-327-1292 (home)

Dave Zentner
2116 Columbus Ave.
Duluth, MN 55803
218-724-3926 (home)

Ex-Officio Members

Rep. Kathy Tingelstad
LCMR Chair
13636 Marigold St. NW
Andover, MN 55304
763-421-2000 (home)
651-296-5369 (office)
763-439-5212 (cell)

Bob Schroeder
Office of the Governor
130 State Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155
651-297-7028 (office)
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ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TrY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

MINUTES

October 18, 2005
Time: 1:00 - 4:00 p.m.

Location: Room 5, State Office Building
St. Paul, MN

Members Present:
Dave Bishop
Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Joe Duggan
Wayne Enger (phone)
Ron Erhardt

Members Absent: none

Ryan Heiniger
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz
Gary Laidig
Pam Landers
Steve Morse

Earl Renneke
Craig Shaver
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner

LCMR members present: Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, Sen. Dallas Sams, Rep. Pete
Nelson, Sen. Ellen Anderson, Sen. David Tomassoni,

Other Legislators Present: Rep. Dennis Ozment, Sen. Tom Bakk

Meeting called to order: 1:11 p.m.

1. Welcome and introductions

Dave Zentner welcomed Steve Morse and asked him to introduce himself.

Wayne Enger joined the group by phone.

2. Review meeting objectives and agenda

Ryan Church reviewed the agenda and meeting objectives.
Objectives stated were: complete the review of the current situation; presentations
followed by discussion; review of meeting schedule and sequence; discuss
strengths/weaknesses of the current LCMR process, a"nd discuss the qualities they want
to see in a process. A worksheet was handed out for Task Force member's notes. He
asked members if they had any changes or additions. No changes or additions were
noted.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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3. Review and approve minutes of Sept. 27, 2005

Motion by Craig Shaver to approve the 9/27/2005 Advisory Task Force minutes as
presented. Motion passed.

4. Review draft meeting schedule

Dave Zentner commented that November 29 is the only date with a meeting scheduled
for that month. He suggested a meeting date the week of November 14th

, and
suggested Friday the 18th

• Loren Solberg suggested Thursday might be better than
Friday and suggested the 1ih

• In addition, he suggested that this meeting might be a
good time to schedule an evening meeting for public testimony. Dave Zentner thought
that was a good idea as there was a fair amount of interest from people who wanted to
speak before the task force. After member discussion, it was decided to schedule a
public testimony meeting the evening of November 17th

.

Ryan Church, facilitator, passed out a tentative meeting work schedule. Dave Zentner
asked for input into the list - additions or changes.

The task force decided to send out and publicize an open invitation for those who
wanted to speak before the task force. Task Force members indicated they wanted to
hear from the CAC, grant recipients and the public.

Steve Morse asked that the task force look into how different entities manage processes
such as: State Arts Board and other existing models already in the existence within the
state. He thought it was a good way to see howthese things actually work in state
government. Once that information has been reviewed, the group should circle back
and question how the information mayor may not change the process the group has
envisioned.

5. Establish procedures for motions and voting

Dave Zentner confirmed that at the Sept. 2ih meeting the group agreed that seconds to
motions are not required. From his memory, the task force wanted to keep ideas open
and flowing and that a requirement for a second to a motion could stifle the open
process. Members agreed. He confirmed again for the record that the task force
agreed, seconds are not required to carry motions.

Dave Zentner brought up the issue of how the group wants to operate, issues of
democracy - options, building a consensus document, simple majority.

Members discussed how the group should operate.

Craig Shaver moved that the advisory Task Force should operate in the format of a
conference committee; majority votes on each side.

Dave Bishop said that he was suspicious of this idea, not of motives but of the potential
deadlocks this could cause. He asked Craig Shaver to rationalize why the group should
operate in this manner.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zenrner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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Shaver responded that the only way to get consensus is to get a majority on both sides,
the conference committee model is well established and seems to work well.

Dave Bishop moved to lay the motion on the table. He stated that this was too important
of an idea to decide that day and that members should take the time to think about it
before voting. Motion to lay the Craig Shaver motion on the table passed.

Loren Solberg stated that the idea had some merit, but he did not want to divide along
appointment lines and they should work to build consensus.

Jane Krentz questioned what happens if the advisory task force cannot come to an
agreement - does the trust fund money go to enhance the committee budgets? She
said this would not be what the citizens of MN had wished.

Loren Solberg responded that they will get to that discussion later in the agenda.

Steve Morse stressed that the group should think of themselves as one task force, with
two different appointing bodies. He stated, "we are still ONE committee and should work
to reach consensus". He was appointed by the legislative body but he is a citizen.
Wayne Enger stated that consensus is slow and tedious process, and that a democratic
process has proven to work. He gave the example of the difficulties there w~re with the
Wolf Management Plan roundtable.

Dave Zentner stated that he has had good experiences when a strong majority is
required. He gave examples and stated that the key is how we deal, with and respect
each other. He stated, "Let's not jump to conclusions, but open our minds when
reviewing alternatives".

Jane Krentz stated that it makes some sense to come to unanimity on the final report.

Ryan Church said there are several models to use to achieve consensus in a less formal
way and he would bring those models of different processes to the next meeting for
member consideration.

Members agreed to bring this up again at the next meeting.

6. Overview of Environment and Natural Resources Constitutional Amendments
and MS 116P - Greg Knopff, Senate Research

Greg Knopff, went through MS 116P and the constitutional amendments for the
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund. He indicated that the word "process" in
the Advisory Task Force legislation was meant to be a broad term. He began by .
clarifying some earlier discussionby the Task Force regarding MS 116P. The duties of
the LCMR to recommend expenditures from the Trust Fund are sunset. Other duties,
such qS work program approval for Trust Fund projects, remain. All of MS 116P is not
repealed on July 1.

For the constitutional provisions, the key is the third sentence of the constitution. "The
assets of the fund shall be appropriated by law for the public purpose of protection,
conservation, preservation, and enhancement of the state's air, water, land, fish, wildlife
and other natural resources". This is very broad as to the purpose of the fund. In
addition, the change in 1998 to the 5.5% available for appropriation is important.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tinge1srad and Bob Sehroeder
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He pointed out that in the findings of 116P "other natural resources" is defined to include
the state outdoor recreation system and MPOSC (Metropolitcln Parks System). This has
been a provision of the statutes since 1988 when the first ofthe constitutional
amendments went to the voters.
Mr. Knopff proceeded to walk through 116P. In particular he noted the following
sections:

• 116P.03 not to supplant existing funding. Benefits to be over an extended period of
time.

• 116P.05, Established the LMCR. The important part is Subd 2. This part expires
July 1,2006, unless changed legislatively.

• Condition of the acceptance of the work program and progress report duties will still
exist as well as the land acquisition provisions. The Peer Review panel and CAC will
remain after July 1, 2006.

• 116P.08 Items for expenditure, RIM is but one of the items. Subd. 2 is exceptions.
All of the above were part of the original 1988 legislation.

• 116P.12 was part of the original legislation (Water system loans) and has not been
used.

• 116P.13, Future Resources Fund, This was transferred to the general fund in 2003.
• 116P.15, was added and amended in 2005 session with the addition of 116P.16

regarding the transfer of property purchased with the Trust Fund.

Loren Solberg -116P.09, Subd. 7. One of the criticisms is responsiveness. Could the
cycle be done on an annual basis without a change in the law?

Greg Knopff responded that they could do an annual cycle. The biannual cycle has
been used because it lines up with the budget process.

Phyllis Kahn - 116P.12, Water system improvement loan program. They should figure
out something useful that could fit into that line of the Constitution. Maybe the clean
water legacy bill. Long term, low interest loans might be of interest as part of that
discussion.

Jeff Broberg asked about the definition for environment and natural resources. Common
terms but undefined.

Greg Knopff responded that with the exception of the definition of natural resources to
include the outdoor recreation system,it is assumed to be defined in an expansive way.

Loren Solberg requested the Greg Knopff delineate in writing the other duties of the
LCMR. Mr. Knopff responded that he would provide that to the Task Force.

Bishop asked about the CAC and its duties. He expressed concern about the CAC not
being appointed so it is not able to advise the LCMR. Is this one more way to undermine
the LCMR responsibilities?

Greg Knopff replied that they may want to ask the Govenor's office. The CAC
threatened to resign so the Governor is reluctant to make new appointments.

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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There was further discussion about the appointments of the CAC.

Dave Zentner stated that the CAC is not functioning while legislature is deliberating
different models.

7. Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
• Lottery Receipts
• History of dollars available for expenditure (Trust Fund and Future

Resources Fund (FRF»
• Projected Trust Fund Growth and dollars available for expenditure (5.5%

each year available from the Trust Fund market value)

Susan Thornton, went through the above handouts. $100 million is the annual lottery's
contribution to the state, not just the trust fund. The Trust Fund receives $20-$26 million
per year which is invested in the endowment. The unclaimed prize fund (approx. $2-3
million per year) changed in 2003. Trust Fund used to get the money and now it goes to
the general fund.

Phyllis Kahn stated she felt what happened to the unclaimed prize money in 2003 was in
violation of the Constitution.

Susan Thornton pointed out on the Lottery Financial spreadsheet the lines indicating the
lottery in lieu sales tax which does not go to the Trust fund but to the Game and Fish
Fund and Natural Resources Fund (about $20 million per year). She also pointed out
that 59 cents of each dollar spent goes to prizes.

She has requested an update from the State Board of Investment on the projected Trust
Fund growth and will provide that to the Task Force an upcoming meeting. The most
recent growth projection is from 1998. There have been a variety of dollar figures
spoken about (ranging from $70 to $250 million) being available for expenditure. The
Task Force should have the growth projections clarified for them as they continue their
discussions.

Dave Zentner agreed, because he has heard a wide variation in the dollars projected for
expenditure. .

8. Review Current LCMR Process for Environment and Natural Resources Trust
Fund Expenditure Recommendations

• Citizen Advisory Committee for the Trust Fund (CAC) - past advice·and
recommendations on Strategic Plans and Project Funding.

• Past LCMR Strategic Plans and Request for Proposals

John Velin reviewed the documents in their packet related to the process and the role of
the LCMR and the CAC.

John focused on the one page color-coded chart under tab 10 in the notebooks. The six
sided figures emphasize how the CAC is integrated into the overall process. Outside
experts are consulted at the beginning, middle and end of the process, in both formal
and informal settings. This includes the site visits and evaluations, resources forums;
again while proposals are reviewed and finally a formal peer review process for research
proposals. The MN process from application to notice of funding is 4 months. The
Nebraska process is 8 months from application to notice. But Nebraska also releases

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig,

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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the money after the notice. MN waits for the regular budget cyCle of the legislature in the
odd numbered years. This could be adjusted to annual cyCles, but obviously there is no
additional money and this would require a mechanism to limit the range and number of
proposals accepted. The whole process is also explained in the Request for Proposals
newsletters in more narrative form as well as a sequence chart, both of which are found
in the material under tab #3. He also commented that most projects are not ready to
implement when they receive their notice of approval and most are still not ready on July
1 of the odd numbered years. One such example is the Habitat Corridors project where
the first phase from 2001 had spent less than half their money in 2 years and did not
complete their spending until almost 2005. The LCMR staff follows the projects closely
and is both very responsive and flexible in approving adjustments over time to the
detailed project work programs. All the Trust Fund projects including final results have
been displayed on the LCMR website and have been since the early 1990's.

Steve Morse asked about the strategic plan. John Velin responded that when the
strategic plan is adopted, the RFP is adopted. There used to be a series of different
documents. This caused confusion and it evolved that the strategic plan for
expenditures is embedded in the adopted RFP.

Steve Morse asked about the six year plan relationship to a 2 year RFP. John Velin
responded that it is a plan which is reviewed and revised every 2 years. However, it
essentially has remained the same with long term priorities of habitat, water, recreation
and energy.

Susan Von Mosch reviewed three handouts related to the Citizen Advisory Committee.
The first handout focused on the role of the CAC and reiterated information presented by
Greg Knopff, Senate Research, and John Velin. The second handout presented a
comparison of CAC and LCMR recommendations from 1991 to 2005 on what proposals
to call in for a hearing and what proposals to fund. For example, for projects funded
starting July 1, 2005, the CAC recommended that 30 proposal be called in for
presentation and the LCMR called in all of these proposals. Then the CAC
recommended that 33 proposals be funded for $33 million. The LCMR recommended
that 29 (or 88 percent) of these proposals be funded for $20.8 million, or 63 percent of
the CAC funding level. The final 2005 LCMR recommendations consisted of 70
proposals funded for a total of $39.3 million. Generally, the LCMR packet of
recommendations contain more projects funded at lesser amounts than the CAC funding·
recommendations.

The third handout compared the CAC 2003 and 2005 recommendations for a strategic
plan with the final LCMR adopted strategic plans for the same years. For example, in
2005, the LCMR adopted the CAC's recommended strategic plan and added two funding
priorities for "state parks, recreation areas, trails, and other enhancements to the State
Outdoor Recreation System" and "continuation projects," which involved two trail
projects and various research projects.

BREAK

9. Discussion of Strengths and Weaknesses of the current LCMR process

This topic was not discussed and agreed to be inCluded on the next meeting agenda.
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10. PRESENTATION: PERSPECTIVES ON "HOW WE GOT HERE"

Representative Dennis Ozment, Senator Dallas Sams and Senator Tom
Bakk, Co-chairs, 2005 Agriculture and Environment Finance Conference
Committee.

Representative Dennis Ozment:
He is no longer a member of the LCMR even though he is a designee by statute. He
asked the speaker of House to designate someone for his place. There was a Task
Force in 2001 and 2002 with a facilitator to review what should be the function and roles
of the CAC and the LCMR. There was a series of meetings and there was consensus
on an enhanced role for the CAC. It appears this agreement didn't last very long. The
LCMR had worked hard to bring fairness to the process. He was very offended by the
resignation letter offered by the CAC. They have tried hard to find common ground.
During the negotiations during the conference committee last year he was pushing for
some kind of resolution to this issue to address legitimate issues that had been raised.
LCMR first had the dollars from the cigarette tax (a source of funding with no direct
connection to the environment). The cigarette taxwas taken away and LCMR was
primary manager of the Trust Fund dollars. So a legitimate concern was brought·
forward to review how the decisions are matching up with the Constitution. Minnesota
needs to be confident that the dollars being spent are being spent wisely.

They should look at the vision of Willard Mungerfor the Trust Fund. It will be a
tremendous challenge to change the pork barrel traditions of the past and even find
citizen without biases and conflicts of interest. There needs to be accountability to the
people overall.

Step back and look at the big picture and make the Trust Fund all that it can be. It can
provide a tremendous enhancement for wildlife and natural resources in general.
Regarding energy issues; some people perceive it as high priority and it is up to
interpretation. Politics will always playa part. Everyone has their own opinions, biases
based on philosophies and values. It will be interesting to see what they can come up
with.

Senator Dallas Sams:
He wished to echo fact that he appreciates the Advisory Task Force members time and
input. This issue is fairly new for him. It is his third year on the LCMR and the third year
chairing the senate environment finance division. It was a big surprise to him that there
were some issues and that there was a Governor's initiative. He thought things were
going very well, very non-partisan and he has never seem a system work as well in the
legislative process. Apparently there were problems with the CAC. However, they
seemed to interact well with the LCMR. It takes a lot of time, travel, and hundreds of
hours of testimony of projects. There needs some sort of commission to look at these
projects and issues and the governor's office doesn't have the time to do that either.
The LCMR looks across the state, evaluates the past projects and commitments to
ensure they have been carried positively. One of the big problems is not near enough
money appropriated for the environment. The $15 million from the Future Resource
Fund was lost, and the state's environment funding went from 2 percent to 1 percent of
the appropriations. Some people think the Trust Fund money is going to replace this
loss of funding to their areas of interest.
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He authored the 3/16 initiative for water, wildlife and parks. So far it has not passed the
finance committee in the House. There is not enough money for the environment and
not enough through bonding.

A negative survey was sent out about how the LCMR is doing their job. There are 100s
of projects that were not funded and this is a problem. It is a biased survey - send out a
negative survey and negative replies will be received.

There was no support in the Senate and there were arms twisted on the House floor to
sunset the LCMR. So, there is not alot of support from the Legislature for such a
change as the Governor proposed.

To reform the process they need to ask where is the problem; is it focus, annual cycles?
A few hours before state parks were to shut down for the fourth of July there was a third
vote on the conference committee report. He was the third vote to say o.k. let's do the
advisory task force. Let's seewhat is good for the whole state and then see what the
problem is. The governor signed the conference committee report and vetoed the
administrative budget (staff). The staff knows exactly what they are doing and it is an
excellent job. Without the LCMR this (the Trust Fund expenditures) will land in the
governors appropriation bill and then we (the legislature) will have to make the
determination and it will become political. There are usually no changes to the LCMR
recommendations and it is ready to come to the committees. It is a bill that is not '
touched and makes life a lot easier for all because of the extra work and hours that have
gone into the preparation.

This task force needs to come to a strong consensus as to what to do. He said, are
willing to go with some changes and need to ensure a better life for MN. More dollars
are needed into the natural resqurces of the State. He thanked the Task Force for their
help and time.

Senator Tom Bakk:
He thanked the task force for their time. He asked if they were thinking; is it really going
to make a difference? He understands their apprehension. The Governor was wrong.
He proposed a wholesale overhaul of the Commission. Much good work has been
done. He has never served on the LCMR but has reviewed the projects and visited with.
staff about the continuity of the projects and the system. The current process does not
need to be totally abandoned. It took the Governor several months to find an author for
the bill in the Senate. This is a large policy initiative and is too big to do on the back side
of a napkin. It was not the year to do it. Everyone was consumed with the budget. A
more thoughtful deliberate process will produce a better outcome. He asked the
members of the Senate into a meeting to see what the Senate LCMR members thought
about the process. Some members expressed some interest in some change. Some of
the feedback included, concern about too many members, and the process takes too
long. These are both o.k. criticisms. There is a desire of the people who serve on it to
make the process smoother and ensure the outcomes that people expect. There is
interest in putting the FRF back in place for environmental funding. It is easy to criticize,
but hard to identify meaningful solutions. There is an interest in a longer vision to ensure
a statewide benefit. This is something that the LCMR can do. They need to point to
something in 20 years and say, "see, this is what we did" and show that everyone in the
state benefited.
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He stated his concern about forestry issues. Every month more pulpwood comes from
Canada. Minnesota has timber, but is not managing it as intensively as it could. A
serious concern is a stronger wood products industry and more wildlife to hunt. Forest

. fragmentation is something LCMR could take a look at. There is no turning back. Other
issues are clean water. The TMDL developmentwill take a great deal of money.

There is a need to take a longer vision. That is a valid criticism for this group to consider.
However, the governor's proposal has no legislative oversight and this is not right. It is
public money and there needs to be oversight among the people and the people who
represent them.

Rep. Dennis Ozment;
They all agree the need to see long term vision and planning. One of the ideas to
surface when they looked at LCMR is to have it move toward a policy setting visions;
This is hard for the committees to do. How the money is actually spent, how are they
selected, was it in the overall vision? There is room for creative thinking. The LCMR
could assign money going to different resource categories, not projects. Projects would
then be selected by a different group. This is how we deal with the departments. Name
the umbrella activity, but don't select the project, let the bureaucrats select those. There
is room for all of us to work together and still have accountability.

Loren Solberg asked if LCMR could set aside dollars for bonds - revenue bonds to
create additional funds. Discussion continued about the need to ask if this could be
done and how it could leverage dollars by paying the debt service. There was also
discussion about the focus of the Trust Fund language on only preservation and not
utilization and the possibility of another constitutional amendment.

Dave Bishop stated that he needed the information presented today. They need more
positive suggestions and proposals on what incremental changes would be beneficial,
The legislative members are very qualified to make such suggestions to the panel.
LCMR provides an extra service oflegislators. The actions and tone of the LCMR
meetings are substantially different from others in the legislature. There is a sense of
collaboration that exists in the LCMR. This is the best way.

Senator Sams responded that he will follow through. In addition, regarding the Task
Force's early discussion of operating like a conference committee, he thinks this would
be a mistake. He hoped they will strive for cons~nsus.

Rep. Ozment: He will provide more detail to the task force in the form of draft legislation.
He suggested they look at the process used by the "rump" group in the legislature.
There was agreement among the group to identify the problem, listen to the positive
ideas and they were not allowed to criticize ideas. They also agreed to avoid stonewalls
and concentrate on positive results.

Senator Bakk: The senate members thought that the LCMR was too big. There are
many applicants for the money and the process takes too, long. He has also heard
suggestions about term limits and rotation.

Joe Duggan indicated that if the 3/16 was adopted they would be done on this topic.
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Phyllis Kahn gave a history of the number of LCMR members appointed and that the
goal was to have a political balance, but the dedicated seats upset that goal.

Dave Zentner asked if there was a chance for reform and asked for their support. He
said they will check back with the legislature and executive branch. Loren Solberg
suggested that they need to review other models, not to emulate them, but to glean
ideas. A hybrid might work or it might not.

Rep. Ozment. It was contentious to get this group here so they will look to them for
direction.

11. Confirm future schedule of meeting topics and objectives

Ryan Church did a wrap up. He pointed out the blue sheets he handed out earlier in the
meeting and indicated that this was their homework. What things stood out in the
discussion today? Strengths? What is not working? At the next meeting they will talk
about the qualities and characteristics in a process for the future. He indicated that
members could keep these notes for the next discussion or send them to him.

Next meeting - Thursday, November 17,2005 for public testimony at 7 p.m.

Meeting adjourned: 4:17 p.m.
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Group Consensus Decision-Making

Consensus can be defined as "the sense of the
group." Unanimous agreement is not necessary,
but the group strives for a decision that all
members can support even though they may not
agree 100%. (70% comfortable, but can "live
with the decision" and willing to support 100%).

It is important for any opposition to be fully
expressed so that all members have the
opportunity to truly understand the opposition.
VIew.

There are many ways to test for consensus (such
as show ofhands and voting) but is usually not
necessary if communications have been open,
the group climate has been supportive, and
everyone has felt that he or she has ha9 their
chance to influence the decision.



Participation Guidelines

• Be prompt and flexible.
• Contribute your ideas.
• Listen respectfully and to understand.
• Disagree by stating your idea.
• Work on behalf of the group, as a whole.
• Focus on positive results and build on any

and all points of agreement.

Steps to consensus

1. Start with the end in mind.
2. Craft a framework agreement.
3. Pursue your interests but don't be rigid in

pursuing any particular solution - avoid
the "take it or leave it" proposal.

4. Move toward commitment gradually.
5. Be generous at the end - help all parties

leave the deliberations feeling satisfied.



Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

Focus Questions

October 18, 2005·

The following focus questions are provided to help you prepare for discussions that will
follow today's presentations. Please feel free to make notes to yourself throughout the
afternoon.

1. What statements or points would you like clarified?

2. What statements or points struck you as particularly important and useful in the
Task Force's deliberations?

3. What do you see as strengths ofthe current process?
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4. What is not working as well as it should? What or where are the main
weaknesses?

5. Ultimately, what qualities or characteristics should Minnesotans expect from the
process?
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Report of the Advisory Task Force for the Environment and Natural Resources
Trust Fund to the Legislature and the office of the Governor

Date: February 15, 2006

Outline of Report

I. Purpose Statement
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III. Conclusions

IV. Recommendations
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FROM: Jim Heidelberg, State Board of Investment

SUBJECT: Projections ofAssets in the Environmental Trust Fund

Enclosed are a new projection of the growth of assets and available withdrawals
from the Environmental Trust Fund (through 2025) and a copy of a September
1998 projection the SBI provided the LCMR (shown through 2035).

The new projection differs from the seven year old projection you currently have.
In the 1998 document, the ETF is projected to grow to $2,068,355, 044 by the end
of2025. In the new projection, the ETF is projected to grow to $1,262,324,921
by the end of2025. The differences in asset totals and withdrawal amounts in the
two projections arise from the following:

• The starting point for the 2005 projection is lower than the amount
projected for FY2006 in the 1998 projection. Beginning total market
value for the Fund for FY2006 in the 2005 projection is $377,512,976,
which is the actual Fund balance as of June 30, 2005. Beginning total
market value for the Fund for FY2006 in the 1998 projection is a projected
$525,724,190. During fiscal years 1999 through 2005, the fund did not
grow at the rate projected in the 1998 projection.

• Rates of return assumptions are lower in the 2005 projection. In 1998,
the SBI used an annual rate of return of 11.0% for stocks and 8.0% return
for bonds. Inthe 2005 projection, the SBI used the return assumptions of
9.25% for stocks and 6.5% for bonds, which are the return assumptions
the SBI used in its 2003 asset allocation study for pension fund assets.
The ETF is projected to grow at a slower rate in the 2005 projection than
in the 1998 projection.

For these reasons, withdrawal amounts in future years are also projected to be
lower in the 2005 projection.

Note that the estimate of the amount of contributions placed in the Fund each year
through 2025 is assumed to be the same $24 million as used in the 1998
projection. This amount is confirmed by information about lottery proceeds
provided to the SBI by the LCMR.



70%Stocks/30%Bonds
5.5% Spending Rule
Withdrawal is at FY beginning
Contribution is at FY end

ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST FUND
Projections of Annual Growth
(Contributions Through 2025)

11/14/2005

Fiscal
Year

Stock
Beginning
Mkt Value

Rate of
Retum Withdrawal

Stock
Ending
Mkt Value

Bond
Beginning Rate of
Mkt Value Retum Withdrawal

Bond
Ending
Mkt Value

5.5% Total
Withdrawal

Contributions Total
Stocks&Bonds Mkt Value

2006 264,025,356 0.0925 13,212,954 274,012,549 113,487,620 0.065 5,662,695 114,633,546
2007 288,992,266 0.0925 13,212,954 301,288,898 123,853,828 0.065 5,662,695 125,873,557
2008 315,813,719 0.0925 17,369,755 326,050,031 135,348,737 0.065 7,444,181 136,218,352
2009 340,387,869 0.0925 17,369,755 352,897,289 145,880,515 0.065 7,444,181 147,434,696
2010 367,032,390 0.0925 20,186,781 378,928,827 157,299,596 0.065 8,651,478 158,310,246
2011 392,867,351 0.0925 20,186,781 407,153,522 168,371,722 0.065 8,651,478 170,102,060
2012 420,878,908 0.0925 23,148,340 434,520,645 180,376,675 0.065 9,920,717 181,535,595
2013 448,039,368 0.0925 23,148,340 464,193,448 192,016,872 0.065 9,920,717 193,932,405
2014 477,488,097 0.0925 26,261,845 492,964,680 204,637,756 0.065 11,255,077 205,952,554
2015 506,042,064 0.0925 26,261,845 524,159,888 216,875,170 0.065 11,255,077 218,985,400
2016 537,001,702 0.0925 29,535,094 554,407,269 230,143,586 0.065 12,657,897 231,622,259
2017 567,020,870 0.0925 29,535,094 587,202,992 243,008,859 0.065 12,657,897 245,323,774
2018 599,568,736 0.0925 32,976,280 819,002,258 256,958,030 0.065 14,132,692 258,608,985
2019 631,127,870 0.0925 32,976,280 653,480,611 270,483,373 0.065 14,132,692 273,013,475
2020 665,345,861 0.0925 36,594,022 686,911,384 285,148,226 0.085 15,683,152 286,980,303
2021 698,524,181 0.0925 36,594,022 723,158,698 299,367,506 0.065 15,683,152 302,123,837
2022 734,497,774 0.0925 40,397,378 758,304,684 314,784,760 0.065 17,313,162 316,807,253
2023 769,378,355 0.0925 40,397,378 796,411,718 329,733,581 0.065 17,313,162 332,727,746
2024 807,197,625 0.0925 44,395,869 833,360,918 345,941,839 0.065 19,026,801 348,164,516
2025 843,867,804 0.0925 44,395,869 873,423,088 361,657,630 0.065 19,026,801 364,901,833

18,875,649
18,875,649
24,813,935
24,813,935
28,838,259
28,838,259
33,069,057
33,069,057
37,516,922
37,516,922
42,192,991
42,192,991
47,108,972
47,108,972
52,277,175
52,277,175
57,710,539
57,710,539
63,422,671
63,422,671

24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000
24,000,000

377,512,976
412,846,095
451,162,456
486,268,384
524,331,986
561,239,073
601,255,582
640,056,240
682,125,853
722,917,234
767,145,288
810,029,528
856,526,766
901,611,243
950,494,087
997,891,687

1,049,282,535
1,099,111,936
1,153,139,464
1,205,525,434
1,262,324,921



70% Stocks/30% Bonds ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST FUND

5.5% Spending Rule PROJECTIONS OF ANNUAL GROWTH

Withdrawal is at FYBeg (Contributions Continue Through 20251

Contribution is at FYE

Stock Stock Bond Bond

Fiscal Beginning Rate of Ending Stock Beginning Rate of Ending Bond 5.50% Total Contributions Total Total

Year Mkt Value Return Withdrawal Mkt Value Income Mkt Value Return Withdrawal Mkt Value Income Withdrawal Stocks&Bonds ' Mkt Value Income

236,462,942

1999 118,231,471 11.00% 131,236,933 3,937,108 118,231,471 8.00% 127,689,989 8,938,299 24,000,000 270,051,514 12,875,407

2000 189,036,060 11.00% 9,103,823 199,724,783 81,015,454 8.00% 3,901,639 83,282,921 13,005,462 24,000,000 307,007,704

2001 214,905,393 11.00% 9,103,823 228,439,742 92,102,311 8.00% 3,901,639 95,256,726 13,005,462 24,000,000 347,696,468

2002 243,387,528 11.00% 11,819,797 257,040,182 104;308,941 8.00% 5,065,627 107,182,778 16,885,424 24,000,000 388,222,960

2003 271,756,072 11.00% 11,819,797 288,529,266 116,466,888 8.00% 5,065,627 120,313,362 16,885,424 24,000,000 432,842,628

2004 302,989,839 11.00% 14,946,584 319,728,014 129,852,788 8.00% 6,405,679 133,322,878 21,352,263 24,000,000 477,050,892

2005 333,935,624 11.00% 14,946,584 354,077,835 143,115,268 8.00% 6,405,679 147,646,356 21,352,263 24,000,000 525,724,190

2006 368,006,933 11.00% 18,366,459 388,100,926 157,717,257 8.00% 7,871,340 161,833,591 26,237,799 24,000,000 573,934,517

2007 401,754,162 11.00% 18,366,459 425,560,350 172,180,355 8.00% 7,871,340 177,453,737 26,237,799 24,000,000 627,014,086

2008 438,909,860 11.00% 22,096,479 462,662,854 188,104,226 8.00% 9,469,920 192,925,051 ' 31,566,398 24,000,000 679,587,904

2009 475,711,533 11,00% 22,096,479 ,503,512,710 203,876,371 8,00% 9,469,920 209,958,968 31,566,398 24,000,000 737,471,678

2010 516,230,175 11.00% 26,164,134 543,973,305 221,241,503 8.00% 11,213,200 226,830,567 37,377,335 24,000,000 794,803,872

2011 556,362,710 11,00% 26,164,134 588,520,420 238,441,162 8.00% 11,213,200 245,406,198 37,377,335 24,000,000 857,926,618

2012 600,548,632 11.00% 30,599,949 632,643,038 257,377,985 8.00% 13,114,264 263,804,819 43,714,213 24,000,000 920,447,858

2013 644,313,500 11.00% 30,599,949 681,222,042 276,134,357 8.00% 13,114,264 284,061,701 43,7;4,213 24,000,000 989,283,743

,2014 692,498,620 11.00% 35,437,243 729,338,129 296,785,123 8.00% 15,187,390 304,125,552 50,624,632 24,000,000 1,057,463,681

·2015 740,224,576 11.00% 35,437,243 782,313,941 317,239,104 8.00% 15,187,390 326,215,852 50,624,632 24,000,000 1,132,529,792

2016 792,770,855 11.00% 40,712,352 834,784,938 339,758,938 8.00% 17,448,151 348,095,650 58,160,502 24,000,000 1,206,880,588

2q17 844,816,412 11.00% 40,712,352 892,555,507 362,064,176 8.00% 17,448,151 372,185,308 58,160,502 24,000,000 1,288,740,814

2018 902,118,570 11.00% 46,464,903 949,775,571 386,622,244 8.00% 19,913,530 396,045,412 66,378,432 24,000,000 1.369,820.983

2019 958,874.688 11.00% 46,464,903 1,012,774,862 410,946,295 8.00% 19,913,530 422,315,386 66,378,432 24,000,000 1,459,090.248

2020 1,021,363,174 11.00% 52,738.108 1,075,173,823 437,727,074 8.00% 22,602.046 448,335.030 75,340,154 24.000.000 1,547,508,853

-2021 1,083,256,197 11.00% 52,738,108 1.143,875,079 464,252,656 8.00% 22,602,046 476,982.659 75,340,154 24,000,000 1.644,857.738

2022 1,1 51,400,41 7 11.00% 59.579,091 1,211.921.672 493,457,321 8.00% 25,533.896 505,357,299 85,112,987 24,000,000 ' 1,741,278.971

2023 1,218,895,280 11.00% 59,579,091 1,286,840,969 522,383,691 8.00% 25,533,896 536,597,779 85,112.987 24,000,000 1,847,438,748

2024 1,293,207,124 11.00% 67,039,240 1,361,046,351 554,231,624 8.00% 28,731,103 567,540,563 95,770,343 24,000,000 1,952,586,914

2025 1,366,810,840 11.00% 67,039,240 1,442.746,475 585,776,074 8.00% 28,731,103 601,608,569 95,770,343 24.000.000 2.068.355,044

2026 1,447,848,531 11.00% 75,174,596 1,523,668,067 620,506,513 8.00% 32,217,684 635.351,935 107,392,280 0 2,159,020,003

2027 1,511,314,002 11.00% 75,114,596 1,594,114,740 647,706,001 8.00% 32,217,684 664,727,382 107,392,280 0 2,258,842.123

2028 1,581,189,486 11.00% 83,122,270 1,662,854,609 677,652,637 8.00% 35,623,830 693,391,111 118,746,100 0 2,356,245,721

2029 1,649,372,004 11.00% 83,122,270 1,738,537,205 706,873,716 8.00% 35,623,830 724,949,877 118,746,100 0 2,463,487,082

2030 1,724,440,958 11.00% 90,715,460 1,813,435,302 739,046,125 8.00% 38,878,054 756,181,516 129,593,515, 0 2,569,616,818

2031 1,798,731,773 11.00% 90,715,460 1,895,898,107 770,885,045 8.00% 38,878,054 790,567,550 129,593,515 0 2,686,465,657

2032 1,880,525,960 11.00% 98,930,247 1,977,571,241 805,939,697 8.00% 42,398,677 824,624,301 141,328,925 0 2,802,195,542

2033 1,961,536,879 11.00% 98,930,247 2,067,493,361 840,658,663 8.00% 42,398,677 862,120,784 141,328,925 0 2,929,614,145

2034 2,050,729,902 11.00% 107,884,528 2,156,558,364 878,884,244 8.00% 46,236,226 899,259,858 154,120,755 0 3,055,818,223

2035 2.139,072.756 11.00% 107.884,528 2,254,618,933 916,745,467 8.00%' 46,236.226 940.149,980 154,120,755 0 3.194.768,912

For Senator Mor.e and LCMR
8y S81 9/8/98



Advisory Task Force Review of Other Programs

1. Nov. 29 scheduled
Other States
Missouri - Missouri Dept. of Conservation, John Hoskins and Dan Zekor .
Colorado - Great Outdoors Colorado, John Swartout or Diane Gansauer
Nebraska - Nebraska Environmental Trust, Mary Harding

2. Other Suggested Presenters from Task Force:
(summary materials with a ** are in the Nov. 17 meeting packet)

MN State Arts Board**

IRRRB**

Coastal Zone Management Program**

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation**

Great Lakes Protection Fund**

North Carolina Trust Fund**

Blandin Foundation**

McKnight Foundation**

11/8/2005
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The Minnesota State Arts Board is open from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
When you call the main number, the receptionist can indicate whether a staff member
transfer your call, take a message, or connect you to the voice mail system. Callers au
Twin Cities metro area are encouraged to use our toll-free line.

Main telephone number: (651) 215-1600
Toll-free telephone number: (800) 8MN-ARTS
FAX number: (651) 215-1602
TTY number (for the deaf and hard of hearing): (651) 215-6235
General agency e-mail: D1sab@gD:l?.$J<'l.t~.JI1lJ-,-L!§

Administration

Robert C. Booker Executive Director
(651) 215-1600
robert.booker@arts.state.mn.us

Gail Burke Executive Aide/Human Resources Manager/Accessibil
Coordinator
(651) 215-1610
9£llL..b1J rk~@art$.&tgte.JDJ],l,lli

James A. Dusso Assistant Director
(651) 215-1622
19m~~..QL!$j)...Q@<'l...r1.s.still~:JI1 ..n,us

1------..·_-----_·...... ········ ..·..··..··.... ··_··__·····-

1·------ -----..-" - ..--.----..-------
Program Officers

10/1 Qf') OO'i

Arlene Solum Program Secretary
(651)215-1601
illlen§-,-s_Qtldm@gJ:ts.stat~:mn.us

Amy Frimpong Program Officer: Artist Assistance, Arts in Education
(651) 215-1607
£lJDy:frimp..Q.rJ.9@ill1§.state.mn.us

Tracey Goodrich Program Assistant: Minnesota Percent for Art in Public
(651) 215-1600
trac.~y.gQQgJIC..iJ@£l..r.t~.state.mn.us

Debra Hunt Program Officer: Institutional Support / Statewide Audi.
Development Initiative .
(651) 215-1600
9.~Qr.a.bqDt@gr1§.§!gN..mn.u§

Kathleen Maloney Program Officer: Minnesota Percent for Art in Public PI
(651) 215-1617



Minnesota State Arts Board

Grants Office

Kimberly Travis Hocker

Pam Todora

Information Systems Administrator
(651) 215-1616
!<lfllgerIYJJocker@arts.§l1;lte.mrr,us

Program Secretary
(651) 215-1618
P.1;lmJg_dOr~t@9rt~.st1;llli"moJJ$

Page 20f2 '
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Communications, Public Relations, Publications

Sue Gens Communications Director
(651) 215-1604
sue.gens@arts.state.mn.us

Paul Metzger Communications Assistant I Webmaster
(651) 215-1606
Qf!ul.metzQJ?r@art§"sta.te.m-D.us

\'\'hat's New? I "1rt, Links I ,."'bout the Arts BoarJJ. I !:2.1Jlllli I 5JJb-~i)-P-P2rt,\l1itie;: I 1'1lbljcatio11S I. MailingJ,ig 1Deadlines/Calendar I Workshops I
RCkr].()naJ .Arts Councilf' I &t~ional F,'ortl1n

art job. artist opportunity, acting rareers. commissioned art work, art grant. altist placemcnt. alt networking, career in art. altist employment, att grants, artist career,
art career, artist grants. altistjob. artist busincss, acting jobs, artist grant. art internship. artist management, art

intemships.a rts, aItists.Minnesota.tvI N,state,counci l.agency, tlmding,grdm,gran ts.funders. public,support.assistance,f;,Uowshi pS,sponsorsh ip.fe 11owship.apprenticship,mu
a1tS, fo lk arts,residence.education,school,culture.culiural,collaboration,regional,saint paul,st pauLtwin cities,metropolitan,arts across Minnesota,arts grants.arts

funding, public arts limding.state a1ts lhnding.artist assistance.artist fellowships,artist granis,visllal arts grant.film grams,Yideo grams,music grants,dance
grants~choreographygrants,thenter grants~Iiterature grants,prose grants,poetry grants. festival grants,playwriting grants,screcnwTiting grants.arrsin ed.u.cation,aJ1ist in

residen('e,artist in the schools,('areer opportunity grant,cultural collaboration.iolk arts grants,sponsorship,apprenticeship.apprenti('eship granU()lk arts
apprenticeship.t'olk alts sponsorship, folk atts directory. folk artists directorY,fonl1ula funds,l'ormula funding,institutional support,operating support, percent for

art,series presenter,present,Minncsota State Arts Board,Minnesota State Arts CounciLart,Minnesota, Arts, Humanities, Grams. Rt'gional Alts Coun('il, 1\lt .
Organization, Individual Artist.M'innesota State Ans Board,Minnesota State Ans·

Council,art,arts.artists,Minnesota,!VIN,state.c;~tn('il,agency.funding,grant,grants,funders,public,suppolt,assistance.fellowships.sponsorship,fellowship,appremicship,rnu
arts.i'olk at1s,residence,education.schooLculture,cultural,collaboration,regional,saint paul,st paul,twin cities,metropolitan,arts across ,\linnesota,arts granl~,arts

funeling,public arts tlltlding,state al.t5 funding,artist assistance,artist fellowships,artist grants, visual atts grant,tilm grants,vieleo grants,music grants,dance
grants,choreography grants,theater grants, literature grants,prose grants,poetry grants, festival grants,playwriting grants,screenwriting grants,arts in education,artist in

residence,artist in the schools,career opportunity grant.cultural collaboration,lc)lk arts grants.sponsorship,apprcnticeship,appreniiceship gram,folk arts
apprentit'eship,folk arts sponsorship,folk arts dire('tory,folk artists directory,formula funds.fomlUla fW1ding.institutional support.operating support,percent for

art,series presenter,presenter support,artist roster,artist registry,artist directory,grant deadline;application deadline,regional arts,regional arts COlillCil

1 nIl annn",
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Board Members

The Minnesota State Arts Board is governed by eleven citizens who are appointed by-t;{tL. ""A ~rJ
One member is selected from each of the state's eight congressional districts; three ml qt1VV~v
represent the state at large. Members serve four-year terms. U

Officers for FY 2006 (July 2005- June 2006)

Chair
Vice Chair
Secretary
Treasurer
Officer at Large

Matthew Anderson
Corey Elmer
Ellen Mcinnis
Edward Oliver
Jane Belau

MATTHEW ANDERSON

White Bear Lake
Congressional district 4, Legislative district 54B, Arts region 11
Term: October 2002 - January 2006

Matt Ailderson is assistant general counsel for Minnesota State Colleges and
Universities. Anderson's previous experience includes serving as assistant Her
County attorney (2000-2004); assistant attorney general in the Minnesota Attor
General's Office (1997-1999); judicial law clerk for the Honorable Myron H. Bri~

Eighth U. S. Circuit Court of Appeals (1996-1997); and principal assistant in Re
Associates, Inc. (1992-1993 and 1,995-1996).

He serves on the Ramsey County Library Board of Trustees, and is a former m
of the Little Canada City Council. He also has been involved in the National Lel
Cities Finance, Administration, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee, ar
Page Education Foundation.

Anderson holds a J. D. from the University of Minnesota Law School, and a B. ,
S1. John's University (Collegeville, MN).

JANE BELAU

Rochester
. Congressional district 1, Legislative district 30B, Arts region 10

1 {)/1 O/')OOl\
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Term: April 2004 - January 2008

Jane Belau is a government affairs and public relations consultant and an artist
has worked as a consultant for both The McKnight Foundation and Ceridian
Corporation, and as a vice president of Control Data Corporation.

An accomplished artist herself, she is a member of the Southeastern Minnesotc
Artists organization and has contributed art and music to many charitable
organizations, Her community arts background began with service on boards a
committees for the Rochester Art Center, the Rochester Committee for the Min
Orchestra, the Rochester Chorale, and the Oudal Chorale.

Belau currently is chair of the Government Forums Committee for the RochestE
Chamber of Commerce and is a volunteer pianist for her church, the Mayo Clin
other community service events.

JUDSON (KIM) BEMIS, JR.,

Minneapolis
Congressional district 5, Legislative district 60A, Arts region 11
Term: July 2005 - January 2009

,.

Kim Bemis is the interim managing director of the Saint Paul Conservatory of rv
His previous experience includes serving as founder and CEO of Solv Technol<
(1992-2004); and sales and marketing director of Bemis Company, Inc. (1985-'
He was a professional actor ·in New York City from 1979 to 1985.

He currently serveS on th'e Minneapolis Arts Commission, and on the boards of
Guthrie Theater, MacPhail Center for Music, and the Mjnneapolis Club. He alsc
served on the boards of Theatre Communications Group, the Minnesota Orche
the Playwrights' Center, and Theatre dela Jeune Lune.

Bemis received a B. A. in English from Colorado College (Colorado Springs, Cl
studied in a professional actor training program at Circle in the Square in New'
City.

httn'//wwur ~rt~ ~btp. mn n~/~()nb('t/h()~rilhtm

ANDREW BERRYHILL

Duluth
Congressional district 8, Legislative district 7A, Arts region 3
Term: July 2005 - January 2009

10/1 Q/?()()~
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Andrew Berryhill has been the executive director of the Duluth Superior Orches
since 2002. His past experience includes: assistant director of programming for
Chicago Symphony Orchestra (1996-2002); operations manager for Jonathon
Wentworth Associates in New York (1994-1996); and principal on-site represer
for all classical music performances at the 1996 Atlanta Olympic games.

He has served board of the Arrowhead Regional Arts Council, the Northwoods
Nonprofits Business Collaborative, and the Twin Ports Area Nonprofit Coalition
has served as the American Symphony Orchestra League group five vice presi
and was a Depot Foundation Arts Initiative award winner.

Berryhill received a B. A. from the University of Michigan (Ann Arbor, MI).

SARAH CARUSO

Hopkins •
Congressional district 5, Legislative district 44A; Arts region 11
Term: June 2003 - January 2007

Sarah Caruso is president of the Minnesota Children's Museum. Previously, sh
strategic planning and marketing consultant at Northampton Partners, a firm sh
founded in 1999. She was employed at General Mills in Golden Valley from 191
1999, where she managed large consumer brands, including Wheaties and Ch

She previously served on the board of the Children's Theatre Company, and a~

of the board of the PACER Center, a nonprofit organization serving the needs (
children and families with disabilities.

Caruso received a B. A. in economics from Smith College (Northampton, MA) c
M. B. A. from Stanford University (Stanford, CAl.

COREY ELMER

Moorhead
Congressional district 7, Legislative district 9A, Arts region 4
Term: April 2004 - January 2008

N ...,..,. ....,-. ., _ ......

MINNESOTA
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•

Corey Elmer is a business and corporate attorney in private practice in Moorhe

He serves on the Moorhead Economic Development Authority, the University 0

Minnesota Regent Candidate Advisory Council, and chairs the President's Advi
Council at Minnesota State University Moorhead.

Elmer holds a J. D. from William Mitchell College of Law (Saint Paul, MN); a 13.
American studies from the University of Canterbury (New Zealand); and a B. A
political science and American studies from Minnesota State University MoortlE
(Moorhead, MN).

1...4-+-.II.............. r<r ... " .... -1-,.. .....4-,..+,.. .......... / .......... _+............ 11- .......... _...J t...+-- 1 f\/1 0/'11\1'&:
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DIANA LEWIS

Sunfish Lake
Congressional district 2, Legislative district 39B; Arts region 11
Term: June 2003 - January 2007

,.

Diana Lewis has been employed at Ecolab, Inc. in Saint Paul since 1988, and
currently serves as Ecolab's senior vice president for human resources. From 1
1988, Lewis was employed at the Pillsbury Corporation in Minneapolis.

She has served on the board of directors for the Saint Paul Chamber Orchestr~
MacPhail Center for Music, the Metropolitan State University Foundation, and t
Minneapolis YWCA.

Lewis received a B. A. in math and business from the University of Minnesota.

ELLEN McINNIS

Robbinsdale
Congressional district 5, Legislative district 45B, Arts region 11
Term: April 2004 - January 2008

,.

Ellen Mcinnis is director of Minnesota government relations at Wells Fargo & C
previous experience includes serving as director of Twin Cities governmental rE
for Norwest Corporation (1988-1994); and executive director of Minnesota Citiz
the Arts {1984-1988}.

She has served onnumerous boards,including the Hennepin County Library B
the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce Executive Committee, the Hennepin C
Board of Equalization, and the Minneapolis Foundation Board. .

Mcinnis holds a B. A. in political science from the University of Minnesota.

EDWARD OLIVER

Deephaven
Congressional district 3, Legislative district 33B, Arts region 11
Term: June 2003 - January 2007

Ed.Oliver owns and is CEO of Oliver Financial. He served in the Minnesota Sel
from 1993-2003, representing the Lake Minnetonka area.

He and his wife Charty have been active members and paliicipants in several
community art organizatior:ls. Their community involvement includes work with j

1nIl Q/'Jnn.c;
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Minnesota Opera, Art on the Lake, the United Way, and the Boys and Girls Clu
Twin Cities. Oliver was instrumental in the cooperative effort to create the Minn
Center for the Arts. In April 2003, Governor Pawlenty appointed Oliver to repre:
Minnesota on the Great Lakes Commission.

Oliver received a B. A. in economics from the University of Minnesota. He also
veteran of the United States Air Force.

MARGARET RAPP

Woodbury
Congressional district 6, Legislative district 56B, Arts region 11
Term: July 2005 - January 2009

Maggie Rapp has been a teacher of American history, 'geography, early world t
modern world history, and human sexuality at the Saint Paul Academy and Sur
School (1991-2000); production manager of the jewelry company Claret by ShE
Holl (1990-1991); national sales manager for Claret by Shelley Holl (1990); anc
national marketing coordinator and national sales manager for M. E. Design, In
(1986-1989).

She received a B, A. in economics from Carleton College (Northfield, MN) and
M. Ed. from the University of Minnesota.

PAMELA PERRI WEAVER

Anoka
Congressional district 6, Legislative district 48B, Arts region 11
Term: March 2002 - January 2006

Pam Perri Weaver is executive vice president of the Builders Association of
Minnesota, an organization of home builders, remodelers, and related industry
professionals, Her previous positions include:' public policy manager for the Vel
administration (1999-2001) executive director of the National Association of
Fundraising Ticket Manufacturers (1995-1999); and executive director of Minne
Citizens for the Arts (1987-1995).

She has served as a volunteer with a number of cultural and education organiz
including the Minnesota Film Board, the University of Minnesota Early Childhoc
Family Learning Advisory Committee, and the University of Minnesota Mentor
Program.

Weaver holds a B. A. in communications from the University of Minnesota.

~l)) TI~;\_I'"SLATE WITH ;\LTA,'ISIA I-lOME I CONTACT US ISEARCf.:i I
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art job. artist opportunity, acting careers, commissioned alt work, art grant. altisi placcmcnt. art networking, career in art. ariist employment, aJt b'Tants, artist career,
aJt career, artist grants, artist job, artist business, acting jobs, ,mist grant, ali internship. ~ll1ist management, art
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Arts Board Strategic Plan

The Minnesota State Arts Board recently approved a new strategic plan that will
determine the agency's directions and priorities for 2004 - 2007.

View pdf of the new strategic planhJ2[§!~~_

We want to thank Himle Horner, Inc., a Twin Cities-based public affairs consulting firm,
for facilitating the planning process, and the hundreds of stakeholders who offered their
input through open forums in each of Minnesota's eleven regions, through interviews,
and through the Arts Board's online planning survey.
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art job. artist opportunity, 3cting careers, commissioned art work, 3rt grant artist pla-:ement art networking, career in art. artist employment, art grants, artist career, ,u't career. artist grants, artistjo!J, artist business, acting jobs.
artist grant. art internship. artist management, art

internships.arts.artists,Minnesot8.MN,stale.colmcil.agent'y,funding.grant.grants.funders,pllblic,support.assistance,feIJt\wships,sponsorship.fellowship_apprenticship,111usiq!3nce,video.tilm.lheater,theatl'e,literature,prose,poetry.p
ans./olk ans.rcsidence,education.school,cullurc.cultural,collaboration,regional,s8int paul,st paul,twin cities.metropolitan.arts across ivlinnesota.arts grants.arts funding,public arts flmding.state arts flmdjng.artist assistance.artist

fello\Vships.arti$t grants. visual arts grant.ti)m grants. video grants.musit' grants.dance grants,choreography grants,theater grants,literature grants,prose grants.poetry grants,festival grants,playwriting !,rrants.screenwriting
I:ranrs,arts in education,artist in residence,artist in the schools.career opportunity grant.cultural collaboration,folk arts grants,sponsorship,apprenticeship.apprenticeship b~·ant.l(.\lk ans apprenticcship.li">lk arts spol1sorship.thlk
;,.rs directory.I(llk at-,ists dil·~ctory.f0rmllJ3 ftlnds.tb,.m,tl.la tU~~ding>l11stjt~ltionaJ.sUPPOl'l.o~)erating~llpport.pel-cent for un,series presenrer,presellt,1'v1innesota State Arts BOIJ,.d~.tvr_innt=sotaSrare Arts Coul1cil,an,j\:1innesota. A.rts,

Hnmal\lt1cs, (Jranls. ReglOna1 Arts Counct\. Arl Organization, Individual Artist,Minnesota State Arts Board,Minnesota Stale Arts

http://www.arts.state.ron.us/about/planning.htm 11/7/2005
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Ai'ts Board Strategic Plan

The Minnesota State Arts Board recently approved a new strategic plan that will determine the agency's
directions and priorities for 2004 - 2007.

We want to thank Himle Horner, Inc., a Twin Cities-based public affairs consulting firm, for facilitating the
planning process, and the hundreds of stakeholders who offered their input through open forums;n each of
Minnesota's eleven regions, through interviews, and through the Arts Board's online planning survey.

2004 - 2007 Strategic Plan
Vision, Mission, Values, Goals, Strategies

Vision
All Minnesotans have the opportunity to participate in the arts.

Mission
The Minnesota State Arts Board will:

• Serve as a leading catalyst for creating a healthy environment for the arts that fosters broad
public participation in, and support for, the arts in Minnesota.

• Promote artistic excellence and preserve the diverse cultural heritage of the people of
Minnesota through its support of artists and organizations.

• Act as a responsible steward of the public trust.

• Work with the statewide network of regional arts councils to ensure accessibility to arts
activities for all Minnesotans.

Values

The Minnesota State Arts Board values the arts as a vital element in the life of our community. The arts; in
their many forms, provide a vehicle for developing and expressing creativity, a tOQI for growth, and a means
of connecting people across cultural boundaries.

• Artistic Quality The Board values artistic excellence both in the work we do and as a prime
criterion for our support to artists and organizations.

• Integrity/Accountability The Board is a responsible steward of the public trust, committed to
distributing public resources fairly and efficiently through a grantmaking system that is based
on high ethical and legal standards and a peer review process open to the public.

• A~tists/lnstitutions The Board values artists and arts organizations as the central forces in
the creation and presentation of all artistic disciplines.

• Education The Board values arts in education and views these opportunities as essential to
the intellectual and creative development of every Minnesotan.



• Diversity The Board recognizes that the many cultures represented in our state are an
essential source of vitality and believes that funding diverse artistic traditions encourages
intercultural respect and understanding.

• Partnership The Board is committed to nurturing current partnerships and creating new
alliances to strengthen the health of the arts in Minnesota.

• Public Value The Board works in partnership with the arts community to build and
demonstrate the public vplue of the arts in Minnesota. .

• Economic Impact The Board recognizes that a strong artistic community has a positive and
measurable impact on the economy of our state.

• Innovation The Board values innovation in the arts and freedom of artistic expression.

• Respect The Board values and respects its employees and volunteers and the contributions
they make.

Goals

The Minnesota State Arts Board will:

Increase the level of support needed to sustain and grow a healthy arts community

I-A Financially support artists and organizations throughout Minnesota
• Help provide financial stability and flexibility for Minnesota's premier producing and

presenting organizations through unrestricted operating grants
• Provide financial support for artists that enhances their artistic and career development
• Seek ways to develop and grow support for touring and festivals across Minnesota

I-B Seek additional public and private financial support for artists and organizations throughout
Minnesota
• Take advantage of all possible federal funding opportunities that do not compete with

constituents' fundraising.
• Work toward returning the Minnesota State Arts Board's state funding to the level that

was received prior to the 2003-2004 state fiscal crisis.
• Maximize other state funding for the arts
• Work to generate increased local, city, county support for the arts
• Pursue fund raising opportunities with national private and corporate foundations, that

do not compete with constituents' fundraising
• Motivate Minnesota foundations/corporations that have not traditionally funded the arts

to do so

I-e Develop and expand the significant nonfinancial contributions individuals and organizations
make to the arts

• Work with organizations that encourage or facilitate volunteerism to expand the number
of arts volunteers, and nonprofit arts organizations that use these services to promote
arts volunteer opportunities

• Seek additional nonfinancial ways to support individual artists.
• Work to support passage of the Artists' Fair Market Deduction bill.

II Ensure that public services and grants are delivered effectively throughout the statewide arts
system



II-A Carefully examine how resources are allocated in the following areas: formula-based
funding; financial and technical support for smaller, community-based arts organizations;
and requirements related to education, outreach, and touring

• Create an ad hoc board/staff committee to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of
formula based and merit based funding as a distribution method

• Increase community-based arts activities in communities and counties through targeted
support and technical assistance

• Use Arts Board grant requirements for producing and presenting organizations to spur
increased education, outreach, and touring activities throughout the state

II-B Assure that Arts Board resources provide the best return on investment in the arts for the
people of Minnesota

• ,Analyze the Arts Board's process of ~lIocating available grant dollars across its various
granting categories. Determine if current process and distribution are appropriate to
enable the Arts Board to achieve the vision of fostering participation opportunities for all
Minnesotans

• Analyze current Arts Board grant making processes to determine if there are ways to
improve the impact and efficiency of those efforts

II-C Review Arts Board programs each year to assess their progress in meeting the board's vision
and goals

• Define intended outcomes for each program and conduct an annual analysis of whether
those results have been achieved

11-0 Work collaboratively with the regional arts councils to examine the existing model to ensure
effective delivery of grants and technical assistance services to artists and organizations
throughout the state
• Use Arts Board/regional arts council liaison committee, with input from external

stakeholders, to analyze the effectiveness of current statewide grants and services
delivery model

II-E Work in concert with the regional arts councils to evaluate the statewide network and
determine whether any changes would better meet the needs of artists, organizations, and
audiences today and in the future
• CfJnsider whether current fund distribution mechanisms and Arts Board/ regional arts

council fiscal agent agreement needs updating

II-F Solicit advice from arts funders, institutions, artists, and other stakeholders about how to
better meet the needs of the arts community
• Ensure active involvement of' stakeholders in the Arts Board/regional arts council liaison

committee and the assessment processes described in goals II-A, II-B, 11-0, and II-E

III Serve as a leader, promoting the value of the arts tQ Minnesota's quality of life

III-A Communicate the importance of public and private investment in the arts by:
Acknowledging private and public sector leaders who support the arts in their communities
in order to reinvigorate support for the arts;
Increasing public communication about the arts in Minnesota, emphasizing local leadership in
the arts and arts in education
• Work with regional arts councils, Minnesota Citizens for the Arts, Minnesota Alliance for

Arts in Education, and Perpich Center to expand and/or create ways to recognize arts
leadership and volunteerism

• Connect arts issues with issues of other state agencies



III-B Hold regional meetings with members of the arts community, business and opinion leaders,
key public officials, and the media to communicate the Board's vision and goals, and to
advocate on behalf of public and private investment in the arts
• Collaborate with regional arts councils to communicate Arts Board vision/goals and

advocate for investment throughout the state
• Use technical assistance workshops both as training opportunities, and as vehicles to

communicate key agency messages and goals

III-C .Continue to build partnerships within the leadership of the arts community
• Engage stakeholders and partners in creating a unified vision for the arts in Minnesota
• Engage arts leaders throughout the state more fully in day-to-day Arts Board activities
• Use visit of the National Endowment for the Arts chairman to foster partnerships
• Continue to support the work of the Minnesota Presenters Network

111-0 Achieve and maintain recognition locally, regionally, and nationally as a leader in the arts
community
• Maximize executive director's National Assembly of State Arts Agencies leadership

position to bring visibility to the Arts Board and Minnesota arts community
• Seek out and secure regional and national boards or service opportunities for Arts

Board members, staff, and RAC directors

IV Support increased access and opportunities in arts education

IV-A Continue to emphasize arts in education as a primary component in all Arts Board grant
programs
• Demonstrate the benefit that arts in education grants to arts organizations produce

for students, schools, and communities
• Highlight the benefit of the arts education activities of Institutional Support and

Institutional Presenter Support grantees

IV-B Support in-school residencies with professional teaching artists
• Continue to improve the educational experience of students who participate in

school residencies
• Use School Support grants as a tool to expand or stimulate new arts activity in

Minnesota schools

IV-C Continue partnership with the Perpich Center for Arts Education
• Work with the Perpich Center and the Minnesota Alliance for Arts in Education to

improve arts education in Minnesota

IV-D Support the activities of the Comprehensive Arts Planning Program
• Use the success of CAPP to grow arts activities in communities throughout the state
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Arts Board Rules

What are rules?

The Arts Board is authorized by the Minnesota State Legislature to make rules that govern:

• procedures and criteria for receiving, considering, and reviewing requests for, and
distribution of, grants and other forms of assistance; and

• procedures and criteria to conduct a decentralized system of providing grants and other
forms of assistance at the grass roots level.

Each time the Arts Board makes revisions or additions to the rules, the public will have an
opportunity to comment about the proposed changes.

What are the current rules of the Arts Board?

The Arts Board's existing rules-Minnesota Rules, Chapter 1900-are available on the Web site
of the Office of the Revisor of Statutes.

About the rule making process and current rules changes

There currently are no rules changes in process.

Agency rulemaking contact person

Questions or concerns about existing Arts Board rules, suggestions for new rules, requests to be
added to the Arts Board's rulemaking mailing list, or requests to receive information in an alternate
format should be directed to the Arts Board communications director
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Arts Board Calendar (July 1,2005· June 30,2006)

Grant Application Deadlines
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Thursday
Thursday
Tuesday
Friday.

Wednesday

Wednesday

Wednesday
Monday
Monday·
Monday
Thursday

September 1, 2005
September 15, 2005
November 15, 2005
December 30, 2005

February 1, 2006

February 1, 2006

March 15,2006
April 3, 2006
April 3, 2006
May 15, 2006
June 15, 2006

CLJIILJf9LCQrnrnLJOitYPf:lr1:n.l?cship
Artist .lnitif:ltiYl?
Percent for Art Slide R.l?gistry
K - 12Arts Challenge Minnesota
Applications may be submitted at any time before the deadline
Il1stitutionalSYPPor\ *
Institutioni31 Presenter Support *

Seril?SPr!3.$l?nter
ArtsJI1f;dLJGf:ltion Qrgf:lOiZf:ltiQOf:lISYRPor\*
.ArtsJn.f;dYG<;ltioD SGhQQLSYPPQr\
PerG<?ntJorAr\SJideRegistcy
Arts .. ilJ... f;.d.lJ.Gfltion.. RQ.sterQf..Artists

* =interim year application

Panel Meetings

Wednesday - Thursday
Wednesdqy - Thursday
Tuesday - Wednesday
Wednesday -Thursday
Wednesday - Thursday
Tuesday - Wednesday
Tuesday
Wednesday - Thursday

Board Meetings

October 26-27,2005
November 16-17, 2005
November 29-30,2005
December 14-15, 2005
January 11-12, 2006
January 24-25, 2006
May 9, 2006
June 28-29, 2006

Cultural Community Partnership
Artist Initiative / photography
Artist Initiative / poetry
Artist Initiative / music
Artist Initiative / prose
Artist Initiative / new media
Series Presenters
Arts in Education School Support

http://www.arts.state.mn.us/calendarlindex.htm 11/7/2005
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Thursday

Wednesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Thursday
Thursday
Wednesday
Wednesday
Wednesday

July 28, 2005

September 28, 2005

October 12, 2005

October 27, 2005
4:00 p.m.
December 1, 2005
January 26, 2006
March 22, 2006
May 24,2006
July 26, 2006

Annual meeting & retreat
Click here to review the meeting agenda
Board meeting
Click here to review the meeting agenda
Click here to review the eXeCiI.tive meeting agenda
Executive committee meeting
Click here to review thef:!91:'JJJ.dfl
Board meeting
Click here to review thef:!gendf:!

Page 2 of3

'1''''·,·:·"·,,,·c:·:::···t:-K
"~~'C'"
.,...,,~~

'k'·l'l'~ly.-J,¥¥ .. -

MINNESOTA
SfATliM'IS Bo.uD

All board meetings are open to the public, in accordance with the guidelines of Minnesota's Open
Meeting Law. Generally, meetings begin at 12:00 p.m. and are held in the Arts Board office. Any.
change 'in time or venue will be announced in advance.

Holidays (The Arts Board office will be closed on the following days)
Monday July 4, 2005 Independence Day
Monday September 5, 2005 Labor Day
Friday November 11, 2005 Veterans' Day
Thursday - Friday November 24-25, 2005 Thanksgiving
Monday December 26,2005 Christmas Day (observed)
Monday January 2,2006 New Year's Day (observed)
Monday January 16, 2006 Martin Luther King Jr Day
Monday February 20, 2006 Presidents'Day
Monday May 29,2006 Memorial Day
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art Job. artist opportunity, acting careers. commissioned art work, art grant. artist placement. art networking. career in art, artist employment, art grants. artist career, art career. artist grants. artbtjob, artist business. actingjobs.
artist grant. art internship. artist management, an

inte rnshi ps ,arts.artists.Min nesota.1'vlN,state.coune iI,agency, [ll nd ing.grant. grants,fu nders ,pubIic,support.assi stunee,ft'.llowships,sponsorship. fe Ilowsh ip,apprenticship.music,danee,video. fi1m. thcater,theatre.1 itera ture,prose,poet ry,p
arts.I'<,llk arts,residencc,education.school,cullure,cultural,c(ll.laboration,regional,saint paul.sl paul,twin cities,metropolitan,arts across Minnesota,arts grants.arts funding,public arts funding.statc arts I'unding,artist assistance.artist

fellowships.artist gr:.il1ts.visual arts grant.tilm grants.video grants.music grants~dancegrants,choreogTaphy grants.theater grant5,lite.rature grants.prose grants,poetry grants,festival gr311ts~plnywritjnggrants.screenwriting
grants,arts in education,arti:;t in residence,artist in the schoob,career opportunity grant,cultural collaboration,folk arts grants.sponsol'ship,apprenticeship,apprenticeship grant.folk arts apprenticeship.tolk arts sponsorship,t\Jlk
arts direl'tr,rY,H.,lk artists directory.formula funds,tbnnula funding,institutional support.operating support.percent tor art,series presenter.present.Minnesota State Arts Board,fvlinnesota Slate Arts Council,art.Minneso!a. Arts,

Humanities. Grants. Regional Arts Council. Art Organization. Individual Artist,Minnesota State Arts Board.Minnesota State Art,
Co tlncil.arL:.lrls,~,rti51s. \:,1 i nnC'sota, M"j\.: .sl<lto,cOlinc i l,agenc)/.I'illldi ng,gran t,grants, flind.C:.'rs.pllblic,sllpporl,assi~tance,fe lhnvship~.~pon~orship,f~ Ih.)\vship,apprenticship.music.dance.video, fill11,the:.J1er.lhe-alre, literarure,prosc,poclry.r
"rto,foll' artvcsi<lerKe,c<!llca,ion,schooJ,cuJfure.culfuraJ,l:ollaboralion,ret;ional,saint pUIII,S! paul,lwin ~'iti~5,metropolit~n,arts ~Cr05S Minnesota,arts grams,arts funding,public arts tunding,state arts funding,artist assistance,artist

•
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Requests and Grants

In fiscal year 2003, the Minnesota State Arts Board granted nearly $11.7 million-in block grants to
the state's eleven regional arts councils, and as project and operating grants to artists, arts organizations,
schools, and other nonprofits throughout the state. These funds produced significant and positive
benefits for the individuals, orga'flizadons, and communities touched by them.

Minnesota state Arts Board Application and Grant Summary

Total Amount Total Amount
Grant Program· Applications Requested Grants Granted

Artist Assistance
Career Opportunity Grant 78 $106,950 20 $26,700
Cultural Collaborations 14 81,100 7 42,000
Fellowship 535 4,280,000 48 292,000

Arts Across Minnesota
Festivals 25 325,190 21 271,110
Host Community 13 227,903 13 227,903

Arts in Education
CAPP School Support 9 18,000· 9 18,000
K-12 Arts Challenge 20 45,312 20 45,312
Organizational Support 17 188,000 17 180,500
School Support 45 203,538 41 193,156

Folk Arts
Apprenticeship 24 82,090 6 19;108
Sponsorship 16 70,544 5 22,708

Institutional/Presenter Support
Institutional Support 100 6,190,300 99 5,941,931
Institutional Presenter 13 946,700 13 909,920
Series Presenter 12 147,975 11 72,000
Wells Fargo Foundation Minnesota, Group II 24 30,000 24 30,000

Total 945 $12,943,602 354 $8,292,348

A complete list of all FY2003 Arts Board and regional arts council grants is available in the

"Grants" section of the Arts Board Web site: www.arts.state.mn.us

9
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Requests and Grants continued

Minnesota State Arts Board Block Grants to Regional Arts Councils

, '.

Regional Arts Councils 2003 Block Grant

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Region 5

Region 6E, 6W, 8

Region 7E

Region 7W

Region 9

Region 10

Region 11

Total

Northwest Regional Arts Council, Warren,

Region 2 Arts Council, Bemidji

Arrowhead Regional Arts Council, Duluth

Lake Region Arts Council, Fergus Falls

Five Wings Arts Council, Staples

Southwest Minnesota Arts and Humanities Council, Marshall

East Central Arts Council, Mora

Central Minnesota Arts Board, Elk River

Prairie Lakes Regional Arts Council, Waseca

Southeastern Minnesota Arts Council, Rochester

MetropolitilO Regional Arts Council, Saint Paul

$123,988

114,963

280,562

198,456

153,785

240,710

142,938

269,864

199,844

317,631

1,351,259

$3,394,000

A complete list of all FY2003 Arts Board and regional arts council grants is available in the

"Grants" section of the Arts Board Web site: www.arts.state.mn.us



Revenue

State
Legislative appropriation
Perpich Center for Arts Education
Percent for Art in PublicPlaces

Federal
National Endowment for the Arts

Private
The Wallace Foundation
Wells Fargo Minnesota Foundation
Strategic reserve funds

Miscellaneous receipts

TOTAL REVENUE

Expenses

Grants (*)

Regional Arts Councils
Artist Assistance
Arts Across Minnesota
Arts in Education
Cultural Collaboration
Folk Arts
Institutional/Presenter Support

$12,909,046
12,217,756

75,000
616,290

776,466
776,466

347,837
282,795

30,000
35,042

810 810

14,034,159

11,679,356
3,394,000

316,563
·494,479
434,840

42,000
43,683

6,953,791

Partnerships
Percent for Art in Public Places
Statewide Audience Development Initiative
Arts Midwest
Cultural Pluralism

Operations & Services

TOTAL EXPENSES

616,290
282,973

34,045
10,000

1,411,495

943,308

1,411,495

$14,034,159

(*) Slight variations in the grant funds expended versus awarded (see page 10) are due to the return
ofsome unspent grant funds. Unspent state dollars were returned to the State's General Fund.
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Iron Range Resources Page 10f2

Welcome Iron Rmge Resources Succe,ss

As Commissioner of Iron Range Resources, a state agency with a

regional economic development focus, I am pleased to welcome

you to our website.

Whether you are a resident of this beautiful region, thinking

about visiting, or are interested in growing your business here,

we hope you will find this site a useful tool.

Navigant has no reservations about Iron Range 1
location

What does Ely, Minn., have in common with Seattle, W.

Va.? Each city is home to a customer-service center for

Services, a company that manages the travel needs of

companies. It's a subsidiary of Navigant International, ,

business with 5,000 employees worldwide and $350 mi

2001-

R~ad.J:he re!i.t~

When it comes to northeastern Minnesota, it is all about resources, including:

• Ag.~-'J~Y resources that are structured to advance the growth of our

region;

• .!3_lIj;in.ess re.sollrc§ involving grants, loans and equity investments as

well as Iluman resources and a variety of programs designed to support

business development;

.R~gional resoyrces including a variety of business locations that offer

exemptions from state and local taxes;

• Ni'tt.lJ..!:i11 resour~~~ from timber to taconite and value-added opportunities

in between; and,

• Touris.I!Lr.eso.!!rc§ that highlight the rugged beauty of the region and the

beckoning facilities that add to an excellent quality of life.

Iron Range Resources is one of the largest and most ac

lenders in northeastern Minnesota.

Tocla}ls Feature

A new edition of "The Old Country Cookbook" featuring

the Iron Range is now available. Enjoy the tastes and f1

so fondly. For more information, visit tile Iron Range RI

website at www.ironrQDgSlJ:.e_~arcb<;;en1g[,QI9..

Crick here to visit the GQ\

DEPAR'I']\llENT R:J
Horne Paqe

IronworldJ~.~\!'.~J.QQment Corporation Board Applic.<!Jion.

So, please take a look at what we have to offer and aUow us to put the financial,

human and natural resources of our region to work for you.

Sandy Layman, Commissioner

Iron Range Resources

Sincerely,

http://www.irrrb.org/ 11/14/20() 5
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Mining Programs

J.]t Taconite Economic Dev.
Fund

!:i.ome » Natural Resources

Natural Resources
Leveraging Natural Resources

Iron Range Resources Commissioner to Join Trade Mission to China•.Lil1.~.lQ

l1.~ws.rel.eiJsl2,

The Tacon

nortilea
approxlmatel)

Includes 50,

counties al

~. Drilling Incentive Grant

·n· Mining Tax study Advisory
Committee

Incentive programs are available through Iron Range Resources to support continued

development of the region's natural resources.
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Mining

For over a century, northeastern Minnesota's iron ore mining has provided thousands

of good paying jobs for people directly employed at the mines and for those employed

In its sateliite Industries. Today, innovative technologies promise to extend the life of

the Iron mining industry in northeastern ~1innesota by producing steel nuggets and

direct reduced iron - products that can be used in ri~w markets such as electric,
furnaces and foundries not served by current Iron Range technology.

New resources

The agency Is also encouraging new initiatives such as wind energy and a

revolutionary clean coal gasification technology tllat can produce electricity in a

manner that both decreases air poliuting emissions and increases plant efficiency.

These innovations Ilave huge implications for the northeastern Minnesota and the

entire state.

Forest Products

Northeastern ~1innesota's thriVing timber industry also continues to contribute to the

regional economy. Iron Range Resources commissioned Jaakko Poyry, a global

consulting group for the timber industry, to assess the area's wood products

capabilities. The study concluded that the area could support increased manufacturing

In this sector of the economy,' particularly in the area of value-added wood products.

Other minerals also are now being actively explored for commercialization. In recent

years, deposits of copper, nickel, and precious metals have been folind in sufficient

quantities to spark the Interest of developers. At least two major companies are

considering significant mining operations in the area to develop these deposits.

~} Mineland Reclamation

~> Related Links

New Energy Initiatives

Forest Products

;>:; More Forestry Information

1} Jaakko Payry Report

T> Goods from the Woods

Y> Blandin Vital Forests

,,<------
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1. Do the state taxes I pay fund Iron Range Resources?

2. What is your service area?

3. What financial or technical resources are available in the area?

4. How do I get more information about a business loan?

5. Who can I contact regarding the Job Opportunity Building Zone IJOBZ)

program?

6. Is Ironworld Discovery Center in Chisholm. MN part of your agency? Is Giants

Ridge Golf and Ski Resort in Biwabik, MN part of your agency?

7. I've seen your agency named several ways. Which is the proper one?

8, Where are you located?

9. How are the members of the Iron Range Resources and Rehabilitation Board

selected?

10. Who do I talk to about available workforce in the area and available skills?

FAQs
Frequently Asked Questions

» Giants Ridge Task Force

» Ironworld Task Force

» Mining Tax Study Advisory
Committee

>:> Governor's Committee on
Minnesota's Mining Future
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Ironworld Development
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Application

,-------------'-----'--:-;,-7'

Agency History

---------------j
FAQS

Organization Chart

Key Contacts

Taconite Assistance Area
Map

------,_._----------j

Do the state taxes I pay fund Iron Range Resources?

No, the agency is funded by taxes levied on the region's taconite mining companies.

No money comes from the state's general fund, Approximately half of the agency's

annual revenue comes from taconite production taxes levied in lieu of local property

taxes on iron mining companies located within the Taconite Assistance Area. The other

half of the agency's annual revenue comes fmm interest income, loan repayments and

receipts from agency facilities, Giants Ridge Golf & Ski Resort and Ironworld Discovery

Center.

Northeastern

workforce of

people,

underemp

indicated th'
better

Visit..R~

\._----

Events Calendar

News Releases

RangeView

Biennial Report

What is your service area?

Our service area is called the Ta<;QnJte...As_~L~tQnhe Arell' It is approximately 13,000

squa:'e miles in northeastern Minnesota encompassing 15 school districts.

retu rn to top

What financial or technical resources are available in the area?

Iron Range Resources, in combination with its regional development and private sector

partners, will assist your qualified business in putting together a flexible financial

package that addresses your capital needs, Examples of possible incentives from the

agency and its partners can include - low cost debt with favorable repayment terms

for capital expenditures, "built-to-suit" production space with favorable lease terms,

r'linnesota t:i3C

goods and 5e'
over200 d

Visit N

"'---_._-
Z

Hinnesota tau

million in 9 .-0'
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Visit~
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equity capital and, in limited cases, grants to assist your growth needs. The area also

offers a wide variety of technical assistance from the preparation of your business plan

to process engineering issues.

retu rn to top

How do I get more information about a business loan?

Contact Development Strategies Division at Iron Range Resources for more

information. 1-877-TAX-EXEMPT (1-877-829-3639) or 218-744-7400 or E-mail:

Development Strategies@IronRangeResources.org

Who can I contact regarding the Job Opportunity Building Zone POBZ}

program?

Contact Development Strategies Division at Iron Range Resources for more

information. 1-877-TAX-EXEMPT (1-877-829-3639) or 218-744-7400 or E-mail:

Development Strategies@IronRanqeResources.orq

Is Ironworld Discovery Center in Chisholm, MN part of your agency? Is Giants

Ridge Golf and Ski Resort in Biwabik, MN part of your agency?

Yes, in addition to assisting existing businesses and communities, as well as providing

incentives for business relocation' and enhancement of tourism to the region, the

agency owns and operates lronworld Discovery Center in Chisholm and Giants Ridge

Golf and Ski Resort near Biwabik.

Visit their websites at ironworld.com or ai®1J;..r19--ge.com for more information.

return to top

I've seen your agency named several ways. Which is the proper one?

Iron Range Resources

return to top

Where are you located?

Our agency office is located along Highway 53 just south of Eveleth, Minnesota. The

address is:

Iron Range Resources 4261 Hwy 53 South, P.O. Box 441 Eveleth, MN 55734-0441

How are the members of the Iron Range Resources and Rehabilitation Board

selected?

The Iron Range Resources and Rehabilitation Board, consists of 13 members, five of

whom are state senators appointed by the Subcommittee on Committees of the Rules

Committee of the senate, and five of whom are representatives, appointed by tile

speaker of the house of representatives. The remaining three members are appointed

one each by the senate majority leader, the speaker of the House of Representatives,

and the governor and must be nonlegislators who reside in tile Taconite Assistance

Area. The members are appointed in January of every odd-numbereel year and serve

until January of the next odd-numbered year.

Who do I talk to about available workforce in the area and available skills?

http://ironrangeresources.org/agency/?page=126 11/14/2005
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sen. david. tomasson i@senate.mn

Citizen appointed by Senate Majority Leader.

Board Members

Dill, David (DFL) Representative 6A
315 State OFfice Building
St. Paul, ~1N 55155
(651)295-2190

412 N.W. Second St.
Chisholm, MN 55719
(218) 254-3430

Elected to House: 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000
Elected to Senate: 2002
Term: 1st
Committees: Jobs, Energy and Community Development, vice chair; Environment
and Natural Resources; Finance Committee; Agriculture and Economic Development
Budget Division; Taxes

Begich, Joe - Citizen
1001 West Second Street
Eveleth, MN 55734
(218) 744-2512

Tomassoni, David (DFL) Senator, District 5 
Majority Whip, Chair, Iron Range Resources Board
111 State Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651) 296·8017

2361 Retreat Road
Cook, MN 55723
(218) 666·5041
sen.tom.bakk@senate.mn

Elected to House: 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998
Elected to Senate: 2000, 2002
Term: 2nd
Committees: Taxes, vice chair; Education; Finance Committee, Higher Education
Budget Division; State and Local Government Operations

Bakk, Thomas (DFL) Senator, District 6A
Room 226, Capitol
St. Paul, ~1N 55155
(651) 296-5537

» Giants Ridge Task Force

Bienni~1 Report

»0 Governor's Committee on
Minnesota's Mining Future

» Mining Tax Study Advisory
Committee

----,,----_.-

» Ironworld Task Force
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Office of the Commissioner
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423 Bear Island
Crane Lake, MN 55725
(218)993-2252

Elected: 2002
Term: 2nd
Committees: Agriculture, Environment and Natural Resources Finance, viCe chair;
Environment and Natural Resources; Taxes

Henning, Bill - Citizen
1743 Lookout Ridge Road
Ely, f'1N 55731
(218) 365-3407
whenning@frontiernet.net

Citizen appointed by Governor Pawlenty.

lourey, Becky (DFl) Senator, District 8
G- 24 State Capital
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651) 296-0293

51752 Oak Leaf Road
Kerrick, MN 55756
(218) 496-5528

sen. becky .Iourey@senate.mn

Elected to House: 1990, 1992, 1994
Elected to Senate: 1996, 2000, 2002
Term: 3rd
Committees: Health and Family Security, chair; Agriculture, Veterans and Gaming;
Commerce; Finance Committee, Health and Human Services Budget Division

Matasich, Matt - Citizen
Virginia, MN 55792
(218)-741-1162

Citizen appointed by Speaker of the House.

Penas, Maxine (R) Representative lA
579 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651 )296-9635

310th Ave.
Badger, MN 56714
(218)528-3278

Elected: 2000, 2002
Term: 3rd
Committees: Agriculture and Rural Development; Agriculture Environment and
Natural Resources Finance; Environment and Natural Resources

Rukavina, Tom (DFl) Representative SA
279 State Office Bldg.
St. Paul, f'1N 55155
(651) 296-0170

http://ironrangeresources.org/agency/?page=18 11/14/2005
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6930 Highway 169
Virginia, MN 55792
(218) 749-5690

@P,toJn,LlJkg.'Lj[l9~_QYSe.mn

Elected: 1986
Term: 10th
Committees: Commerce and Financial Institutions; Property and Local Tax Division;
Taxes; Ways and Means

Saxhaug, Tom (DFL) Senator, District 3
124 State Capital
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651) 296-4136

1032 1st Ave NW
Grand Rapids, MN 55744
(218) 326-8163

sen.tom.saxhaug@senate.mn

Elected: 2002
Term: 1st
Committees: Environment and Natural Resources, vice chair; Education; Finance
Committee, K-12 Education Budget Division; Jobs, Energy and Community
Development

Sertich, Anthony (DFl) Representative 5B,
Minority Whip
273 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651) 296-0172

P.O. Box 3
Chisholm, MN 55719
(218)254-1936

Elected: 2000
Term: 3rd
Committees: Commerce and Financial Institutions; Jobs and Economic Opportunity
Policy and Finance; Rules and Legislative Administration

Solberg, Loren (DFL) Representative 3B 
Assistant Minority Leader Vice-chair, Iron Range
Resources Board
349 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651) 296-2365

115-5th Ave. Box 61
Bovey, MN 55709
(218) 245-1602

rep. loren .solberg@house.mn

Elected: 1982
Term: 12th
Committees: Capital Investment; State Government Finance; Ways and Means

Solon, Yvonne Prettner (DFL) Senator, District 7
303 State Capital
St. Paul, MN 55155
(651)296-4188

3800 London Road #409
DUluth, MN 55804

http://ironrangeresources.org/agency/?page=18 11/14/20() 5
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(218)727-3997

Elected: special election 2002, 2002
Term: 2nd
Committees: Finance Committee, Health and Human Services Budget Division, vice
chair; Finance Committee, Higher Education Budget Division, vice chair; Agriculture,
Veterans and Gaming; State and Local Government Operations

A RETURN TO To)!> A...

Iron Range Resources - i!l!Q.@1rQ.nRangeResourc~.~QIg

P.O. Box 441 .4261 Hwy 53 South
Eveleth, MN 55734-0441
218-744-7400 • 800-765-5043

Iron Range Resources is
©200S Iron Range Resources. All Ri!
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Program Detai Is
The MLSCP is a networked program that
uses existing state policies and authorities
that are implemented by a number of·
different state agencies and local units of
government. MLSCP does not create any
new permits nor does it require any new
regulations, zoning ordinances or
enforceable mechanisms. Instead, it relies
on the combined resources, organization,

. and implementation abilities of federal,
state, and local governments that manage
land and water resources in the state. This
approach encourages greater cooperation
and encourages simplification of
governmental processes within Minnesota's
coastal area.

"
.~..

w~. "." -.'.'.. 1£ .
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Stories f'rom the coast· 6
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Minnesota's Lake
Superior Coastal
Program is not
another plan to
implement. It is
instead, a new tool to
implement existing
programs and to
provide funding for
unique or under;.
funded opportunities.

The Minnesota Department ofNatural
Resources (DNR) administers the program
out of an office on the North Shore of Lake
Superior at Two. Harbors. With the
management aspect of the program already
administered through the existing network
of state agencies and local units of
government, the
primary role of the
MLSCP is to
administer the grants
program and perform
consistency reviews.



tribal governments, joint power boards and
nonprofit organizations located within the
Coastal Program boundary may apply for a
grant. The Coastal Counc~l has established a
list of focus areas for the grant program.
These priority categories are:

I
I

Grant Program Structure
The Coastal Zone Management Program,
administered by NOAA, offers $68 million
annually in federal matching funds to
eligible states for coastal projects. NOAA
uses a funding formula based on shoreline
miles and coastal population to allocate each
state's share of the available federal funds.
With its 190 miles of Lake Superior
shoreline and 220,000 residents, the Coastal

.Program receives about $1.2 million
annually in federal funding.

\

The Coastal Program offers grants on a
competitive basis, and participation in the

. program
h

hMasLbSeCenphhigh: Indthe firtsst tfivtel'
years, teas rna e gran 0 a mg

\ $4.86 million, including $3.06 million in the
\ annual grants program and $1.8 million
I, through the one time appropriation for the
\ Great Lakes Coastal Restoration Grants
!
~ program.

•
•

•
•

•

•

•

Coastal Outreach and Education
Coastal Land Use, Planning, and
Development
Public Access and Recreation
Enhancement, Protection, and
Management of Natural Resources
Protection, Preservation, and
Enhancement of Cultural and
Historic Coastal Resources
Economic Implications of Managing
Coastal Resources \
Coastal Partnerships, Collaboration, \
and Inter-Organizational \
Cooperation II

MLSCP grants have been an important
source of funding for a variety of North
Shore projects, helping to increase the
availability of GIS data and imagery for use
in future planning and development projects.
Work has been undertaken to restore and
rehabilitate valuable natural resources, and .
water resources education has been added to
school curriculums. These are just a few of
the results of Coastal Program funding.

Who iseligible?
Local units of government, state and
regional agencies, educational institutions
and school districts, conservation districts
and port authorities, sanitary sewer districts,

Projects that include large-scale, hard
structure erosion control, large-scale beach
renourishment, infrastructure projects
related to water, and sewer line and road
construction, and improvements to private
property or for other private enterprises are
ineligible for funding.

Grant proposal guidelines are available at
www.dill.state.fill.us/waters/lakesuperior or

. by calling 218-834-6625.

St.ories from t.he coast.-7
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About the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Who We Are

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is a private, non-profit, 501 (c)(3) tax-exempt organization, established by Cc

dedicated to the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plants, and the habitat on which they depend. Our goals are to prom'

populations of fish, wildlife, and plants by generating new commerce for conservation. The Foundation meets these go.

partnerships between the public and private sectors and strategically invests in conservation and sustainable use of na

Foundation does not support lobbying, political advocacy, or litigation.

What We Do

Matching Grants The Foundation identifies conservation needs, reviews proposed projects, fosters cooperative partm

commits a combination of federal and non-federal funds to on-the-ground conservation projects. The Foundation comn

of matching grants, ensuring that the Foundation's funds are leveraged.

Building Partnerships The Foundation creates partnerships among federal, state, and local governments, corporatior

foundations, individuals, and non-profit organizations. Creating partnerships facilitates strategic identification of conser

promotes efficiency and cooperation in the delivery of solutions through matching grants.

Leveraging Funds Matching grants are partially supported by Congressionally appropriated dollars that must be matc

to one. However, the Foundation strives to maximize dollars invested in conservation and currently average more than

funds entrusted to the Foundation. For every dollar that Congress prOVides to the Foundation, nearly $3 in on-the-grou

takes place. Since our founding in 1984, we have supported over 6,400 grants and leveraged $261 million in federal fu

$786 million in on-the-ground conservation. This has resulted in:

• 27 million acres of protected, restored, and managed wildlife habitat

• New hope for countless species under stress

• New models of private land stewardship

• Stronger educational programs in schools and local communities

Delivering Revenue The Congressionally appropriated funds entrusted to the Foundation are multiplied and delivered

projects; none are used for operating expenses. The Foundation depends upon private contributions for its operati ng fl

recognized for its ability to stretch contributions. Our results are at net asset value; we do not take a "sales charge" for

contributions, and we reinvest interest. More than 96% of combined National Fish and Wildlife Foundation revenue goe

conservation projects.

We make conservation your best business decision - Partnerships that work - Solutions that last

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation National OffIce

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 900, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-857-0166 Fax: 202-857-0162 Email: Contact Us

Copyright 2005

http://www.nfwf.org/about.c:fin 11/2/20()5
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Federal Partnerships

The Foundation's investments in innovative, collaborative solutions to conservation challenges are made possible with

support of our partners. Our Federal partners work with the Foundation to secure funds for our grant programs, identify

funding consideration, assist the Foundation in assessing project proposals, and act as the Foundation's eyes and ean

project site visits and evaluating project success.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the Foundation's primary federal agency partner. The Foundation's Congressiona

us to "encourage, accept and administer private gifts and property for the benefit of, or in connection with, the activities

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service" (P.l. 98-244, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 3701 et seg.). To date, 538 grants have been aW1

in all 50 states with more than 77% of these grants going towards on-the-ground conservation.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the Foundation partnership

an agreement to provide funding assistance to fisherman in the Northeast. Since that time, the ~

solidified through our statutory authority that names the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation a!

foundation. For the period, 1994-2001, the NOAAlNFWF partnership provided 329 grants to mal

cross-boundary projects in 26 states. The $13.67 million in NOAAlNFWF funds awarded during

matched with over $23.02 million in non-federal funding raised by the Foundation and its conser

was further enhanced with over $3.91 million in other federal agency funding where opportunities for coordination and'

existed. Engaging a multitude of conservation partners is part of our effort to increase resources for coastal and marine

Forest Service

The Foundation began its relationship with the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Forest Service i

$30,000 challenge grant to restore trout habitat ravaged by flooding in the Monongahela Nation<

the Forest Service directed funds to the Foundation for the first time. To date, the Foundation ha

490 projects in partnership with the Forest Service and has grown roughly $12 million in Forest:

more than $46 million for on-the-ground conservation. Foundation grants have been made to me

National Forests and Research stations in all nine region of the Forest Service.

A 1\1 R(( Natural Resources
'4:::::!1 L\J J Conservation Service

Bureau of Land Management

The Foundation began its relationship with the Bureau of land Management (BlM) in 1991. Betw

the Foundation collaborated with BlM on 46 conservation projects, matching nearly $850,000 in f

more than $1 million in non-federal funds. The partnership was strengthened in 1995, when the F

its first direct Congressional appropriation through the BlM's challenge cost-share program. Durir

the Foundation collaborated with BlM on more than 350 projects and helped leverage $13.9 millil

more than $40 million into on-the-ground conservation.

Natural Resources Conservation Service

In fiscal year 2000, the National Fish and Wi

and the Natural Resources Conservation Se

a new partnership to support agriCUltural con

lands. In the first two years of the partnership, 123 on-the-ground conservation projects were funded in 28 states invol~

organizations, conservation districts, and Resource, Conservation and Development Councils (RC&D). In the first two ~

http://www.nfwf.org/partners_federal.cfin 11/2/2005
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Foundation leveraged $6 million of NRCS funds into more than $23 million for conservation projects. The program pror

projects that maximize the benefits of the Conservation Title of the Farm Bill by enhancing water quality, wildlife habital

management on a watershed scale. In fiscal year 2002, the Foundation received additional funds from NRCS to contin

program.

We make conservation your best business decision - Partnerships that work - Solutions that fast

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation National Office

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 900, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-857-0166 Fax: 202-857-0162 Email: Contact Us

Copyright 2005

http://www.nfwf.org/partners_federa1.cfm 1112120()5
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Due to our recent service outage, the October 31, 2005, full proposal deadline has been extended to Friday, No

We apologize for the inconvenience.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation offers two types of grant programs.

General Matching Grant Program

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation funds projects to conserve and restore fish, wildlife, and native plants throu£

programs. The Foundation awards matching grants to projects that address priority actions promoting fish and wildlife (

habitats on which they depend, work proactively to involve other conservation and community interests, leverage Foun

funding, and evaluate project outcomes. Federal, state, and local governments, educational institutions, and nonprofit (

welcomed to apply for a general matching grant throughout the year, using the General Matching Grant Guidelines.

Special Grant Programs
In addition to the general matching grant and small grant programs. the Foundation administers a number of special gr

specific guidelines and time-lines. If your project does not meet the criteria of any program described below, please COl

under the general matching grant program. Also, please note, if your project is not funded under the grant program for

submitted, Foundation staff may move your project to the general matching grant program or a different special grant p

potential of being funded under it. Program deadlines are listed for the most recent grant cycle and are updated when 1

proposals is released.

We make conservation your best business decision - Partnerships that work - Solutions that last

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation National Office

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 900, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-857-0166 Fax: 202-857-0162 Email: Contact Us

Copyright 2005

http://www.nfwforg/programs.cfm 11/2/2005
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General Matching Grants Program

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation operates a conservation grants program that awards matching grants, on a I

eligible grant recipients, including federal, tribal, state, and local governments, educational institutions, and non-profit c

organizations. Project proposals are received on a year-round, revolving basis with two decision cycles per year. Gram

from $10,000-$150,000, based upon need.

What Is The Foundation?

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is a private, non-profit, 501 (c)(3) tax-exempt organization established by Co

Foundation fosters cooperative partnerships to conserve fish, wildlife, plants, and the habitats on which they depend. T

works with its grantees and conservation partners to stimulate private, state, and local funding for conservation througt

What Does the Foundation Fund?
Matching grants are awarded to projects that:

• Address priority actions promoting fish and wildlife conservation. and the habitats on which they depend;

• Work proactively to involve other conservation and community interests;

• Leverage available funding; and

• Evaluate project outcomes.

What Doesn't the Foundation Fund?

• Political advocacy or litigation of any kind;

• Shortfalls in government agency budgets;

• General administrative overhead or indirect costs;

• Multi-year grants (recipients may reapply);

• Basic research (inclUding graduate research).

Where Does the Foundation Fund Projects?
The Foundation funds projects throughout the United States and its territories. Projects in Canada, Mexico, and other il

that host migratory wildlife and other U.S. trust resources (marine mammals, threatened and endangered species, ana·

fish) are also considered.

Where Do Funds Come From?
The Foundation awards matching grants utilizing federal funds provided by annual Congressional appropriations and a

federal agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Agency for International Development, Bureau of Land M

of Reclamation, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and USDA-Forest Service. The Foundation also reI

contributions from select foundations, corporations, and other non-federal entities.

What Are Matching Grants?
The Foundation is mandated by Congress to ensure that each federal dollar awarded is leveraged with a non-federal d

goods and services. The Foundation refers to these funds as "matching funds." As a policy, the Foundation seeks to al

return on its project portfolio -- $2 raised in matching funds to every federal dollar awarded. To be eligible, matching fur

.• Non-federal in origin (federally appropriated or managed funds are ineligible; e.g., Pittman-Robertson, Dingell

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act);

• Raised and dedicated specifically for the project;
• Voluntary in nature (mitigation, restitution, or other permit or court-ordered settlements are ineligible); and

• Applied only to the Foundation grant and not to any other federal matching programs.

How Do I Apply for a General Matching Grant?

http://www.nfwf.org/guidelines.cfm 11/2/2005



National Fish and Wildlife Foundation - General Matching Grants Program Page 20f2 <

Submit a pre-proposal via !!:lis website. Upon receipt and evaluation of the pre-proposal, the Foundation will invite succ

submit a full proposal. Access to the Foundation's general matching grant application form will be provided to successf

time.

Project pre-proposals are accepted throughout the year and slated for review and action within the following cycles:

Project Pre-Proposal
Received By:*
September 15, 2005

Project Full Proposal
Due:*
October 31,2005

Board of Director!
Decision:
April 30, 2006

'If a deadline falls during a weekend or holiday, then the proposal is due on the next business day. Proposals received

may be postponed to the next decision cycle at the Foundation's discretion. The Foundation's Board of Directors may E

postpone, or decline funding for any proposal.

What Makes a Good Pre-Proposal?
A successful pre-proposal is brief, to-the-point, and descriptive. Ensure that the pre-proposal addresses:

• Conservation need and benefit of proposed action(s);

• Opportunities for substantive multi-sector involvement and coordination;

• Staff qualifications and organization's track record;

• Integration of program monitoring and evaluation; and

• Ability to use Foundation grant to leverage additional non-federal resources.

Additional Questions
If, after careful review of these guidelines, you have additional questions, please contact the appropriate regional office

We make conservation your best business decision - Partnerships that work - Solutions that last

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation National Office

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 900, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-857-0166 Fax: 202-857-0162 Email: Contact Us

Copyright 2005

http://www.nfwf.orglguidelines.cfin 11/2/2005
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Frequently Asked Questions about National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Grants

Apply for a Grant

Grantee Information

What Is the average size of a Foundation grant?

While each grant program has a different amount of funding available, grants typically fall in the $25,000 to $75,000 ral
small grants and some over $150,000.

Funded Projects Do proposals need to be postmarked or received by the due date?

Unless otherwise stated, proposals are due at the Foundation by close-of-business on the due date. If the due date fall

or holiday, then proposals are due on the next business day.

What Is the status of my proposal?

The Foundation's Board of Directors reviews proposals on numerous occasions throughout the year, and Foundation s

once the Board has decided on your proposal. Each grant program has different notification dates; please note the dab

request for proposals for your particular program. In addition to Foundation review, all proposals are required to undel'!;

Congress, and some grant programs require review by program steering committees comprised of federal and private

time between application submission and notification varies.

I missed the due date for submitting a proposal; what should I do now?

Any number of funding opportunities exist at the Foundation throughout the year. Please contact the project officer for f

which you are interested. He or she may be able to consider your proposal for remaining funds available under that prc

to another appropriate program, such as the Foundation's general challenge grant program.

Is this eligible as Matching Funds?

Matching Funds must be non-federal in origin; raised and dedicated specifically for the project; and voluntary in nature.

discuss potential sources of Matching Funds with your project officer prior to submitting a proposal to determine el igibil

to have your Matching Funds secured prior to receiving a Foundation grant, but you should have some ideas of possib

Why Is my ratio of Matching to NFWF Federal Funds so high?

The ratio is based on information that you provide during the application process; while a higher ratio may make your p

competitive, you should be realistic in how much Matching Funds you need to complete the project and will be able to I

minimum ratio is 1:1, the Foundation strives to achieve a 2:1. In Fiscal Year 2000, the average ratio was 2.22: 1.

We make conservation your best business decision - Partnerships that work - Solutions that last

Where can I get Matching Funds?

The Foundation Center collects and disseminates information on other foundations, corporate giving, and related subje

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation National Office

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 900, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-857-0166 Fax: 202-857-0162 Email: Contact Us

11/2/2005

When do I get my money?

After the Board of Directors approves a project, the Foundation will contact you for any additional information needed t,

agreement. Upon execution of the grant agreement, you may submit an invoice for grant funds. The Foundation genen

on a reimbursement basis to the extent of Challenge Funds documented, based. on the grant ratio. Please see Info for

information on invoicing for funds.

What are OMS Circulars and their relevance to my grant?

The federal Office of Management and Budget develops government-wide policy to assure that grants are managed pr

federal dollars are spent in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. These laws and regulations apply tothost

receive federal funds, including the Foundation. If you are awarded NFWF Federal Funds, your financial officer should

requirements of circulars in order to detemnine if your organization is capable of meeting them.

http://www.nfwf.org/faq.cfm
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Letterfrom the

CHArRMAN AND EXECUTIVEDI:RECTOR'

The theme for our 2004 annual report is "20/20Vision" - a celebration of our long service in conservation, as well as

our view ofthe conservation world today and tomorrow. More than 20 years have passed since the U.S. Congress created the

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. Wecominue to work diligently to apply knowledge gained and lessons learned as we

wisely investinconservation that will affect the future of fish, wildlife and the habitatonwhich they depend. These natur<l1

ource treasures are a legacy that willberiefit currenfand future generations.

On the cover and inside of this annual report are a jaguar and a black-tailed prairie dog. They represent the Foundation's

on~goingjourney to conserve wildlife and their habitats, and how the projects to protect them are all part of the bigger

&nservationpictute.

Thefirs~pic)jectsupportedbythe Foundation was to detennine the status ()fendangeredjaguars in South America,

entral~t~ica' Mexico and thesouthwestern United States (see page 10 for more information). Today, wecominue to

,~oreaboutj~~.ars and their habitat needs as we work toward the ultirirate goal-t!ierelTIoval of the big catfrom the

·s~ecifslist. .... . ..' .. .. .. .. •..... .• . . . .. .. ....
'. .••..... .. 20ye~is later,. we·celebrate the black-tailed prairie dog as a real success story(~eep<lge 9Jor more information) .

Lastyear,ilie U.S. Fish andWddlife Service removed the black~tailed prairiedog as a candidate for listing under the

,EndangeredSpeciesAct. We're proud to report that the· Foundation has supported·more than· a dozen projects that have help~

, in its comeback. From jaguars to black-tailed prairie dogs, the Foundation remains the nation's champion offish, wildlife and

habitat·conservation.

In. 2004, the Foundation supported more than 700 conservation projects valued at $72;7 million. With these projects,

the Foundation c6ntiliued to serve as a unique model for conservation programs, bringing togtther local, state and federal

partners. ElIch partner comrihutedto the process of leveraging our dollars three times. Following ate some totals for 2004 an

•·Ct!ie pa.st20years:

PROJECT ELEMENTS FISCAL YEARlilll4. FI$CAI.VEARSI984-2illJ4/

.1:{!~IItIlll.~.W}'igJ_jlt_l~ia_!l'~.1BI

Acres managed,resttitedor acquired by federal and nonfederal· partners
" .',', ':', .,'," '."" :

.I~~dclit;<Jn.·••to •.th~esuccesses' .• w.e.·~ontinue .•.t()·.strengtheri ••long-tiJl1e.partne~$hipswith. corp()fate,·.·Federal'·'state and local

~genciesandiEterfation~,nation~, regional..and ·localnonprofifparnrers.. We.forJl1ed new ties, with corporations,·including

BP1\merica,MBN~.alid Nestle Purina. The Foundatior/saccomplishmems have. been made possible by visionary corporate,

foundadonandFeder~partners, acomJl1itted board, the Foundation's regional councils and committed staff.

Partnerships,)everaging, creativity and accountability are keys to our decades-old organization and will have longclasting ,

impacts on thefisl1,wildlife and habitats which we work to conserve. As the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation moves

' .• into the next 20 years ofcoriservation, we pledge to protect the vital fish, wildlife and hahitats thatwill ensure sustainable

wilcl1ife, pppula#Clll.s for generations to come.. With your continued confidence and support, we willact to address the nation's

l1:I0stpressil1gconserv:1t1bri)ssues6tourday .--'-and we thank you.

No 2 / NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION



Fishing on Island Lake in Montana.
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School kids engage in hands-on, field-based learning experiences at a prairie
wetlands ecosystem.

lands Conservation Act. The Foundation

followed with a succession of important pro

grams and initiatives, including the Bring Back

the Natives initiative, Neotropical Migratory

Bird Conservation Program and recovery of the

black-tailed prairie dog (which the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service removed as a candidate

species from the Endangered Species List in

August 2004). The Foundation also participated

in the North American Waterfowl Manage-

20 YEARS OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In the 1980s and early 1990s, the

Foundation blazed the trail when it came to

between a variety of partners, the Foundation

does not support lobbying, political advocacy

or litigation.

funding innovative conservation projects. It

served as an important model for conservation,

bringing together local, state and federal

partners, with each

partner contributing

to the process of di

recting national re

sources into local

tangible results.

Within its first

five years, the Foun

dation played a cru

cial role in launching

the North American

Waterfowl Manage

ment Plan, and Con

gress created the

North American Wet-

I "20/20 vision"

'r y, refers to a person's

clear vision. However, in the case of the

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

(Foundation), it refers to the organization's

ability to evaluate the past 20 years of its

conservation work in order to see clearly into

its future. Ultimately, insightful evaluation

and planning will help better guide the

Foundation's future funding decisions.

HOW IT ALL BEGAN

Twenty years ago - in 1984 - Congress

created the Foundation as a nonprofit,

501(c)(3) tax-exempt organization dedicated

to the conservation of fish, wildlife and

plants, and the habitat on which they depend.

The Foundation's vision is for healthy, richer

and more abundant populations of fish,

wildlife and plants for future generations. The

Foundation decided to achieve this vision by

creating partnerships between the public and

private sectors and by strategically investing in

conservation and sustainable use of natural

resources. Additionally, to foster cooperation



ment Plan. These successes are each featured

on the following pages.

The Foundation also kick-started a number

of key programs with corporations, including

the ExxonMobil Save the Tiger Fund, Shell

Marine Habitat Program and the Anheuser

Busch Budweiser Conservation Scholarship

Program.

Since 1999, the Foundation has stepped

up its outreach to forge publiciprivate part

nerships' defined by action, strengthened by

collaboration and focused on effectiveness.

In 2004 alone, the Foundation joined in

partnership with a number of corporations

that understand what's good for fish and

wildlife is good for business.

REACHING A MILESTONE

In 2004, the Foundation reached a

milestone by celebrating its 20th year of

conservation service, and it remains a leader

in conservation through strong parmerships,

leveraging and practical solutions.

In addition, effective impacts on fish and

wildlife populations may clearly be seen

u.s. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, NCTC/GEORGE GENTRY

through projects such as the re-establishment

of a wild and free population of California

condors in centtal and southern California,

Arizona and Baja, Mexico. Over the past two

decades, the Foundation has created on-the

ground conservation opportunities for more

than $918 million in funds (that's more than

$305 million in federal funds and nearly

$614 million in private matching funds)

for work on 7,273 conservation projects

nationally and internationally.

Last year, the Foundation added several

projects to its evaluation process to help

quantify the conservation impacts of its grant

making. The Foundation's evaluation tool kit

will measure dollars invested in terms

of conservation and guide new conservation

investments. The knowledge gained from the

evaluation system will be made public and

serve as a resource for the public, private and

nonprofit conservation community.

IMPACTING THE FUTURE OF CONSERVATION

An exciting result that will come from the

Foundation's evaluation efforts is the creation

Left: Nocolulu
Falls in Alabama.
Inset: Fifth graders
meet local wildlife.

of a web-based "conservation library" - a

resource that will transform the future of

conservation work. This pioneering idea

encourages grantees to share knowledge

with other conservationists through a

self-evaluation process. The vision is that

individuals and organizations will learn from

others' successes in order to build upon the

potential for even more innovative work,

while avoiding errors discovered by working

on the front lines of conservation.

Following are the Foundation's goals:

,... Engage the broadest possible base of

parmers for collaborative conservation;

,... Increase resources for conservation;

,... Support innovative sustainable

conservation solutions;

".., Respect private property rights, and

enhance personal and community livelihoods;

,... Recover and sustain viable and

healthy ecosystems;

r.., Maintain scientific rigor and integrity;

r.,. Maximize efficiency, customer service

and financial accountability.

2004 ANNUAL REPORT / N° 5



A mallard drake
takes off.
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NORTH AMERICAN

WATERFOWL MANAGEMENT PLAN

AND THE NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION ACT

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The Foundation's impact on conservation

has reached beyond funding individual proj

ects. For example, in the mid-1980s-

a time when waterfowl populations

had vastly diminished - more

rhan 18 million people spent

$2 billion to view and

photograph waterfowl and

more than three million

people spent nearly

$1 billion annually to

hunt waterfowl in

North America.

In 1986, in

response to

declining

waterfowl

popula-

tions and significant economic interest, the

Foundation stepped forward as a leader to

help launch the North American Waterfowl

Management Plan. The management plan

serves as an international agreement that

guides the United States and Canadian gov

ernments in developing long-term protection

for wetlands and associated upland habitat

vital to waterfowl and other North American

migratory birds. In 1994, Mexico joined the

innovative partnership.

JOINT VENTURES

Strong joint ventures, which develop

tactics focusing on areas of concern identified

in the management plan, set the stage for suc

cess. These partnerships involve federal, state,

provincial, tribal and local governments, as

well as businesses, conservation organizations

and individuals. Although partners may think

globally, they act locally, as implementation

of the plan is completed on a regional basis.

There are approximately a dozen such habitat

joint ventures in the United States and three

in Canada. One of the habitat joint ventures

crosses the United

States and Canadian

border, while the two

countries also support

joint ventures that

help to protect

three species.

In 1989, the management plan spawned

the North American Wetlands Conservation

Act (NAWCA), which provides matching

grants to organizations and individuals

who have developed wetlands conservation

partnerships in North America. In fiscal

year 2004, the U.S. Congress appropriated

$37.5 million for NAWCA grant funds.

Some of the first of these projects supported

by the Foundation include the acquisition

and restoration of wetlands and production

of the educational audio-visual materials

and programs.

FUNDING PROJECTS

A council, established by NAWCA to

review and recommend project proposals to

the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission,

includes nine members. The leadership also

includes the executive director of the National

Fish and Wildlife Foundation and the director

of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, each

holding permanent seats on the council,

which meets three times a year.

The total impact ofNAWCA since its

inception has been tremendous:

,.... Approximately 22.1 million acres of

wetlands and associated uplands conserved

and/or restored;

'.... More than $605 million invested in effec

tive conservation through its grant program;

,.... Total partner contributions of more than

$1.7 billion.

Source: u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service
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to prevent

the migra

tion of inva-

sive species into

the pure popula

tion of cutthroat

trout in Colorado;

r4>- Restoration of

Arctic grayling

spawning, rearing

and wintering ha

bitat in Montana's

Steel Creek.

Today, the Foun

dation continues

to evaluate poten

tial efforts to bring

back the natives.

Examples of conservation projects in 2004

included:

'," Development of a grassroots program that

works with the Oregon Department of Fish.

and Wildlife to establish a volunteer-based

monitoring program;

r ... Initiation of coaster brook trout restora

tion projects on nine streams in the Lake

Superior Basin and conducting lake-wide

assessment and communication activities,

~ Development of

a management plan

for spawning and

rearing techniques

of duskytail and

longnose darters for

a captive breeding

program in

Arkansas;

'" Construction of

a barrier needed

and watershed habitats. Projects focus on the

habitat needs of species such as fish, inverte

brates and amphibians that originally inhabited

the waterways across the country. Special

emphasis is placed on cutthroat trout restora

tion, particularly projects that work to protect

or re-establish migration corridors between

breeding populations such as Lahontan cut

throat trout and Yellowstone cutthroat trout.

Other eligible species include bull 'trout, red

band trout, Apache trout, steelhead trout,

desert pupfish, Pacific tree frog and several

species of salamanders and salmon that affect

the health of aquatic communities.

The Foundation also gives preference to

projects that work to keep sensitive or declin

ing species off the Endangered Species List Ot

address listed species that have a chance for

recovery and de-listing within five to 10 years.

FISH TALES

Within five years of the program's launch,

the initiative funded a number of projects

nationwide, including:

BRING BACK THE NATIVES

ATTENDING TO NATIVE AQUATIC SPECIES

In 1991, the Foundation began working

in cooperation with a number of conservation

organizations to "bring back the natives."

As part of this aptly titled initiative, the

Foundation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Depart

ment ofAgriculture's Forest Service, Bureau

of Reclamation and Trout Unlimited have

distributed nearly $32.9 million in grants

to nonprofit organizations, universities,

American Indian tribes and local, state and

federal agencies interested in restoring native

populations of sensitive or listed aquatic

species. The initiative has supported 245

projects and benefited more than 120 species,

29 of which are federally listed as threatened

or endangered.

Newly hatched salmon alevins.

ON·THE·GROUND EFFORTS

The initiative funds on-the-ground actions

that involve partnerships between communi

ties, agencies, private landowners and organi

zations which seek to rehabilitate streamside

o
~
o
§
o
z
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NEOTROPICAL

MIGRATORY BIRD

CONSERVATION PROGRAM
LEFT: CENTRO OE ESTUDlOS Y ACCl6N SOCIAL PANAME~O/CHARlOTTE ELTON RIGHT: U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, NCTC/DAVE MENKE

FOUNDATION

Western tanager at Deschutes National Forest in Oregon.

........ Environmental education and manage

ment work with communities and municipal

ities have promoted restoration and conserva

tion of critical migratory bird habitat;

........ A grantee has provided training for

ornithologists in Nicaragua to conduct moni

toring activities to improve bird conservation

and management in local protected areas;

,.... Following a recommendation from a

nongovernmental organization, Guatemalan

government agencies revised a reforestation

program to include a modified ratio of native

tree species that improved forest habitat

for birds.

The U.S. Agency for International

Development has funded the Neotropical

Migratory Bird Conservation Program

through two cooperative agreements. Funding

under the first agreement totaled more than

$2.4 million over a five-year period. Funding

for $4 million under the final agreement

began in 1997 and completes in 2005.

Caribbean, particularly as related to local

biodiversity concerns for migratory birds.

As flyways are connected, so are some of

the Foundation's programs. The Partners in

Flight program is an international partnership

of government agencies, nonprofits, univetsities

and industry groups committed to the conser

vation of birds that migrate between North

America, the Caribbean and Latin America.

The goal of Partners in Flight is to ensure

long-term conservation of migratory birds

throughout their range. The Neotropical

Migratory Bird Conservation Program sup

ports this objective by providing assistance to

Latin American and Caribbean organizations

to implement conservation ·priorities

benefiting neotropical migratory birds,

while also addressing local human needs.

for children and small

enterprise development,

such as ecotourism, to

promote local conserva

tion initiatives.

Following are exam

ples of program results:

PROJECTS TAKE FLIGHT

Projects have supported migratory

bird conservation in Latin America and

the Caribbean through

population monitoring,

habitat protection, pro

fessional training, en

vironmental education

PARTNERS PREPARE FOR TAKE-OFF

Birds know no boundaries. The

Foundation has recognized this fact by

managing and supporting international

programs and projects that have facili

tated the conservation of migratory

bird populations. Since 1997,

the Neotropical Migratory

Bird·Conservation Program

has helped conservation

nonprofits to develop

and expand their

capacity to con

duct successful

conservation

in Latin

America

and the



Far left: Neotropical forest in Panama.
Left: Indigo bunting at Desoto National Wildlife Refuge in Iowa.

BLACK-TAILED PRAIRIE DOG

Black-tailed prairie dogs.

,... U.S. Geological Survey

(USGS), Biological Resources

Division - The USGS evaluated

vaccination as a potential management

tool to prevent plague infections in black

tailed prairie dogs, black-footed ferrets and

associated species.

r~ University ofW'yoming and the

"Wyoming Game and Fish Department 

Funding of an interstate coordinator position

helped ensure effective communication

among eleven participating tribes and state

and federal agencies.

.... Childress Independent School

District - This project brought

together community partners to

purchase, restore and enhance an

SO-acre parcel of land to reintro

duce a black-tailed prairie dog

ecosystem, while creating an edu

cational project open to the public.

,... High Plains Resource Con

servation and Development

Council - This grantee worked

with small-scale agricultural pro

ducers in western Oklahoma to

restore short- and mixed-grass

prairie ecosystems on private lands,

and also performed research in

black-tailed prairie dog habitat in

eastern New MeXico.

.... Native American Fish and WLldlife

Society - Funding of an interrribal prairie

dog coordinator position supported eight

American Indian tribes in three states to

develop black-tailed prairie dog management

plans.

,... The Nature Conservancy - The

Conservancy conducted surveys on the

60,000-acre Matador Ranch in north-central

Montana to determine the suitability for the

reintroduction of black-tailed prairie dogs.

,... Northern Cheyenne Tribe - Short

grass prairie conservation efforts on the

Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation in

southeast Montana included on-the-gtound

restoration, reduction in grazing fees and

monetaty incentives.

THE COMEBACK KID

With support from the Foundation, a

number of conservation projects have helped

to conserve the black-tailed prairie dog, which

was removed as a candidate for listing under

the Endangered Species Act in August 2004.

Based on recent estimates of the animal's

habitat and new information on the impact of

disease, chemical control and other factors,

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has

determined that the black-tailed prairie dog

is now not likely to become an endangered

species within the foreseeable future.

THE PATHWAY TO SUCCESS

Since 1990, the Foundation has supported

projects with more than $1 million in federal

funds and more than $2.4 million in nonfed

era! and matching funds.

The lessons learned from these projects

helps conserve sage steppe and sage brush

habitat, as well as critical habitat for sage

grouse. The black-tailed prairie dog is a key

stone species in western states, which means

that the health of short- and mixed-grass

prairie ecosystems and the wildlife found

there - particularly the federally endangered

black-footed ferret, mountain plovers and

burrowing owls - are dependent on healthy

populations of this small mammal.

The following are successfully-funded

projects since 2000 that have helped to

conserve this species:

2004 ANNUAL REPORT I N° 9
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Following is a glance at

conservation milestones

in the Foundation's

history (noted by
rust-colored dates),

as well as significant

environmental actions.

1984

Congress creates

National Fish and

Wildlife Foundation

1987 1989 1990 1992

International treaty North American Earth Day 2 launches Power of Flight

bans all ocean dumping Wetlands Conservation renewed interest in program takes off

of wastes Act enacted annual celebration
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2004 AWARD PRESENTATIONS

FoulldationEltecutive
Director John Berry,
left, presents a
Trackmaker award to
Rep. John Dingell.

in the conservation ofAmerica's natural .

resources for future generations. Eastwood

currently sit's on the California St'ateBoard

of Parks and Recreation and has served as a

spokesperson for the Take Pride in America

volunteer stewardship initiative.

Frllm left, Foundation Executive Directllr John Berry, board members"
Helen Alexander and Michael Mead"ows, far right, jllined more than 200
conservation leaders to honor Texas Legends Tim'and Karen Hixon. '.

, In the fall, the Foundation capped off

the year by presenting a second Chairman's

Award for 2004 at the ESPN/Foundation

Celebrating the Great Outdoors fundraislng

event in New York City. This award went to

Clint Eastwood for his outstanding leadership

A large crlIwd turned lIut fllr the
ESPN/Foundation Celebrating the
Great Outdll(lrs fundraising
dinner ill. New YlIrk(:ity.

On behalf ofPresident Ronald Reagan, Congressman Wayne Gilchrest of
Maryland,left,accepts the, Foundation's Chairman's Award from Chairman
ofthe Board Max C; Chapman and U.S" Secr,et~rYllf IIrte,rillr Ga,le~ortlln.
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The National FishartdWildlife Foundation

recognized outstandingc()~servationists,with

a"'jrds.ill 2004..•~tth~ ••.,spriB& ••boardTeeting,
clIe Foundation honored President Ronald

Reigarlwith ~eFoundatibn'shighesthonor~

theChairman's1w~rdforactionstaken

during his adIl).inistration:President ~eagan's

legaCY includes signing into law more

wilderness protection measures than any

other president - designating one-third of

the nation's wilderness system.

At this event, which celebrated the Foun

dation's 20th anniversary, the Foundation

also awarded four Trackmaker awards. The

Trackmaker Award is given to an individual

or an organization whose contribution to the

Foundation has made an indelible imprint

on conserving the world's wildlife and wild

places. Those honored in 2004 included

the Honorable Howard Baker, John Breaux,

John Dingell and Don Young - all original

co-sponsors of the Congressional Act which

created the Foundation.

In May, Foundation staff and board mem

bers joined more than 200 people at a dinner in

San Antonio, Texas, to honor Tim and Karen

Hixon with the Texas Legends Award. The

Hixons' conservation accomplishments have

included involvement in numerous conserva

tiQn groups which have receivedmore.rhan

400 grants from the Foundation over the years.

i
1995

Save the Tiger Fund

roars into action

i
1998

Shell Marine Habitat

Program begins

i i i i
1999 20lHI 2003 1004
"Help Budweiser Help National Whale Longleaf Legacy Foundation celebrates

the Outdoors" kicks off Conservation Fund and Program falls into place 20th anniversary

Coral Reef Conservation

Fund launch
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Oceanic and Atmosph~ricAdministrarion

(NOAA) and the Foundation have jointly

supported projects in marine conservation

through public-private partnerships. By late

2004, more than $28 million in NOAA funds

had leveraged more than $92 million for

marine conservation projects.

SUCCESSES IN 2004:

"... Coastal habitat - NOAA and the

Foundation supported 57 projects to restore

and protect coastal and marine habitats

throughout the United States, including new

ecosystem-driven initiatives in

coastline.

"410. Marine protected

species - The Founda

tion supported a variety

of marine species proj

ects, with more than

$1.5 million in NOAA

funds for 35 projects

covering species conser

vation ranging from

large whales to small

shellftsh abalone. The









user~B~sch~tak.eS great, " 'di'

·~~tto,~iid1ifec~n~erVation.i,.

......• SUtCES~~S IN 2004: > ,.'
...•....'habitat tl1ecOlupany.is ac6iparate leader... . ~"Th~ cOln~ariY agreed to renew Its parmer- ... ,'

..... in providitig: di:ltical~onserVariori reso~ces to' ship WIth theFou~dation' fo~ a:riaddirional

th~ nariori. Matched orily by itsc~m~itrnent" . thr~eyears. Budwds~r, die "King of Beers,"

to brewing excellence, Anheuser-Busch's dedi- will continue to support the Foundation's

carion to preserving and conserving natural conservation initiatives and, in conjunction

resources has long been recognized, having with the Foundation, will allocate $65,000 per

received more than 200 enVironmental. awards year to the BudweIser Conser\' ionist of the





















UNITED STATES GOLF ASSOCIATION

""" Since launching the Wildlife Links pro

gram in 1996 to fund research and manage

ment projects to benefit wildlife on golf

courses, the United States GolfAssociation

hasconrributed more than $,1 million to fund .

ghts i

thec6untry. To.clate,23 projectsl1ave been

funded, committing more than $1 million

in combined Wild Birds Unlimited and

Foundation partnership funds. In recognition

of the centennial· of the National Wildlife

Refuge System (which happened in 2003),

all new funds benefit projects on refuges. In

2004 included publicarion of the book

"Managing Wetlands on Golf Courses" which

provides golf course architects andsuperin

tehdents with the best information on how to



FY 2004 SOURCES OF FEDERAL SUPPORT*

$11.5 million

$33.9 million

$4.5 million

$2.6 million

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
" National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
~ Natural Resources Conservation Service

• Bureau of Land Management
\II U.S.D.A. Forest Service

• Federal Cooperative Agreements
These federal agencies are Animal Plant Healrh Inspection Service,

Bonneville Power Administration, Bureau of Reclamation, Department of

Defense, Department of Energy, Department ofInterior, Department of
State, Department of the Treasury U.S. Mint, National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration, Natural Resources Conservation Service,
Office of Surface Mining, Tennessee Valley Authority, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service and U.S.DA Forest Service.

'Direct appropriation and cooperative agreements
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FY 2004 OBLIGATED FUNDS

BY CONSERVATION THEME

• Working ecosystems and healthy habitats

Ii Conservation of critical species

• Education and stewardship

• Evaluation and innovation

The Foundation has awarded 7,273 grants that have impacted communities since its inception in 1984.

-~~~

INTERNATIONAL CONSERVATION PROJECTS

NUMBER OF PROJECTS
FUNDED IN EACH STATE

1-75 projects

(fW 76-150 projects

• 151-225 projects

I,l[ll 226-300 projects

• 301 + projects

49 Countries

741 Grants
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Hilliard Family Fund*
,Holt Foundation'

Holy Spirit School, 6th Grade Class

Houston Endowment, Inc.'

Roy A. Hunt Foundation*

Kate Ireland Foundation'

Jackson Hole One Fly Foundation'
Pansy Yturria Kimbro Foundation

Caesar Kleberg
Wildlife Research Instirute'

Kuehner Brothers Foundation, Inc.'

Edmund Wattis Littlefield Foundation'

LSRFund'

Mary Kay, Inc,'

Amy Shelton McNutt Charitable Trusr*

Meadows Foundation, Inc!

Merrill Lynch'

Moore Capital Managemenr*
Johnny Morris Foundation*
Charles Stuart Mott Foundation'

Mt. Jefferson Farms'
Curtis and Edith Munson'Foundatio~*

National Audubon Society'

National Wild Turkey Federation*

The Nature Conservancy*

John and Florence Newman Foundation*

The Ohrstrom Foundation'

Oxman Family Trust

Pacific Life Foundation'

The William Penn Fow,dation'

The Perkins Charitable Foundation'

Leigh H. Perkins Charitable Lead Trust'

Pinellas County Board
of County Commissioners*

Princeton University Press

Rahr Foundation'
V. Kann Rasmussen Foundation'
Reed Family Foundation*
Ge';rge Rich Family Foundation*

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation'
,Russell Reynolds ,Assoc., Inc!

Elmina B. Sewall Foundation*
George B. Storer Foundation, Inc.'
The Lila G. and Vesey F. Taylor Fund

of the San Antonio Area Foundation*

Elizabeth Fountain Tesone Trust'

Texas Coalition for Conservation

Texas Parks and Wildlife Foundation'

Texas R.LC.E.

Theodore Roosevelt Conservation
Partnership, Inc!

Ttiarc Companies, Inc.'

Trinity University'
Trout Unlimited'
Tudor Investments'

Turner Foundation, Inc!

Jane Smith Turner Foundation'
Unitarian Universalist Congregation

of the Outer Banks ' '

Wilton Management C0111pany*

INDIVIDUALCONTRIBUTORS

Anonymous'

Mr. and Mrs. A. Marshall Acuff, Jr!

Lois and Leonard Alderman
Helen Campbell Alexander'

John D. Alexander, Jr!
Bruce Anderson'
Keith Anderson'

Eva Andersson-Dubin
and Glenn Dubin*

Sue Anschutz-Rodgers'
'w. Grahatp Arader, III*

Mr. and Mrs: Roberr R Archer'

Laurance Armour, m'
Anne and Tobin Armstrong*

Katharine Armstrong
Edwin Artzt'

Barbara Arum

Elisabeth Atwell

Mr. and Mrs. Edward H. Austin, Jr.'
Jane and John Avila*
Louis Moore Bacon'
Chantal and Tommy Bagwell'
Mr. and Mrs. Lowell Baier'

Thomas Baker*

Doug Ballsley'

Paul Balser'
Burton Barnes, Sr.*

Bruce Barretr

Richard Bartlett'

Edward P. Bass'

Mr. and Mrs. Lee Bass'
Perry and Nancy Lee 'Bass'

Mr. and Mrs. Eugene A. Bay, Jr.*

Mark Bean'
Lois Beauchain

Daniel Becl<:er

Joan Beggs
Leslie and Richard Bennett'

Chris Bemau

John Berry*
Wendy and Robert Bickford'

Jerry Bidwell'
Albert M. Biederharn, III
Frances H. Billups

The Honorable Teel Bivins'

James 1. Black, III'

Robin and James Blake

William Bollinger'

Bruce Bolton
Thomas K. Boyd

Ralph Braden*

Cheryl Breasseale
Bradford R Breuer

T. Ray Bridges'
The Honorable Dolph Briscoe'

Michael Brooks
Hobson Brown, Jr.'
'Mr. and Mrs. James D. Brown

Mark Brown*

Norman Brown*

Charles Buckley

Mary Burke
Mr. and' Mrs., Lucien D. Burnett, III

Mr. and Mrs. William Bush'

Edward Cabaniss
Ann and Shawn Cadwallader
Helen Marie Casey
MichaelCasrine*

Edward Cerullo*

Sona Chambers

Steve Chancellor*

MaX C. Chapman, Jr!
Richard Chilton'

Stephen Clark
Mr. and Mrs. Munroe Cobey*

Richard T. Coiner, III'
Mr. and Mrs. William Coiner'
Mr. and Mrs. Payson Coleman

Stephen Colen'
James Lightfoot Coley
Marvis Collett
Mr, and Mrs. Charles Collins'

Karen Cooper
Mr. and Mrs. Edwin Cox,]r!

Derrick Crandall

June Rae Crosby
Michael Daffey*

Mr. 'and Mrs. Raymond Dalio*

Mark F. Dalton'

Peter J. Dart'

Jeffrey Davis
Marieand]ohn Davito

June DeWeese

John Delano
Mr. and Mrs. Eley P. Denson
Karol and Jacobus Devries
Mr. and Mrs. Tucker Dorn'
Kathleen and Terry Doyle

Sean Doyle'
Stanley Druckenmiller'
Gwenyth Dunbar

Mr.~ndMrs. J. Kirkwood Dupps'
Patrick Durkin'
Madeleine Dwyer

Gale and Jeffrey Ebers'

Lynda Eckard
and Dr. Robert Lee Ingram

Nicole Edmison

Bruce Ellison

Mary Emmons
Craig Fairbrorher

Denise Fisher

Mark Fisher'

Carolyn Fishman
David Ford*
Juanicaand Ed Forgie

Gretchen Fortner

Tillie Fox

Douglas Fraser

John Frazer'
FrishieFamily

Dorothy and Clayton Frye'
Mario Gabelli'

Helen and James Gabriele

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph L. Gaffey
Scott Gallopo*
Darrell Gammon

Jennie and Peek Garlington'

Stan Geffen'
Rachel Gentekos

BarbaraB. Gentry
Peter Gerhard'

Perer Getz'

Barbara Gibbs
Constance and Brien Gidlow

S. Taylor Glover*

Neil Goldmacher'
Mr. and Mrs. Victor 1. Gonzalez*
Edward Goodman*
Peter Grauer'
Sherman Gray*

John Griffin~

Parricia and Alex Grodski

Brian Grossman

Helen K; Groves'
Mr: and Mrs: Jack Guenther'

Jeffrey Gural'

Holly Gurty

Barbara and Robert Hagelin

Anne and K.w. I-Iale

George Hall'
Mr. and Mrs. Frederic C. Hamilton, Jr!

Francis Hanna

Carolyn Hart
Tracy Harr*
Kathryn Hearst'
Martha and Harold Heim
Betty and Leo Heintzelman
Linda Heintzelman
Margaret and Eileen Heintzelman
Glenn Heitzman Investments

Bill Henderson'
Joan, and Jack 'Hendricks

Dellas Henke

Dorothy Hessler

Bruce H; C. HilI*

Christopher C. HilI*

Sera Hill
George C. Hixon Family*

Renate and Joe Hixon*

Mr. and Mrs. Jefferson Hughes'

Richard Humes, Jr.
Claudia Huntington

and Marshall Miller'
Helen and Stuart Huston'
Clydia and Donald Isaacs

Kerry Izard'
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Edith McAllister

Gen. and Mrs. Robert McDermott'

Mr. and Mrs. Thomas McKitrrick

Mr. and Mrs. Michael L. Meadows'

Parricia Means

Michael Medley'

William M. Medley. Jr.'
Michael Melnick'
Maureen and Daniel Mick
Mr. and Mrs. Fred Middleron'

Roberto Mignone'
Lee Miller'

Jay Peters' .
Janice and Ratph,Peterson
Robert Petito .

Teri Pi,m and Gregory Reich

Sarah and Steve Pitt'
Steven Plump

Suzanne and Peter Pollak'

Alan Prather

Jeff Pribor'
Eric Price*
Patrick Price'

Erma Proffitt

Samuel F. Pryor. III
Peter Rand

Joan Ranta
Albert Rayle'
Ginger and R.J. Redican'
Mr. and Mrs. B. Coleman Renick. Jr.'
Bruce Reppert' Hunting at Horicon National Wildlife Refuge in Wisconsin.
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MEMORIALS & HONORARIA
Gifts were given in memory

ofthe following people:

Todd Brassard

Joh n "Jack" Donovan

Anne Rose Faulk

Richard Guadagno, Rich Guadagno
Memorial Conservation Fund

Homet "Bobby" Heintzelman

Kenneth Koehler

R. Christopher Marinozzi

Brad Norling

Gertrude "Trudy" Oaks

Robert Sutton. Robert Sutton Memorial
Conservarion Fund

G~egWasnak

Janet Walbridge

Gifts were given in honor of

the following people for various

occasions:

Carolyn Fishman

Eric Hill

Dr. Emma Lavoie

Donald Lundy

SCOtt Summer

Helena Wolniakowski

ART EXPLOSION

SPECIAL THANKS
The following representatives and senators signed the legislation

that created the National Fish and Wildlife' Foundation in 1984:

The following individuals have supported the National Fish

and Wildlife Foundation by serving on its Board ofDirectors:

ORIGINAL SIGNERS

House Sponsor:
John Breaux. Louisiana

House Co-sponsors:

Les Aucoin. Oregon
Edward Boland, Massachusetts
Tony Coelho, California
Silvio Conte. Massachusetts
Norman Dicks. Washington
John Dingell. Michigan
ThomasFoley. Washington
Wl!liam Ford, Michigan,
Ed",in Forsythe. lVew]ersey
Jam~s Jones, Oklahoma
Walrer Jones. North Carolina
Clarence Long, Maryland
Manuel Lujan, New Mexico
Dan.iel Mica. Florida
John Murrha, Pennsyl1!ania
Ralph Regula. Ohio
Edward Roybal, California
Patricia Schroeder, Colorado

John Seiberling. Ohio
Paul Simon. Illinois
Lindsay Thomas, Georgia
Morris Udall, Arizona
Frank Wolfe, Virginia
Jim Wright, Texas
Sidney Yates, Illinois
Don Young. Alaska

.Senate Sponsor:
John Chafee, Rhode Island

Senate Co.sponsors:

James Abdnor, South Dakota
Howard Baker, Tennessee
Lloyd Bentsen, Texas
Jeff Bingamen, New Mexico
Bill Bradley. New Jersey
Dale Bumpers, Arkansas
Quentin Burdick, North Dakota
Robert Byrd, W0st Virginia
Lawton Chiles, Florida
Alan Cranston, California
Dennis DeConcini. A~izona

Pere Domenici, New Mexico
David Durenberger. Minnesota
Wendell Ford, Kerltucky
Ernest Hollings, South Carolina

.Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts
Parrick Leahy, Vermont
James McLure. Idaho
George Mitchell, Maine
Daniel Moynihan, New York
Claiborne Pell, Rhode Island
Jennings Randolph, W0st Virginia
Donald Reigle. Michigan
Paul Sarbanes, Maryland
James Sasser, Tennessee
Alan Simpson, wyoming
Robert Stafford, Vermont
John Srennis, Mississippi
Paul Tribble, Virginia
Paul Tsongas, Massachusetts
John Warner. Virginia

EMERITUS BOARD M,EMBERS

John H. Adams. New York'
Kay Kelley Arnold,Arkansas
Eugene A.Bay. Jr., New York
John F. Bookout, Texas
David G. Brown. California
Magalen O. Bryant, Virginia
Mike Chrisman. California
William B. Dunavant, Jr;. Tennessee
Noel Lee Dunn; North Carolina
Caroline Gerry,. California.
The Honorable Neil Goldschmidr.

Oregon
Gerald T; Halpin. Virginia
Kenneth H. Hofmann. California'
Patsy Ishiyama, California
Sheldon Lavin. Illinois
Thomas G. McMillan. Ne1!dda

EX OFFICIO BOARD MEMBERS

Mollie H. Beattie. Washington,D.C.
Jamie Rappaport Clark; Washington,

D.C.
Frank H. Dunkle, Washington, D. C.
Terry Garcia, Washington, D. C;

Douglas K. Hall, Washington, D. C;

Marshall Jones. Washington, D. C;

Dr. .John Rodgers. Washington, D. C.
John Turner, Washington, D. C;

Sa1Iy Yazdi, Washington, D. C;

John G; Middlebrook; Michigan
William A Molini, Nevada
JohnLMorris, Missouri
Neil L. aldridge, Delaware
David Packard. California
Charles M. Parrish, Georgia
].c. Perkins. Michigan
Leigh H. Perkins, Vermont
Beatrice C. Pickens. Texas
JamesD. Range, Washington, D.C.
Steve Robinson. Utah
David B. Rockland, Washington, .D; C.
Michael·H. Schlaudeman. California
Richard Schulze. Virginia
Lindsay Thomas. Georgia
Susan Busch Transou, Missouri
William E. Walker, Mississippi
Brig. Gen. Charles E. Yeager(Ret.),

California

EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS

Charles H. Collins, 1985 - 1992
Amos S. Eno. 1992~ 1999
John Berry, 2000 - present
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GreatLakes Protection Fund - FAQ Page 1 of3

Great Lakes
Protection Fund

Courtesy of S. D. Mackey

About the Fund I Current Interests IApplication Process I Current Programming I FAQs I Resources I Contact

-
About GLPF I Funding Guidelines IApplication Process I Support We Provide

GLPF Home> FAQs

Frequently Asked Questions...

...about the GREAT LAKES PROTECTION FUND

What is the Great Lakes Protection Fund?
The Great Lakes Protection Fund is a private, not-for-profit corporation. The Governors of the Great Lakes
states created it in 1989 to be a permanent source of financial support for innovative regional efforts to
protect and restore the health of the Great Lakes ecosystem. The Fund provides support in the form of
grants, loans and other investments.

Where does the Great Lakes Protection Fund's money come from?
Seven Great Lakes states provided one-time contributions to create the Fund's permanent endowment. The
states of Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin have contributed $81
million to the Fund's permanent endowment. This endowment is invested to produce income. Two-thirds of
the Fund's net income is dedicated to regional projects that produce tangible improvements to the health of
the Great Lakes ecosystem. The remaining third is distributed annually to the member states in proportion to
their original contribution, so that the member states can support their Great Lakes priorities.

Who decides who gets support from the Fund?
The Governors elect.a Board of Directors that has fiduciary responsibility for the Fund. The Board sets Fund
policy, oversees the management of the endowment and makes funding decisions.

...about our FUNDING GUIDELINES

What does it mean to "enhance the health of the Great Lakes ecosystem"?
Enhancing the health of the Great Lakes ecosystem means producing ecological results that are real,
significant, and of regional consequence. Proposed projects are evaluated based on their potential to
produce actual environmental results:

• Real - "Real" means that the project leads to results that can be measured, understood, and
experienced in the ecosystem. "Results" refers to the project's expected outcomes (i.e., changes in
the beneficial use status-fishable, swimmable, and/or drinkable-of a given number of stream miles,
an improvement in an Index of Biotic Integrity for some part of the ecosystem, changes in the
population or health of a critical specie or unique natural community, etc.), not the project's outputs
(i.e., the number of farmers that adopt best management practices to reduce nutrient run-off,
number of reports issued, number of articles published, etc.).

• Significant - Successful requests have, as a goal, environmental outcomes that are of priority to
the basin ecosystem. These outcomes target some aspect of the basin's physical, chemical and/or
biological integrity that is impaired or threatened throughout the ecosystem and remains
unaddressed by.government programs, industry or not-for-profit initiatives.

• and of Regional Consequence- For a project to be considered for funding, its predicted
environmental outcomes must benefit the ecological health of the entire Great Lakes ecosystem. In
other words, projects must work at the scale necessary to produce system-wide consequences.

How quickly must my project produce tangible ecological results?
All other factors being equal, a project team that can produce results quickly has a higher likelihood of
support than a project team that produces results more slowly. The Fund understands that achieving results
that are real, significant, and of regional consequence takes time and may occur well after the funding
support has lapsed. In those cases, the Fund weighs the likelihood of producing the expected result after the
project has concluded in making a funding decision.

Does the Fund have program areas?
No. The Board has, however, identified four areas where it believes there is significant opportunity for
meeting the Governors' directive of seeking out solutions to the lakes' biggest challenges. Those areas are
preventing biological pollution, restoring more natural flow regimes, organizing markets to improve the
environment, and providing leadership for ecosystem restoration.

http://www.glpf.org/faq/index.html 11/9/200S



Great Lakes Protection Fund - FAQ

Can I still apply for a travel grant to attend a regional meeting?
No. The Fund has discontinued its travel grants program.

Page 2 of3

I have an idea for a project, but lack the team to carry it out. Can I get support to flesh out my
project?
Yes. The Fund periodically makes small planning grants for compelling ideas that appear ripe for action
consistent with the Fund's general guidelines, but where a team and project plan need to be built. The Fund
also periodically convenes technical experts to advise the Fund on topics that may be ripe for support. Ideas
that seem ripe for a single project can be the basis for entire portfolios of projects as well. Frequently these
sessions lead to a supplemental request for preproposals. Please contact the Fund to discuss how your idea
might be turned into a supportable project, or set of projects.

Do I have to be from a participating Great Lakes state to receive support from the Fund?
No. Activities affecting the basin's ecosystem are becoming increasingly distant in space and time from the
shores of the lakes. The solutions will be as well.

Does the Fund only give grants to regional projects?
Yes. Regional refers to a project's impact. In order to produce results for the entire Great Lakes ecosystem,
the majority of Fund-supported projects operate at a broad scale, or at multiple locations throughout the
basin.

What does the Fund not support?
The Fund cannot support advocacy, litigation or lobbying in any form. The Fund also does not support basic
research, convening, general environmental education, operating support, or public works projects.

If not research, advocacy or environmental education, just what does the Fund support?
It supports action: projects that are doing something on the ground to produce specific environmental results
best match the Fund's guidelines. Most successful requests come from project teams that bring together
researchers and practitioners possessing a complementary range of expertise. Projects must also include the
customers of the work, who are most likely to take the results and make a difference for the Great Lakes.

Back to top

......about our APPLICATION PROCESS

When should I contact the Fund with a project idea?
The earlier the better. A phone call or e-mail to Fund staff, before a preproposal is submitted, is preferred
over a formal letter of inquiry. While informal contact up front can be helpful for both potential grantees and
Fund staff, it is not required. You may submit a preproposal to the Fund at any time. Preproposals are the
first step in the Fund's formal review process and are required of all projects. To learn more about submitting
preproposals, go to Preproposal Instructions.

What types of organizations are eligible for funding from the Great Lakes Protection Fund?
The Fund can support virtually any type of organization. The exact type of organization is far less important
than the number and breadth of orgarliiations on the project team. Non-profit organizations, individuals, units
of government, and for-profit businesses are all eligible for support as long as they show that the proposed
work has clear public benefit and that any related financial benefits will accrLie to the public good.
Government agencies are eligible for support if they show that Fund monies are not being used to replace
public funds or support government mandates. Please note that the Fund almost never supports a one
organization project. Most Fund support goes to projects that involve many institutions working together as a
temporary project team.

What are the application deadlines?
There are no deadlines. The Fund is open to project ideas and preproposals at any time of the year. Within a
week of receiving your preproposal, the Fund will send you a notification via e-mail that informs you of the
date that your preproposal will go before the Projects and Grant Making Committee of the Board of Directors.
The Committee reviews preproposals, invites full proposals from those projects that best fit Fund's priorities
and guidelines, and makes recommendations for funding to the full Board. The Fund's Board of Directors
normally meets four times a year to make funding decisions.

How long does the application process take?
It varies significantly from project to project. From the time a preproposal is received, to the time an award
can be made, may be as short as four and a half months, or as long as a year or more. The Fund can move
quickly to support an unusual opportunity if time is of the essence.

Can I submit my application materials via e-mail?
Of course. The Fund prefers to receive materiais electronically. Download and fill out a Wo.rsLs;gyer sheet
(356KB MS Word template .dot) or EO'£(;Q\,'§lL§!1e.sl (97KB PDF) for your project and send it along with a
Microsoft Word document or pdf file of your preproposal to P..@JJJ:.oposal$_@glof.org.

Back to top

http://www.glpf.org/faq/index.html 11/9/2005
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...about the the SUPPORT WE PROVIDE

Page 3 of3

Does the Fund require matching funds?
No. The Fund encourages applicants to leverage grant awards with financial support from other sources and
vice versa, but matching funds are not required. .

Does the Fund support multiple-year projects?
Yes.

How much money should I apply for?
Apply for what you need, including resources to support a team of collaborators and the broad dissemination
of your project results. More projects are declined because they are too small than are declined because they
are too big.

What kind of support does the Fund offer?
The Fund can support specific projects through a grant, loan, program related investment or other financial
mechanism. The Fund aiso tries to maintain an active working partnership with its grantees that may include
site visits and regular communication (beyond formal reports) regarding the progress of the work. The Fund
is committed to providing support to emerging communities of practitioners, who are working on innovative
solutions to some of the basin's most significant problems.

Back to top

Ideas.·.·.· inAction.. - . .. .

Home I Site Map
© 2003 Great Lakes Protection Fund
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GLPF Home> About the Fund> Board of Directors

Great Lakes
Protection Fund

Members of the Corporation Board of Directors

The Honorable Rod R. Blagojevich Illinois A. Bart Holaday
Peter Wise

The Honorable Jennifer Granholm Michigan Kenneth DeBeaussaert
Maureen H. Smyth

The Honorable Timothy Pawlenty Minnesota Scott Harrison
Craig Shaver

The Honorable George E. Pataki New York Michael Elmendorf
Gerald F. Mikol

The Honorable Robert Taft Ohio Edwin J. Hammett
Roy L. Ray

The Honorable Edward Rendell Pennsylvania Sister Patricia Lupo
Andrew S. McElwaine

The Honorable James Doyle Wisconsin Todd Ambs
Alan Fish

Back to Top

Ideas in Action

Home I Site Map
© 2003 Great Lakes Protection f'und
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Great Lakes
Protection Fund

Courtesy of S. D. Mackey

About the Fund I Current Interests I Application Process I Current Programming I FAQs I Resources I Contact U

Active Grants I Search I FAQs

GLPF Home> Current Programming

Current Programming

The Fund's portfolio of current programming presently has Jfl_il.Q.!lye..Q@ntil representing a $8.9 million
investment in the health of the Great Lakes ecosystem. These grants were the result of preproposal
submissions made in response to the Fund's general guidelines, responses to supplemental requests for
preproposals on specific topics, or special initiatives.

For more information on the results of these projects, please contact the project manager or project website
identified for each grant.

If you are reviewing this portfolio to explore the Fund's funding history, be sure to check whether each grant
was made in response to general guidelines, a supplemental request for preproposals, or as a part of a
special initiative; and what companion grants (if any) were made in conjunction. Be sure to review the Fund's
Current Interests. and current funding..Quidelines.

Back to Top

Ideas in Action

Home I Site Map
© 2003 Great Lakes Protection Fund
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North Carolina Natural Heritage Trust Fund http://ils.unc.edu/parkproject/heritage/nhtf.html

North
Carolina Natural Heritage Trust Fund

Orr in
Grants

Fundinc
Trustees

Ob'ectives
Contact

Link to Transfer Request Form

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Trust Fund is a supplemental funding source
for state agencies to acquire and protect the state's ecological diversity and cultural

heritage and to inventory the natural areas of the state.

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Trust Fund Spring 2004 Meeting was held at William
B. Um~tead State Park in Raleigh, NC on March 25, 2004. Click below to view the awarded
grants for the Spring 2004 cycle.

• Spring 2004 Awards

Click below for a copy of the Fall 2004 Grant Application Packet in Adobe PDF fonnat.

• Application Packet

The next meeting will be held September 30, 2004 at William B. Umstead State Park,
Raleigh, NC.
Site Visits are scheduled for September 15 and 16, 2004.
Grant applications for the fall cycle are due on or before August 9, 2004.

• Spring 2003 Awarded Grants

Origin: The Natural Heritage Trust Fund was established by the General Assembly
(General Statute 113, Article 5A (113-77.6.9) in 1987. It was provided with a continuing
funding source by the General Assembly in 1989 and an additional source in 1991.

Funding Source: The Natural Heritage Trust Fund is financed by receipts from the annual
fees for automobile personalized license plates, and, in 1991, by 15% of the deed stamp tax.

1111/2005 2:38 PM



North Carolina Natural Heritage Trust Fund http://ils.une.edu/parkprojeetiheritage/nhtf.html

In July 1996, funding from the deed stamp tax increased to 25% of the state's share. Moneys
not expended remain in the interest-accumulating Natural Heritage Trust Fund account and
do not revert to the general fund. Approximately $12 million is available to the fund each
year.

Objectives: Grant applications are accepted from state agencies (NC Department of
Environment and Natural Resources, NC Wildlife Resources Commission, NC Department
of Cultural Resources, and NC Department ofAgriculture and Consumer Services) for
purposes of acquiring natural lands for state parks, preserves, wildlife conservation areas,
coastal reserves, natural and scenic rivers, historic site properties, and other outdoor
recreation and natural areas. Inventories by the Natural Heritage Program are also eligible
for grants. Funding priorities are given to projects which will protect areas of state or
national ecological significance or oustanding cultural significance.

Grant Administration: Grant agreements are executed between the Board ofTrustees and
the recipient agencies. The Board ofTrustees requires that qualified lands be dedicated as
North Carolina Nature Preserves.

Trustees: A 12-member Board ofTrustees administers the Natural Heritage Trust and
awards grants to state agencies. Members are appointed for staggered 6-year terms by the
General Assembly at the recomm<;:ndation of the Governor, Speaker of the House, and
President Pro-Tempore of the Senate. Members of the 2003 board include:

• Mr. J. Robert Gordon - Chairman- of Scotland County
• Mr. Alan D. Briggs of Wake County
• Mr. Charles E. Clement ofWatagua County
• Dr. Elizabeth D. Taft of Pitt County
• Mr. DeweyW. Wells of Avery County
• Mr. Thomas D. Hunter, III of Henderson County
• Mr. William Joslin ofWake County
• Mr. Henry L. Kitchen of Richmond County
• Mr. R. Michael Leonard of Forsyth County
• Mr. Thomas W. Reese of Catawba County
• Mr. George Richards ofWake County
• Mr. Jim Sponenberg of Caldwell County.

For more information, contact:

Jennifer Dennis
NC Natural Heritage Trust Fund
Address: 1601MSC .
Raleigh, NC 27699-1601
Phone: (919) 715-8703
Fax: (919) 715-3085
E-Mail

11/1/2005 2:38 PM
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Employment Opportunities Blandin Foundation focus: The economic viability of rural Minnesota

Minnesota Council on
Foundations Principles

Trustee Materials

Blandin Foundation is focused on the economic viability of rural Minnesota communities, as part of our mission to help
strengthen rural Minnesota and the Grand Rapids area, our home. To that end, the Foundation offers:

Foundation News
• Leadership development programs that help communities capitalize on their assets.

• Public Policy programs to inform and engage the public on issues affecting rural economic viability, which curre
include two major initiatives: Vital ForestsNital Communities and Rural Broadband and a special initiative, GOOl
the Woods.

• Grant making to support community-generated economic strategies and - in the Grand Rapids area - the Foun
offers economic advantage grants and responsive grants.

hen Blandin Foundation launched its new strategy in January 2003, it provoked widespread attention - because it
ddresses something compelling and utterly basic - the economic viability of rural Minnesota.

he Grand Rapids Herald Review called the strategy "A Community Commitment." The Marshall Independent - "A'chan
o stir community involvement," The Red Wing Republican Eagle - "Blandin Hits the Mark Again," and the Minneapolis ~

Tribune - The foundation's strategy is "unusual because of its singular concentration on economic development," but thE
new focus "has roots in the foundation's well-known leadership training, Its founder's personal philosophy [and] its
ommitment to diversi ."

Community Economic Advantage
Community Economic Advantage helps communities identify, build and align their assets to create community advantage!
where the burdens and benefits are widely shared. It is expressed by a simple equation - our theory of action.

Assets + Leadership = Community Economic Advantage

Communities have the ingredients - people, small and growing businesses, entrepreneurs and good ideas and energy - f
economic viability.

"Successful communities don't concentrate on deficiencies...Successful communities use the talents of people, the web 0
associations, the strengths of institutions and their available land, property and economic power to create new opportunitil
themselves. In short, they build on their assets." ("The Organization of Hope," ABCD Institute and Blandin Foundation, 201

That simple premise - start and build from what communities are and have rather than from what they don't have and art
is fundamental to the Foundation's Community Economic Advantage approach.

Assets + Leadership = Community Economic Advantage

Leaders link people and assets. Leaders create climates that engage the community around issues and values, encourag
creativity and stretch the imagination to create a future beyond the limits of what is expected. It is entrepreneuriai work
leaders define realities, establish vision, set goals, generate action and measure progress.

Why this approach and why now?

Because it's no longer business-as-usual, but business as it should and can be. Healthy communities are the province of
community, government and businesses - rural vitalization demands innovative, adaptive economic approaches where tl
burdens and the benefits are widely shared.
Because people live where they can make a living.

http://www.blandinfoundation.org/htmllabout.cfin 11/2/2005
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Blandin Foundation History

Charles K. Blandin established the Blandin Foundation in 1941 to aid and
promote Grand Rapids and the surrounding area. In designing the
Foundation, Blandin emphasized flexibility to ensure it could adapt to
changing times with an underlying philosophy that its work should lead to
the "betterment of mankind."

Since the sale of the Blandin Paper Company in 1977, the financial
resources of the Foundation have expanded dramatically, as has its area of
service. Once linked, the two are now distinctly separate organizations; the
Foundation is private and independent of the paper company which is
owned by UPM Kymmene, based in Finland.

The Blandin Foundation addresses issues to enhance the economic
viability of rural communities and the well-being of residents. The Foundation's management and Board of Trustees work
diligently to ensure that Charles Blandin's legacy is served through wise investment and progressive leadership programs
meaningful public policy engagement and grant making.

C.K. Blandin

The son of a Wisconsin farmer, Charles K. Blandin was an entrepreneur before age 12. He turned a part-time job at a weE
newspaper into an apprenticeship and, eventually, a career in publishing. A self-educated, self-reliant man, he adhered to
prlnciple: be progressive, try new things. In his lifetime, Blandin taught school, ran several weekly newspapers, managed,
successful metropolitan daily and engineered the growth of a highly profitable, world-class paper mill in northern Minnes01

Profits of the SI. Paul Pioneer Press/Dispatch Prlnting Company rose impressively under Blandin's management in the ea
1900s. After purchasing the Itasca Paper Company in Grand Rapids, Minnesota in 1916, the Dispatch owner died; his wic
offered Charles half the company stock and a chance to manage the entire operation. When newsprlnt production becamE
unprofitable, he changed to ground wood papers and pioneered the manufacture of high-quality, coated stock. In 1927, Bi
sold the St. Paul newspapers, but not the paper mill. Two years later, its name was changed to the Blandin Paper Compa

After his wife died in 1940, Blandin spent even more time in Grand Rapids, deepening his relationship with the community
prepare for his company's future and desirlng to serve the needs of the area after his death, Blandin stipulated in his will tl
foundation be established to perpetuate the distribution of'company profits to community advantage. When he died in 195
Foundation had assets of approximately $1 million. Income from investments and the diversified holdings of the Blandin
development company went directly to the Foundation, as did profits not needed for reinvestment in the mill.

The Foundation Grows

The Blandin Paper Company was sold in August 1977 for approximately $80 million. At the time of the sale, most of the
Foundation Trustees agreed that the dollars available to the Foundation for grant making would far exceed what could log
be spent in the Grand Rapids area. New bylaws were adopted, expanding the Foundation's scope of operations for grant~
programs. By 1982, the combined assets of the Residuary and Foundation Trusts had grown to more than $100 million. T
following year, the Foundation built new headquarters on the Mississippi River.

The Blandin Community Leadership Program (BCLP) was launched in 1986. That same year, several changes in the
Foundation's governance occurred, most notably the move to focus on enhancing the viability of rural communities across
state. In 2002 the Foundation board and staff initiated a strategic planning process, leading to its focus on the economic v
of rural communities where the benefits are widely shared. The board adopted the Community Economic Advantage appr
at its December 2002 meeting and the approach was announced on January 20, 2003.

Concern about the Foundation's commitment to the local area has spurred periodic challenges and litigation. As a result, 1
Board of Trustees in December 2003 approved a resolution, ratified by Ramsey County District Court, to commit at least e
percent of all grants to the area on the basis of a six-year rolling average.

The Foundation considers itself an active and innovative partner in its home community. Grand Rapids benefits from Four
community leadership programs, public policy initiatives and receives special grant attention. The Grand Rapids area ben
from Community Economic Advantage grants and it is the only area in the state eligible to receive Community ResponsiVE
Grants - grants that seek to combat the root causes of social problems in the community.

© Blandin Foundation, 2005. All rights reserved.
------------"'----

http://www.blandinfoundation.org/html/about.cfm 11/2/2005



Blandin Foundation Page 1 of 1

LeADERSHIP PROGRAMS GRANTS· PUBliC POUCY CHILDREN FlRSTl NEWSROOM ABOUT THE FOUNDATION CONTA~

M4.UM4UZP",; .$" ¥1gUAM

ABOUT TH~ fOUNDATiON
I

Letter from the President and Chair

S.tiMMLil&£L ..... us
&lil4#jJjq #@M&iiWiwM.i.td.#4#4A4¥C44."Il!#.• .44.

J::I.QMf .. ABOUT THE FOUNDATION ..

FOUNDATION OVERVIEW

. J .. MlULlial:: £&1..1... . .. a. 3[ ,I£L.3 .... 1..... ... 3

BQard Qf Trustees and Staff
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~
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Rural MinnesQta CQmmunities

Foundation News

A Word about the Blandin Foundation and C.K. Blandin Residuary Trust

Charles K, Blandin FQundatiQn, a private FQundatiQn based in Grand Rapids, is MinnesQta's largest rural-based and rural·
fQcused fQundatiQn. It was created in 1941 by CX Blandin whQ died in 1958.

In creating the FQundatiQn, Blandin alsQ established the Charles K. Blandin Residuary Trust The Residuary Trust is a leg,
separate entity whQse role is tQ be perpetually respQnsible fQr investing and grQwing the assets Qf Blandin's endQwment I
result, the Residuary Trust is the principal SQurce Qf FQundatiQn funds that enables the FQundatiQn tQ cQnduct its charitabl
activities. IRS CQde fQrmulas determine hQW much the Residuary Trust distributes tQ the FQundatiQn; in layman's terms th
is abQut 5 percent Qf the previQus year's net assets Qr accQrding tQ the Trust dQcuments 100 percent Qf the Trust's incQmE
whichever is greater.

The residuary trust is cQmpQsed Qf a cQrporate trustee and an individual cQ-trustee both Qf which are largely respQnsible to
investing and grQwing the endQwment The CQ-trustee is currently a member Qf Blandin FQundatiQn's bQard.

In additiQn tQ funds from the Residuary Trust, the FQundatiQn has its Qwn mQney tQ invest MQre than 80 percent Qf the
FQundatiQn's Qwn investments are in regularly traded stQcks and bQnds with the remainder in private equity, real estate,
program-related investments, altemative investements and cash. The FQundatiQn is required by IRS to spend five percent
own incQme on charitable activities The FoundatiQn dQes nQt receive funds from Qther Qutside sources nor dQes it solicit fl

The FQundation has an investment committee that infQrms the Residuary Trust and advises the FQundation's BQard. The
members of the FQundation bQard and the cQrpQrate trustees are identified in the 990-PF.

The Residuary Trust files a separate 990-PF, but salient information abQut the trust is incQrpQrated into the FQundation's f

I Blandin Residuary Trust I
Corporate Trustees

$350,183,833 Investments in 2004

I Blandin Foundation I
Twelve-member Board

$57,514,109 Investments in 2004

The audfted financial reports for the years 1999 thrQugh 2003 are also available on this website. Click ':About the Foundat
then the "Financial Information" button.

Printed copies of the FQundatiQn's 990 PF are available frQm the FQundatiQn Qn request at a nQminal cost The 990 PF Qf
nQnprofits are available Qn the Internet at.Gl.lk!eS!aI and can be dQwnlQaded in their entirety.

© Blandin Foundation, 2005. All rights reserved.------------""----

http://www.blandinfoundation.org/htmllabout_foundation_overview.cfm 11/2/2005
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Grant Application Guidelines
Environment

The McKnight Foundation's mission is to improve the quality of life for present and future generations and to seek
paths to a more secure and humane world. In all of our program areas, we try to work on three levels-responding
to community needs, helping stakeholders work together more effectively, and coalescing cross-sector support for
systems and policy change.

Our environment program seeks to maintain and, where necessary, restore a healthy environment in the Mississippi
River basin and to promote and develop renewable energy in Minnesota and the Midwest.

We've supported efforts to encourage energy conservation and renewable energy for more than a decade. Since
1997, we have engaged the Energy Foundation in San Francisco to administer the program. For more information
on McKnight's energy funding, please contact them at 415-561-6700 or visit their website at www.ef.org.

What we want to accomplish on the Mississippi River

Our overarching goal is to maintain and restore the Mississippi River by directly increasing land and water
protection and restoration, expanding the capacity of other organizations to do this work, and transforming systems
that impede progress.

We support organizations working within the 10-state corridor from Minnesota to Louisiana. A large proportion of
our grantmaking occurs in the five states of the upper Mississippi River Basin, particularly in Minnesota. The
geographic focus of the program includes the Mississippi River, its banks, bluffs, and floodplains; important
tributaries of the Upper Mississippi such as the Minnesota, St. Croix, and Illinois Rivers; and the major
metropolitan areas of the Twin Cities, Quad Cities, and St. Louis.

Our work on the Mississippi has three objectives-improving water quality, conserving land, and strengthening
citizen advocacy.

Our goal in improving water quality is to reduce pollution and encourage restorative river management: We fund:

• efforts to improve enforcement of clean water laws and increase voluntary means of reducing pollution
• work to improve management of the Mississippi River that enhances ecological restoration
• technical assistance from fields such as law, science, and communications for organizations seeking to

strengthen water policies

Our goal in conserving land is to reduce and prevent pollution by encouraging less polluting farming practices,
protecting and restoring fragile riverside bluffs, and restoring floodplains and wetlands. We fund:

• efforts to protect, conserve, and restore lands that affect water quality
• efforts to increase adoption of sustainable farming methods
• efforts to prevent or reduce the impact of environmentally damaging projects

\,
\



Our goal in strengthening citizen advocacy is to engage people in experiences on the river, efforts to improve
riverfront communities, and issues that affect water quality. We fund:

• education and engagement of citizens in river advocacy and related environmental issues
• regional networks that cross geographic and political boundaries
• efforts to combat pollution in economically disadvantaged communities in the Mississippi Delta

region
• efforts to build the capacity of nonprofit organizations working within our areas of interest

What we do not fund

The Foundation does not provide funding for:

• lobbying prohibited by the Internal Revenue Code (see below)
• environmental education for students in primary and secondary schools or universities (Projects that

raise awareness of the Mississippi River among families and adults, however, and those that educate or
train special audiences such as farmers, owners of small businesses, teachers, or local government offi
cials will be considered.)

• construction, improvement, or operation of conventional water supply, wastewater treatment,
stormwater conveyance, or flood control facilities

• projects that mitigate the impacts of recent development
• scholarships or other types of support for individuals
• basic research in academic disciplines
• attendance at or travel to conferences, or costs of conference speakers, programs, or activities

(Conferences directly related to the Foundation's grantmaking initiatives are an exception.)
• travel, except when related to other McKnight Foundation support of an organization
• endowments, except in rare cases

Lobbying and public policy analysis

The Foundation may consider funding requests for activities which are not lobbying, such as:

• advocacy to improve the policies and administrative rules of executive, judicial, and administrative
agencies-including zoning boards and other special purpose bodies

• information that is neutral, nonpartisan, and fully describes both sides of a pending legislative issue
• policy research and education

As required by the Internal Revenue Code, the Foundation will not fund attempts to influence legislation
(including referenda, local ordinances, and resolutions). This prohibition generally includes direct lobbying of
legislators and other government officials with respect to specific pending or proposed legislation, grassroots lob
bying where members of the general public are encouraged to contact legislators or government officials with
respect to legislation, and mass media advertising campaigns aimed at influencing legislation. Detailed provi
sions describing prohibited activities are included in Section 4945(e) of the Internal Revenue Code and Treasury
Regulations Section 53.4945-2. Please review these provisions if you have questions about the acceptability of a
proposed activity.

Nonprofit organizations may elect to file the one-page IRS Form 5768 [501(h) rules] for accurate reporting of
any expenditures for lobbying activities using other funding sources, which must occur within specific dollar
limits to retain 501(c)(3) status (www.irs.gov). Consult your tax advisor to determine if the 501(h) election is ap
propriate for your organization.

For more information, refer to resources from the Center for Nonprofit Management:

www.cnmsocal.org/ForNonprofitsIFAQLobbying.html
www.cnmsocal.org/ForNonprofits/AdvocacyLobbyingNPO_files/frame.htm



Eligibility and types of support available

To be eligible for a grant from The McKnight Foundation, organizations must be classified by the Internal
Revenue Service as tax-exempt, nonprofit organizations that are not private foundations. We discourage the use of
fiscal agents.

Units of government may apply for funding for special projects that complement customary public functions.
However, we will not fund activities that are traditionally the responsibility of government.

We provide planning, operating, capital, and project grants. We will consider a challenge grant when it would help
with fundraising or when the support of others in the community is a condition of our support. You may apply for
one or more years of funding.

Capital grantmaking

Capital grant requests to the Foundation must meet three basic criteria:

1. The grant must advance the Foundation's strategic priorities in a clear and compelling way.
2. The grant must be transformational-a gesture that helps push an organization, and perhaps its field, to a

qualitatively different level of activity and impact.
3. The McKnight funds must leverage other support for the project.

How to apply

Our website, www.mcknight.org, contains the most detailed and up-to-date information on all six ofour
program areas.

Start by submitting a two- to four-page letter that describes your organization, the proposed project or intended use
of funds, its relation to McKnight's goals and focuses, and the amount of support requested. Your letter will help
us determine whether to request a complete proposal from you. You're encouraged to call program director
Gretchen Bonfert at 612-333-4220 to discuss your idea before writing this letter.

Letters of inquiry received by:

October 15 may be considered in February
January 15 may be considered in May
April 15 may be considered in August
July 15 may be considered in November

The McKnight Foundation
710 South Second Street, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55401
612-333-4220

The McKnight Foundation was founded in 1953 and endowed by William L McKnight and Maude 1. McKnight.
It has assets of approximately $2 billion and granted $85 million in 2004. Mr. McKnight was one of the early lead
ers of the 3M Company, although tj1e Foundation is not connected \vith 3M. McKnight subscribes to the
Minnesota Council on Foundation's "Principles for Minnesota Grantmakers."

August 2005



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY tASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.1cmr.1eg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
November 29,2005

Time: 1:00 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda

Presentations from:
• Colorado - Great Outdoors Colorado, Chris Leding
• Nebraska - Nebraska Environmental Trust, Mary Harding
• Missouri - Missouri Dept. of Conservation, John Hoskins and Dan Zekor

4:00 p.m. Adjourn

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
November 17, 2005

Time: 4:00 - 8:30 p.m.
Location: Room 5, state Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

MINUTES
Members Present:
Dave Bishop
Karen Bowen;
Jeff Broberg
Wayne Enger
Ron Erhardt

Ryan Heiniger
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz
Gary Laidig
Pam Landers

Steve Morse
Earl Renneke
Craig Shaver
Dave Zentner

Members Absent: Joe Duggan & Loren Solberg

Ex-officio Members Present: Rep. Kathy Tingelstad & Bob Schroeder

LCMR Members Present: Rep. Thomas Huntley & Rep. Pete Nelson

Called to order at 4:17 p.m.

Review and Approve Minutes of October 18, 2005

Dave Zentner welcomed the Advisory Task Force and reviewed the agenda and asked if there were
any modifications. There were none. He mentioned that Joe Duggan had contacted him about the
presentation to the Task Force on Nov. 29 by representatives of the Missouri Dept. of Conservation
and whether this would be relevant to the Task Force in their deliberations. Zentner informed the
Task Force that even though it was a different type of funding source and structure he felt it would still
be informative in their discussions. He also mentioned that Joe thought it would be helpful to ask a
representative from North Carolina to speak with the Task Force.

Dave Zentner handed out copies of a transcript that had been requested of the Minnesota House and
Senate Working Group Environment, Agriculture and Economic Development on 6/29/06 discussing
House File No. 0902. He indicated that the source of this transcript was DNR and that the highlighting
in the transcript was not directed to the Task Force.

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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Motion by Steve Morse approved the minutes as presented. Motion passed.

Task Force Discussion
a. Clarify what is meant by "consensus" and discuss a possible approach.
b. Share perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the current LCMR process.
c. Identify key focus areas to explore during testimony and future task force discussions.

Ryan Church, facilitator from the Department of Administration began the discussion with a discussion
of consensus, including participation guidelines, steps to consensus and group consensus decision
making. He stressed the need to look for points of agreement and build on those points. Members
should state their positions but move beyond them to understand and explore the underlying interests.

Ron Erhardt asked if consensus is 51%. Ryan Church responded that it could be and that sometimes
there needs to be a show of hands to see if there is consensus.

Discussion began with a list of possible categories for consideration. They were:

• Governance - Who: legislature, citizens, some combination, role of a CAC
• Long-term Strategy - long term strategic plan, focus, asset allocation, long term goals and results.
• Grant Administration - the "Process", RFP, grantmaking, accountability
• Other?

Additions of Other discussed:
Performance results I Outcomes
Question of Evaluation - Peer Review - Project Evaluation
Constitutional Purpose I subjects eligible for money - options for focus
Maximize the leverage of the ETF state funds - Fiscal/administrative

After discussion, Fiscal/Administration (leveraging) was added as the 4th Other category to discuss.

The members were divided into 4 small groups to discuss the 4 main Categories above and were
directed to address 3-5 important issues under each of the categories.

Ryan Church handed out a discussion document from Wayne Enger as to a possible structure of a
Resources Council for consideration. Ryan indicated that they were not going to discuss the specifics
of this piece today but they would come back to it and other suggestions at a future meeting.

Before the small group discussion took place, Susan Thornton, LCMR staff, went through the
background pieces in the Nov. 17 meeting packet: 1) S81 update of the Trust Fund Projections, 2)
draft outline of the report, 3) other grant making programs for possible discussion accompanied with
information from their websites. Task Force member Craig Shaver disclosed that he is a board
member of the Great Lakes Protection Fund, one of the programs highlighted in the packet.

Members of the breakout groups went through the results of the small group discussion. Ryan
Church then asked if the group had any additions to the groups issue's notes.
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The point is to determine the focus areas when testimony is listened to. What are the key areas in
the report. Mr. Church asked if they were missing anything important? If not, each member is given 6
dots, each member is asked to place the dots on what they feel are the most important points that
were listed.

A summary document of this action is attached at the end of the meeting minutes.

5:30 p.m.

6:00 p.m.

Dinner Break

. Perspectives from former and current Citizen Advisory Committee for the
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund (CAC)

David Hartwell, former CAC Member
He was a member of the CAC for the past two years. He stated that it was a frustrating
experience. He is used to getting the facts and making the decisions. The two-year
timeframe is too long and is totally out of sync with any other foundation. There is no way to
respond to urgent needs. The CAC is asked to participate in the experience up until
anything was really on the table. There was no way to interact with those who were asking
for funds and they had to pass their questions on notes to the chair. In the decision making
process no questions were asked, deals cut behind closed doors, pet projects were funded
even if not within the strategic criteria that was established. It was about bringing home the
bacon. They need to find a way to get this out of the legislative process and re-focus not on
bringing the money home, but on what is the best for the environment. He stated that he
could not recommend an individual. giving an endowment to the ETF and it should be such a·
place. He would not make that recommendation to anyone.

There were questions and discussion about what specific projects in 2005 he considered to
be "pork". He indicated the Green roof project in Ramsey County and the Land Exchange
project in Cass County. He indicated in discussion to questions that the CAC and LCMR are
in some alignment on projects, but have a difference on the funding level. The question is,
Are the best projects being funded? He was asked about the Strategic Plan process and
indicated he was satisfied with this as for the most part the CAC recommendation were
accepted. He was asked by Wayne Enger, on a scale of 1-10 how he would rank the
expertise of the legislators. He responded with a 4. He stated that the ETF needs a process
which is nonpolitical and that makes good defendable decisions that yield impact.

Dave Bishop stated that the role of the CAC is a screener, but he is hearing that in the
process the LCMR didn't interact and listen to them. Bishop indicated that as a conferee and
author of the Trust Fund he can't imagine the CAC having the authority to make the funding
decision without having it approved by those elected by the people.
In further discussion of the vetoed projects, David Hartwell indicated that he "was asked my
opinion on the package, and maybe someone was listening".

Greta Gauthier, former CAC Member
She has 17 years of involvement with the Trust Fund both as a Senate staff member, a
lobbyist, and has served 8 years on the CAC.

She discussed three problems and her ideas for solutions.
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The areas of problem are: 1) Decision making mechanism - too political - too many people
involved -. too many people on the LCMR - 20 members is too large. There was better
participation when the number of members was smaller. There is horse trading etc. and the
merits of projects are left by the wayside; 2) Grant process is too cumbersome. Too much
detail is requested. Two-year cycle is too long. 3) Need to establish long-term priorities,
keep them very broad, and stick to them.

Solutions:
1) Start from scratch, start over, start with outcomes, look at what the fund is supposed to

do. Go back and figure out a process that can make that happen. Look at foundations as
models to help in the task force decision making of a new process, look at other states
and other state organizations - e.g. look at the state investment board's use of experts to
inform an elected board;

2) Incorporate scientific expertise and knowledge more thoroughly into the process, consider
a panel of legislators and scientific experts, use panels with % legislators and % scientific
experts;

3) Shrink the size of the LCMR, 20 is too many, have 9-12 at the most;
4) Shorten the process and make it more responsive. Cut paperwork up front, use post

audits on the back side, set up a smaller special projects fund to deal with emergencies
as they come up;

5) Set long.:.term goals. Have a true six-year plan with measurable goals - completing the
allocations is not progress.

6) Use technology to keep people informed. Use an ETF blog, more frequent newsletters,
make communication happen.

Discussion followed. Dave Bishop mentioned that appropriations and disbursements have to
be made by the legislature and the Governor. Foundations have a different form and
flexibility. Greta Gauthier mentioned that when the ETF was created it was innovative and
copied by others. She urged the Task Force to think about what the ETF could do and make
it happen. Steve Morse mentioned that there are other models in the state to consider as
options.

Bill Oemichien, former CAC member
Informed citizens will take action to correct natural resource problems and usually at a much
cheaper rate. Natural resources have no politics. Politics were too important in the LCMR.
The citizens were short-circuited in the process. Citizens need to be given an equal voice.
Citizens appointed should have background and experience in solutions. Reduce the panel
numbers from 20 to no more than 8.

Jim "Red" Nelson, current CAC member
Three suggestions:
1) Increase the funding of the ETF itself, reassign some of the lottery dollars that are not

currently going into the ETF;
2) Use generalists, not experts;
3) Maintain the proportional diversity of the funding expenditures as part of the mission of the

ETF.

Written statement enclosed in members packets:
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Nancy Gibson - written testimony in packets

Other:
Janet McMillan (in attendance)

6:30 p.m. Other Public Testimony

Less Bench:
The CAC and LCMR are not responsive enough. Original concept is a good one. ETF needs
to set aside dollars for planning. Funds should be released in a timely manner, on a yearly
basis. Recreate the CAC and increase the involvement and level of authority. Keep the
legislators and legislature involved. Have staggered terms. Restore funds cut and leverage
new funds. Leverage private enterprise.

Representative Rick Hansen, Written handout attached.
Spoke to his handout (attached): 1) Redirect General Fund portion of the lottery-in-Iieu-of
Sales Tax to the Clean Water Legacy for assessing and monitoring lakes and streams, 2)
Restore MN Future Resource Fund and direct to a statewide program modeled after the
Dakota County Farmland and Natural Areas Preservation Program.

Peter Sorenson, U of M (current project manager)
Our environment is in very severe peril and needs help. LCMR - the purpose it serves is
critical and the job to date is highly commendable work. No comparable program around the
country. Wonderful things have been accomplished with this program. On his work on
invasive fishes, he has funding for a start and this is more than the federal government is
devoting. The "proportional diversity of the mission" is a strength of the LCMR. A variety of
things are funded that would have fallen through the cracks. Be careful in tweaking, don't get
radical. One piece of advice - a balanced approach in who makes decisions.and how is
important. Add other groups to the decision making such as academics and scientists to help
achieve the balance.. No one person can be an expert in every area and everyone has their
biases. LCMR should look at funding longer-term projects, those that take more than 2
years. Many research projects don't lend themselves to two-year solutions. There should be
an outreach component to get younger generations involved.

AI Singer, Dakota County (former project manager)
He said he had similar comments as Rep. Rick Hansen. He mentioned that a $200,000
LCMR grant to the County resulted in a plan that had·facilitated a $20 million referendum to
protect open space in Dakota County. He discussed that in 1990, LCMR was bombarded
with environmental education learning center requests and that it took a wise action to step
back and fund the EEC2000 to put together a blueprint for center development and how
investments should be made.
He suggested that ETF create a similar, systematic approach for land conservation -- create
a big plan, use tools, identify and prioritize lands that need to be protected. Don't just think in
terms of specifics programs, e.g. WMA, AMA, SNA, parks. Use an incentive to commit local
funds for land conservation and create block grants to the local level.
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.Wayne Enger asked about the negative and positives of the LCMR process. The response
was it takes a lot of effort and he can play the game. It is difficult for small nonprofits to use
LCMR funding because of the ineligible expenses. There is horse trading to meet
constituents needs and the CAC recommendations were not really being followed through
with in the 1990's. LCMR has been looking at larger collaborative projects and that is a good
trend. LCMR has done some very good things but there is fine-tuning needed and a bigger
plan and coordination with other public funds in a systematic fashion.

5 minute break

[tape: 2:35:05]
George Orning. U of M (current project manager and former LCMR staff)
Environmental funding in MN is a very small part of the whole budget. The highest profile
commission has been the LCMR and there is the highest level of education for the LCMR
members. More attention and money has flowed to environmental programs because of the
LCMR, not necessarily from the commission but due to heightened awareness. The most
important contribution is to provide a higher lever of expertise. Because of the education
obtained through LCMR, legislators understand the environmental issues better than other
issues and without that (education) much less money and attention will be spent on the
environment.

LCMR has been a catalyst for change, new ideas are not threatening to the LCMR. Need to
adapt to change is important, and that is what LCMR is about.

Some suggestions are: 1) Need a strong targeted strategic plan with quantifiable goals and
measures. The Executive Branch doesn't have one either. The Minnesota Outdoor
Recreation Resource Commission (MORC) report is still a good plan and needs to be
updated.. Need to be proactive, not just reactive; 2) Reduce expectations. There are so
many projects coming in. Pre-allocate dollars into major spending categories. This lessens
~xpectations and breaks allocation into more manageable parts. Make up front
commitments for other areas, e.g. to research consistent and long term. Decide how much to
allocate to agencies, nonprofits, higher education and private entities; 3) CAC - a valuable
addition, but what is its role? The central role should be to direct and develop a plan to drive
spending, educate people through the plan and not allocate money to programs. Current
process jumps to projects too quickly. Through the plan we can educate citizens and
legislators. Legislators understand how all the various systems and funding fits together. It
doesn't matter who gives out the money if a system is in place; 4) CAC needs to be
strengthened. One model is the Public Utilities Commission. It is a position with some pay;
5) Staff- staff need to remain independent and should not be in an agency. However, the
staff is too isolated. They should look at the model of the state climatologist - a position part
in the university and part in the state government and to give closer access to faculties of the
University and state universities as the resources who can help do the plans. Also, think
about the funding differently and look at the Fish and Wildlife Foundation in which there is not
staff funding but need to fundraise for the staff. .

Task Force members asked if he would put his comments in writing. The reply was yes.
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Patrick Hamilton, Science Museum of MN (current project manager)
ETF is a great resource and very important as we look at our new struggles in our
environment. . ETF has funded experimentation, collaboration and innovation. His colleagues
around the country are envious. The environmental problems faced are multi faceted. ETF
is a remarkable investment - need to continue to serve in an innovative ways. One issue to
focus on is renewable energy to ensure cleaner air and water.

Dan Engstrom, St. Croix Watershed Research Station, Science Museum of MN (former
project manager) - written remarks attached
The Science Museum has managed a variety of LCMR funded projects. He outlined a
number of water related projects which have provided knowledge we would not have had
without the LCMR dollars, e.g, mercury contamination in the atmosphere is mostly from out of
state, acid rain sulfate contribute elevated levels in fish, stream hydrology - well fields, water
quality changes due to agriculture, Lake Pepin fills at 10 times the rate of other lakes,
fingerprinting to determine where the sediment was coming from. The funding has leveraged
much funds from other sources, produced innovation and strategic results. Narrowing the
scopeoffunding would not have made these projects possible. The process chosen has
direct bearing on the types of projects funded. Keep the ETF broad and farsighted. .

Lance Ness, Fish and Wildlife Legislative Alliance (written handout attached)
Recommendations: 1) Develop a long term plan for conservation of our natural resources; 2)
Restore the integrity of the funds administered by the LCMR - cigarette tax dollars and In Lieu
of sales tax dollars place on lottery tickets; 3) Reduce the size of the LCMR - bigger is not
better, smaller is better - it is less political; 4) Involve citizens as equal partners in decision
making; 5) Streamline the application process and implementation process; 6) Focus lottery .
dollars back to the woods, water, and the wildlife. Support citizen experts and technical
advisors - comparable with the other states. Need a long-term conservation vision - in at
least a 10-year plan. We are not seeing improvements on the land - need to see more large
scale improvement on th~ land - need to see something on the land.

Gary Lief, Ducks, Wetlands and Clean Water Rally
Support citizen experts; occupational experts from the conservation community. Establish
long term conservation vision / plan. Re-engineer tactical plan for short-term opportunities
and special problems. Next Rally April 22. At the last rally sent 4000 emails on LCMR
reform. Have 10,000 signed up to reform LCMR. Public expecting a high level of
performance. Need to look at performance of the other state on best practices, Missouri.
Challenges in the environment and opportunity to make change.

Phyllis Kahn asked if research is included as one of the purposed in # 6 in the handout. Lief
Response: does not object to research, sought out biologists etc seek the scientific basis to
make decision - he thinks it is one of the purposes of the LCMR. Need to see larger impacts
on the land.

[tape: 3:19:551
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Ron Visness (former project manager)
What is the LCMR trying to do? It is a multi-dimensional, non-linear, problem. Expertise is
only good if it is in its area of expertise. Expertise has limits. Generalists are idea people,
not good at generating projects. Politics is unavoidable. Every Governor has attempted to
influence the LCMR process. Legislatures are elected to be generalists. Improvements
suggested: 1) Use minerals coordinating committee as a guide; 2) Use of expertise to rank
project in topic areas is a really good idea. LCMR should rank the topical areas. This will
even out the work load; 3) Invert the process, give block grants. LCMR determines how
much goes to each funding category and then let staff write the RFP and let people respond
to specifics.

Elizabeth Nixon, Written handout attached
Handout: Recommendations: 1) Support the current process and the long term categories of
land and water; 2) Advise the governors office to seek other sources of money to meet clean
water initiative goals; 3) Require the governors office to meet its statutory requirements to fill
the membership of the CAC - 5 appointments from the metro area, not representative of the
state. There are vacancies, a failing record of making appointments; 4) No statutory
requirement to overhaul the LCMR.

John Shorers, MN Outdoor Heritage Alliance
Voters did not get what they wanted, very far away from the question on the ballot and the
intention. MOHA members want to get back on track, get back to what was intended.

Ron Erhardt asked what would on track be?

Shorers response: not opposed to research, likes the carp research; need to focus on trees,
woods, grass and water, specifically gains on the land.

Pam Landers: What was intended with ballot language?

John Shorers response: didn't have the ballot language in front of him, not sure what is said,
but he knows it is off track.

Steve Morse read the ballot language:
"Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to establish a Minnesota environment and
natural resources trust fund for environmental, natural resources, and wildlife' purposes?"

[tape: 3:42:521

Dorian Grilley, Executive Director, Parks & Trails Council, Written testimony attached
Agreed that spending could be more strategic, focused, and streamlined; but don't need huge
changes. Major crisis is not the process but the loss of lottery in lieu and the FRF dollars to
the General Fund. Need to get a commitment to get those re-instated. Regarding the
strategic planning, should require funding decisions adhere to the strategic plan and change
the statute from "may" to "shall" for this. They agree on the need to adhere to the
constitutional language. Citizen and technical experts are important as is legislative oversight
to ensure balance and accountability.
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Tom Jes
LCMR Members want to say they have something to do with the environment, however, very
little legislation has been introduced by those members. You can see all of the wetlands that
have been drained, green water, brown water from the air. DNR sends lots of applications to
LCMR. This shouldn't happen. Government should pay for what they ask for. Get a citizen
council, we don't need experts. What was the vision of Willard Munger? He said we should
be looking 7 generations into the future as to what we want the state to look like. There
hasn't been a conservation vision from the governor on the last several hunting regulation
books.

[tape: 3:53:121

Diane Jensen - Comments as MN Environmental Partnership - Board Chair
The crisis of Trust Fund vision is not the structure of the LCMR but a loss of dollars to
environmental funding. Current funding is not enough, the environment and outdoor funding
is only 1.1 % of the state budget and is down 46 percent from 2001 funding levels, the lowest
level in 40 years. No effort has been made for this funding (Lottery In Lieu, FRF taken in
times of budget distress) to be restored. MEP is developing additional comments for the
TaskForce.

Comments as MN Project, Director
1) Comments on process; too uneven, too detailed, far too long on the front end. Should be

6-9 months.
2) Ineligble costs prevent many nonprofits from seeking LCMR funding'. Executive Directors

salary, communication dollars, and overhead are not allowed.
3) The process is too shallow at the tail end. There is geographic horse trading, final funding

decisions often involve cutting. the project request without regard to impact on the project.,
These are details but prevent non-profits from coming forward.

4) Remember the word prevention in the language; not enough focus on prevention. This
has long term aspects.

5) Need strategic planning they can stick with, but also set aside small amount of dollars for
emerging issues.

6) Keep the scope wide. Need to be forward looking.
7) There needs to be a smaller committee. There are too many people making the decision,
8) Consider strategic investment. Look at issues that are at the tipping points, like energy.

Funding for these issues are investments that can lead to long term results for the
environment.

Harvey Nelson, MN Waterfowl Assoc. & Leech Lake Area Watershed Foundation (former
program manager) - Written comments handed out and attached.
The appropriations of $35 - $40 million is spread too thin to meet the demands rather than
focusing on critical habitat needs. Recommendations: 1) Provide direct stronger citizen
participation; 2) Simplify the process and shorten it; 3) Restore FRF receipts; 4) Allocate
major portion to larger long term projectthat address critical habitat and water needs - Le.
Habitat Corridors projects; 5) Additional emphasis to deteriorating wetlands and grasslands;
6) Improve water quality to shallow lakes and shoreland restoration; 7) Use a watershed
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approach, 8) Research on the above issues; 9) Coordination state and federal agencies
with private conservation organizations.

Carol Kummer, Minneapolis Parks & Recreation Board Commissioner, DU Capital Chapter
The Metro Regional Park System has received dollars since the inception of the Trust Fund.
State and Regional Parks have always been included in the statutes for ETF funding. She is
concerned about statements being made that the ETF was not intended to fund parks. By
design, the ballot and Constitutional language were broad. Legislative history and intent
shows two facts: 1) The ETF is designed to be administered by public officials and 2) The
ETF was to be used for wildlife habitat, parks and trails, public education, and research.
Concerned about appointments and the politics if changed. It was the intent of the original
legislation as to who should the recipients be and who should give the money away. She
spoke against citizen administration. Budget cuts should not be used to limit funding in areas
or limitoversight.

[tape: 4:13:181

Mark Johnson, MN Deer Hunters Assoc.
Ask: what do we have and what do we need? Excellent program, really helping out natural
resources. Portions need looking at. Need to streamline the process. Concern that no
overhead is provided (not an eligible cost), this pushes nonprofit groups away from LCMR
funding. Accounting and reporting requirements are immense. Research is good, parks are
good also. There are some pork barrel projects - the Judy Garland Museum for one. Don't
let this think go away, too good for everybody. This is your chance to make a difference.

. There was discussion correcting that the Judy Garland Museum did not receive funding from
the ETF or the MN Future Resources Fund from the LCMR.

Tom Landwehr, Assistant State Director, The Nature Conservancy in Minnesota (former
program manager)
Lots of good projects have been funded with LCMR. The staff is outstanding and there is
flexibility in reporting. The accounting and administration are easier than any federal grant·
he has applied for. Two confounding issues: natural resource funding is complex; LCMR
should define its niche in relation to bonding and general fund funding. LCMR's role has not
been well defined; the constitutional language is so broad that it can cover arwthing and
everything.

Some recommendations: 1) Commission could benefit by establishing long range goals. It
would help prioritize and allocate; do what George Orning said earlier' 2) Commit to long
term projects, continue and enhance this commitment, e.g. County Biological Survey and
Habitat Corridors; 3) Increase the predictability of funding; it is hard for an organization to
build the infrastructure to spend the money; 4) Review the related statutes and consider
narrower definitions of natural resources; the current system tries to do too much with too
little; doesn't have an optimal focus in some geographic areas, such as forest fragmentation
- lost opportunity with long time frames. 7) Habitat Corridor Partnership - concerned about
the reduction in their funding over time; 8) Need rriore collaborative partnerships.
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Phyllis Kahn mentioned that the defination of natural resources were not broadened over
time, but it was in place and need for original legislative passage of the ETF. The definitions
were part of the original intent.

Karen Bowen asked about the TNC position on the role of the CAC. The response from Tom
Landwehr was that he was not sure if TNC has an official position.

Dale Setterholm, MN Geological Survey (former project manager) - Written comments
attached.
He discussed three projects funded by LCMR and the importance of each one. The projects
discussed were all funded over a long period or time. LCMR funding have enabled them to
do things to advance science that regular budget funding would not. Regarding experts, this
can add to the confusion. Good scientists should be able to explain their projects to anyone.
It is not a difficult process. Staff is very helpful as is the website (very detailed). Projects
funded over a long time and having a long time benefit included the county geologic atlases.
The LCMR accelerated the work - 22 counties covered. The funding has enabled them to
obtain geophysical equipment to look at boreholes. This is used by lots of other agencies.
Ongoing base funding would not have allowed this; LCMR funding goes beyond base
funding.

Robert Austin, Member of Land Stewardship Project & MN Center for Environmental
Advocacy
Wants to see a lot more input from citizens. On the wetlands rally, the citizens made it work.
Second, regarding the Conference Committee on LCMR at the end of May chaired by
Ozment, Sams and Bakk. He thought they were rude to people there. Citizens can get this
job done and need to be involved big time.

Alison Wolf. MN Center for Environmental Advocacy
Supports earlier MEP testimony and concern about the raiding of the environmental funds.
There is pressure on the process when the resources are scarce. Recommendations: 1)
Enhance the role of the citizens; 2) Have a statewide, long range plans and vision to guide
the process; 3) Science - there are different ways to plug in expertise. Other states have
some citizen groups giving advice in a specific subject area.

Hattie Bonds:
Recommendations: 1) Need to fund cutting edge activities. The health part of the
environment is missing, especially in the urban communities; 2) Need strong education piece;
3) Use the precautionary principal (described as, if you don't know the impact of something,
go slow until you do); 4) Breast cancer findings are showing that much is environmental
related and mercury in fish - this is all health related; 5) Organic farming - is really
important; 6) Work with scientists who are risk takers working on these issues; 7) Tweak the
process and structure but all cutting edge programs,

Written statements received and in members packets:
Chuck Wocken, Stearns County Park Director (written testimony in packets)
Pat Mulqueeny, Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce (written testimony in packets)

10: 07 p.m. Adjourn
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Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force

November 17, 2005

The Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force met on November
17,2005, and identified four main categories for the issues they have identified in their two
prior meetings. Small groups developed a summary description and a list of important sub
issues for each category. After discussing the categories and key issues with the larger
group, individual members used adhesive dots to indicate which issues will be the most
important for the task force to address in its final report (number of votes indicated in
parentheses). Fourteen Task Force members were present. Each member was given 6 dots
to use. .

A. Governance
This category deals with the membership (citizens, executive, legislative), structure, final
appropriation, control loci and responsibility for making appropriation decisions. (24)

Issues:
1. Constitutionality: Can/should appropriation decisions be delegated?
2. Efficiency: Less wasted time from applicants (from application to award). (4)
3. Politicization: "Pork barrel" issues. (3)

B. Grant administration
The process for Environmental Trust Fund allocation

1. Responsiveness: RFP frequency, process complexity/length, multiple tiers. (11)
2. Project size, scope, duration, project oversight and post evaluation. (3)
3. Peer review. (3)

c. Long-range Planning
Establish clearly defined goals consistent with the constitution and statute.

1. Define boundaries: time (longer than legislative terms), activities, quantity of money.
(10)

2. Set priorities: Create strategies and substrategies. (4)
3. Implement strategies and monitor results. (1)
4. Evaluate. (1)



D. Fiscal/Administrative
Means: broad fiscal issues as they affect natural resources funding.

1. Issues: leveraging local/federal/private money (economies of scale), getting like
groups together to partner/maximize outcomes. (6)

2. How big is the pot?
• Cigarette tax money.
• Unclaimed prize money.
• Vetoed project money.
• 3/16 legislation.
• In lieu of sales tax money (to game/fish/parks/trails).
• GF, bonding

3. What does supplanting factor mean to LCMR? (8)
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Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
November 17, 2005 - Public Testimony List

6:00 p.m. CAC

1. David Hartwell
2. Greta Gauthier
3. Bill Oemichien
4. Jim "Red" Nelson

Written Testimony enclosed at the back of the packets:
Nancy Gibson

Other:
Janet. McMillan (in attendance)
Merle Anderson - not available, interested in any future opportunity to speak with the Task Force

6:30 p.m. Other Public Members (++ denotes submitted written statementin addition)

1. Less Bench
2. Representative Rick Hansen ++ (A)
3. Peter Sorenson, U of M (current project manager)
4. AI Singer, Dakota County (former project manager)
5. George Orning, U of M (current project manager and former LCMR staff)
6. Patrick Hamilton, Science Museum of MN (current project manager)
7. Dan Engstrom, S1. Croix Watershed Research Station (former project manager) ++(B)
8. Lance Ness, Fish and Wildlife Legislative Alliance ++(C)
9. Gary Lief, Ducks, Wetlands, Clean Water Railey .
10. Ron Visness (former project manager)
11. Elizabeth Nixon ++(0)
12. John Shorers, MN Outdoor Heritage Alliance
13. Dorian Grilley, Parks and Trails Council ++(E)
14. Tom Jes
15. Diane Jensen
16. Harvey Nelson, MN Waterfowl Assoc. - Leech Lake Watershed Foundation (former program

manager) ++(F)
17. Carol Kummer, Minneapolis Parks Board Commissioner
18. Mark Johnson, MN Deer Hunters Association
19. Tom Landwehr, Assistant State Director, The Nature Conservancy in Minnesota (former

program manager)
20. Dale Setterholm, MN Geological Survey (former project manager) ++(G)
21. Robert Austin, Member of Land Stewardship Project
22. Allison Wolf, MN Center for Env. Advocacy
23. Hattie Bonds

Written Testimony enclosed at the back of the packets:
Chuck Wocken, Stearns County Park Director
Pat Mulqueeny, Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce

Other:
Sen. Dennis Frederickson, not available, interested in future opportunity to speak with Task Force



TWO PROPOSALS
1. Redirect Part of Lottery in-lieu-of-Sales Tax to Clean Water Legacy .Account

2. Restore of the Minnesota Future Resources Fund

In an effort to provide ideas to help resolve the confli~ts over the LCIvIR and Environmental Trust fund, I am

offering these proposals:

1. Redirect General Fund portion of -the Lottery in-lieu-of-Sales Tax to the Clean Water Legacy Account

27.6%($10.1 million, FY05) of the in-lieu-of-Sales Ta.'C on Lottery tickets is currently deposited in the

General Fund (the remainder is divided between the Game and Fish Fund; state, metropolitan and local parks

and trails; and the zoos).

Propose to restore this re:venue to the environment by dedicating the General Fund portion of the Lottery

in-lieu-of-Sales Tax to the Clean Water Legacy Account to partially fund the identification and restoration of

'Minnesota's impaired waters.

2. Restore the Minnesota Future Resources Fund, to be known as the Farmland and Natural Areas Fund

(2005 Special Session HF40)

In r;'Y02, 2 cents of the cigarette tax was dedicated to the j\unnesota Future Resources Fund, orit,n.nally the

primary source of ftmding for LCMR projects, generating $6.7 million. In FY03, this dedicated source generated

$8.0 million. After 2003, this revenue was redirected to the General Fund.

Propose to rededicate 2 cents of the cigarette tax to a restored Ivfinnesota Future Resources Fund, and to

change the mission of the Fund.

The restored Future Resources Fund ",,-ill be known as the Farmland and Natural Areas Fund.

It will be governed'by a Council consisting of one senator; one representative; and eight public

members, one from each congressional district.

Based on a successful local model, the Dak.ota County Farmland and Natural Area Protection

Citizens' Advisory Committee (for more information see: www.co.dakota.mn.uJ./plamzz"1{gljlClp/)

The state Farmland and Natural Areas Council will review and rank proposals to acquire natural

areas or obtain permanent agricultural and conservation easements, and submit its proposals for

Fund expenditures to the legislature and governor for approval.

Based on discussion with House Research, it is estimated tl1at in FY06, 1 cent of cigarette tax will raise

approximately $2.835 million.

Other funding sources for a Farmland and Natural.Areas Council. include taking an equivalent or ,hrger

(10%?) percentage from the Environment:3.lTrust Fund.

As always, I welcome your comments and suggestions regarding these issues. Please C(Jntact me at (651) 296-6828 or

via e-mail atrep.rick.hansen@h(}use.mn.

STATE REIJ RESENTATIVE RICK. HANSEN
221 State Office Building" 100 Re\~ Dr. Martin Luther I<:.ingJr. I3lvd.• St.l)aul, MN 55155



ENRTF Advisory Task.Foice Public Testimony .Non:~mber J 7,2005
State Office Building 6:30-8:30 pm
"to examine the process for making recommendations on expenditures from the
environment and natural resources trust fund'"

Written Testimony by: Elizabeth Nixon, Professional Wetland
Scientist
Representation: individual citizen
Recent Professional Activities:
Board Member. International Society of Wetland Scientists (SWS)
Board President, SWS North Central Chapter
Planning Committee, Lake Superior Basin Wetlands Managerilent and Research Conference
Natural Resources Committee, Twin Cities Regional Greenways Collaborative
Greenways Vocabulary Committee, Twin Cities Regional Greenways Collaborative

Current Professional Projects:
Urban TMDL studies
Urban watershed-based solutions to integrating wetlands, water quality, and stormwater management

MY RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ENRTF ADVISORY
TASK FORCE ARE TO:

• Support the current decision-making process and long-term categorical priorities
in appropriation of funds, because the two highest appropriation categories
provide the best long-term solution to maintaining environmental quality

• Advise the Governor's office to seek out sources other than the ETF to meet their
CWI goals, because these goals are about pollution, not habitat. and can be met by
more strident control and incentives for industry and local land use planning

• Require the Governor's office to meet it statutory obligation to fully appoint the
CAC to the LCMR

• Acknowledge that several disparate groups with overlapping and also conflicting
interests are in support of an 'overhaul' of the LCMR, some of these interests are
in conflict with statutory obligations for the ETF, and no justification exists for an
'overhaul' of the LCMR .

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE LCMR:
APPROPRIATIONS, STATUTORY OBLIGATIONS, MAGNITUDE OF STATE FUNDING
ON ENVIRONMENT, AND THE CAC STRUCTURE AND STRATEGIC PLAN
OBLIGATIONS
$35 million appropriated for 2005-07 .
LONG-TERM CATEGORICAL PRIORITIES FOR FUNDS APPROPRIATIONS
LCMR Long-term Appropriations, 1991-2003:
Recreation, parks, trails $69,899,000
Habitat and cnticallands: $55,914,000
·Water:· $14,25'1;000'·' .
Information/GIS: $13,457,000
Education: $8,311,000 .
Ag and NR industries: $7,997,000
Administration: $3,352,000
Children's Env Health: $563,000
Energy: $346,000

Elizabeth Nixon
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Additional Vacancies:

Appointing:
Compensation:
Vacancies:

ENRTFAdvisoryTask Force Public Testimony _ - November 17,2005
State Office Building 6:30-8:30 pm
..to examine the process for making recommendations on expenditures from the
environment and natural resources trust fund"

Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the trust fund may be spent only for:
(1) the reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in section 84.95, subdivision 2;
(2) research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness of protecting or managing the state's
environment or natural resources;
(3) collection and analysis of information that assists in developing the state's environmental and
natural resources policies;
(4) enhancement of public education, awareness, and understanding necessary for the
protection, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of air, land, water, forests, fish, wildlife.
and other natural resources;
(5) capital projects for the preservation and protection of unique natural resources;
(6) activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water, and other natural resources
that otherwise may be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of the state; ,
(7) administrative and investment expenses incurred by the state board of investment in investing
deposits to the trust fund; and
(8) administrative expenses subject to the limits in section 116P.09.
Subd. 2. Exceptions. Money from the trust fund may not be spent for:
(1) purposes of environmental compensation and liability under chapter 115B and response
actions under chapter 115C;
(2) purposes of municipal water pollution control under the authority of chapters 115 and 116;
(3) costs associated with the decommissioning of nuclear power plants;
(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;
(5) solid waste disposal facilities; or
(6) projects or purposes inconsistent with the strategic plan.

Trust Fund appropriations so far have equaled around one percent of the total state
spending on environment and natural resources biennially. It is appropriated by the
Legislature, along with the rest of the state budget for environment and natural resources
spending.

Citizen Advisory appointed by the governor from each congressional district
~I.S, 116P.06.

GOYE'l"llOI'
S55 per diem plus expenses
Thl'ee (3) - :\IembE'l' District 1

:\IelDbel" DisU'ict 6
Public l\-felDbel"

:\Iemb('J' DistJ'ict 3 - last published l1iOli2004
:\lemb('J' Distl'ict 8 . last published 11/01/2004
:Uemb('J' District 7 - lasrpublished unknown
Public :\fembel' - last published 01/07/02

The cOllunittee ad,'ises the Legislati\"e Commission on :MilUlesota Resources (LC:\IR) on a strategic plan for the
Eu\"irOlimeut and ~atural Resources Trust Fund. The ad,'isory committee shall prepare and submit to the cOlllmission a
draft strategic pIau to guide expenditures frolll the trust flUld: re\"iew the reinvest in :\finnesota program during
de\"e1opment of the draft strategic plan: gather input public input during denlopment of the draft strategic plan: and
ad\"ise the conunission on project proposals to receive funding from the tmst fund. The ad,-isOl'Y conuniitee may review

_all project proposa1;, for funding and may make recolllmendation;; to the cOllunission on whether the project;; meet the
-.;tandards "and -funding categories "etforth "in sections U 6P,O 1 to ll-6P.12_ "The ele,'en member boilrd "includes at least one -'
member fWIll each congressional district and three additionalmelllbers. There is a "cont1ict of intere5t" provision in MS
ll6P that applies to this conullittee. Authorized by the chair of the LC\IR as consistent with budget and work program
approwd by the LCI'vfR.

Elizabeth Nixon
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE AGENDA

Governor Pawlenty's Record:
• Has made only 7 of 11 appointments
• 5 of the 7 appointments are residents of the Twin Cities
• Districts 3, 4, 7, 8 are vacant

Governor Pawlenty's office demonstrates a very poor track record for supporting
the ETF and LCMR.

Governor Pawlenty's office proposes to:
• eliminate the ETF legislative decision-making as established by Minnesota

Statutes
• eliminate the LCMR administrative budget
• eliminate the CAC as established by Minnesota Statutes
• establish a II-member Governor-appointed Minnesota Conservation Heritage

Foundation/Council for the purpose of meeting goals of the Governor's Clean
Water Initiative

• shift ETF priorities to meet the Governor's CWI goals
These proposals will in effect lead to gutting of state spending on parks and trails
and habitat acquisition, the two major areas of ETF appropriafions.

Governor Pawlenty's Clean Water Initiative Goals:
• Administration of 'Core Water Activities;
• Meet EPA-mandated impaired waters clean-up (TMDLs),primarilythrough

wastewater treatment plant construction
• Meet Twin Cities long-term drinking water supply needs

MOTIVES OF DISPARATE GROUPS TO DISMANTLE
CURRENT ETF DECISION-MAKING

Up for Grabs:
• $35 million per year in appropriations
• $450,000 in Year 2 administration of LCMR

Since the lobbyi.ng began. in 2003 by Governor Pawlenty'.s .offic~ ~o d,ismantle current. . . . . . . .'

ETF decision-making, disparate groups have 'duck-rallied' around a possible revenue
and power grab.

.Camp One: the Governor's Office
Motive: No new taxes. The Governor's plan will redirect ETF appropriations

.towards the CWI, particularly federally-mandated funding for TMDLs, mainly
through locally-directed wastewater treatment plant construction.

Elizabeth Nixon
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The Governor's office estimates about $80 million a year to clean up septic systems and
construct wastewater treatment plants.
The Governor's office anticipates using the ElF to match USEPA funds for TMDLs.
The Governor's office will redistribute the $35 million annual LeMR
appropriations to favor water pollution fimding at the expense ofparks,
trails, and land'Sfor hunting andjishing.

Camp Two: the Environmental Nonprofits
Motive: Dwindling revenues and a ballooning of the number of small
environmental nonprofits in MN have forced them to capitalize on all opportunities
for survival. Board members and directors are lobbying for appointment to the
(republican governor's) proposed Natural Heritage Conservation Council.

Each organization needs revenue for their own survival, and is looking for all
opportunities. LCMR and all other grantees do not provide appropriations for nonprofit
administrative expenses. Giving by wealthy citizens is down, and the number of
environmental nonprofits is up.

Over 25 environmental nonprofits are looking out for their own interests and have joined
forces with the sportsmen's groups to increase support for their initiatives. Only a few of
these groups have statewide initiatives; the bulk of the numbers is provided by small
special interest groups in the Twin Cities.

Wetlands.org objectives:
Constitutional dedicated funding
LCMRreform
Clean water legacy

Camp Three: the Sportsmen's Groups
Motive: 'This is a traditional 'anti-government' group who favors privatizing
government funds and support a republican initiative. Their motive is not based on
understanding the implications of the Governor's CWI. .

Viewing the wetl~dsrally:org lobbying material shows that this camp misunderstands
the Goverrior's CWI initiatives~

The lobbying material states: Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources Reform:
The Governor has proposed that the LCMR be restructured to better target the lottery
dollars spending to natural resources, including hunting,fishing, parks, and trails.

In 'reality,' the governor's Cwi implies lowerIng fW1ding in these areas
in or.der to increase appropriations to certain types of water pollution
clean-up.

Elizabeth Nixon
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SELECTED REFERENCES INFORMATION

Priorities for the 2005 2007 Biennium
T:.:e £udronme-ntal Quaut:'· Board m"3'..··~ :oge~a :a-e C-.:--..e:uor·:;, o:D.'::1?:. t....."~
:iriZ'!ll: .:.Dc. the bead:. ~f :1: :t3t-= 3g~nCi.E::; :n C'Hii:'I:O ci.e-..~lop po::cy. c::-e-3te
lc~-r~ge phn:. .m.:. ]e~::~w ?l·~i·~:ed pr,:l:ect: :1ut ,,'ould :.:g:::.:.f..ca.n:ly mfI::.e-ncE!
?~·:ll.l:I?-AJ~~'·':., e:.r,':.::c:::.me=.t. ~~!:.=.ne:.ota StJtu\:e~ (~.\!;Ime.:o!o Smt'a.!!c;,;. C~p:er::.

:';3..l..- :C3B, llSC. : lSD, 1:~G 3!ld : :61) diJec:o :il", EQ3 :0:

T::.e Clean "-.1ter Cabinet :'D.dud~-: co~:io::::.er:.of the depar=:;):.enr:. ofAgr::cultw'e.
c-=3:th and ~:a~alRe~ur~e'::.and :h.e Polh:non COlltrO~ _~e!JCY. ~-= eY..ee:ut:;·e direc;oJ": of
the Boald of\\-;.;,ter and Scil Re:.curce~nd ±E: :-.~erropc;'::3:1 (O\lllC~. and-the Go1-"a!lor'-:;
::iepu:y c~:Efc: ::3££. th.:! ca.bi::.et c~ir. Tim Sche:!k~=b3Ch:?....I"':E:' 3:" ~3.b:ne~ dilec"i:CI.

P1'Oit~('rirlg _Vir:ne:ora;' ;raie"'-; ..t:J.,-ro,irit·: for rh" ::005-_"'(,0-: Bit.,:nium wa::. preparEd

by:he EQB \\-Jt~l' x.:!:oUJce:. (O.D.lJLi.tte€o: SJl3 3ertel::.en. :::QB W'J.t-e1' pvucy pl:a.1ll1.eI_
lnd Joim "~\·e::'1. =QB watt!! ..:\: ':::..::.:a:~Jb:e de,::~lopme:o.t d:r~:or EQB-~"RC ~cbde~:

A~r:tul:-.:roi!. (Gre~ Buzie;;·,- <:Dc. G-:>...1~d Ee:: '1. Bord ofR"3':e:" 3!:.d Soil Re:;ou::::~
~S~-e".·e ',\·ood: 3::d Dc::.g Th';ma:j. EQB Ci~-=e:n ~1.mJ~1~ (JCD 31oo~berg md }.hry
~~:-=]]';!:::1:. He:ilth (?at Blcomg:--ell:. \Ietrop.o:::.m C Oi.:.Dc:: (Juci:· S":a1!ek a::.d Keith

~~~::::~~J~~~~U;:;~;l:U~~~;~~~~~~:,~~·~(~~~~~·~~·~~~~:~~:Z;~~i7~:~ln:~·
T:-..o:·\"ig). c.s (T.;.:.:c~:c:i: Sur:ey ~~7~ES:0ue:;.)·_6min::::r;;.rion (Jc=.u 1\"eU:.).me. the
Go,:.~.u:Lor·:.(l€-J!1'";.\:::.ter CJb'::~~: iTi!:::. Sthe:le:J.b;,;,::h) Pbcto ~ :2CD! tOt-:] p]c·.-::d~d

by ~\r~:ot::.O:Ji.:::e ofTo~:m.

CORE WATER ACTIVITIES

A~ of core stat~ activit~s ~r·,~s'to P":Jt~ct

r,1in~sota"s grotKld .lnd surface' .vaters through the
d.'ly'-t·Hlay. co()rdinat~d application of law" prc.grMns,
experti~, information and edocation, This worl: helps
~~ople an"wer basic quality and quantity questions
about wat~r, such as where it is. how·; lean it is, h<H,' ·..·e
use it and h<JW activos «e take may impair it These-:ore
actwities provid;, t~ key'to meeting the state's water
'iision. .

Re.:ommenltltions
The Clun Water Cabinet and Environmenbl
Quality Board recommend that the Legislature:

~}itrh,:l.U1 th~· pr(-:~SS f')r administerirg the
t:n... i/"I.1nill~r"rt ,~n'J r~Ml.lIa.1 R~~')LJr(-:"s Trust I=und

While many important measur~S h3~ been supported
through t~ current process, the overhaul would make
leong-term str_gic investment in Minnesoota's natural
resouro:s the priority TheI;~ recomlllends
establishment .:>1 t~ Minnesota GOI1sel'V<ltion Heritage

[:vundatKof1, an independent citizen-expert panel, to
adrriinisterth~ Trust [:uoo with this priority iii mind, .. '

IMPAIRED WATERS

Pollution in Minnesota's lakes, rivers and streams
threatffis to hamper economi<: d~velopment, erod;>
quality of life and harm ecosystems,
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R~comm;:>mf.ftlOl1 "-

The Le'Ji~.I3tu~ ::J1-)uld makt ~'l ~~n':'lIS ·:-:tfnmitment
t,) (1.;~,nin9 up imp~,jred surt.",.>,!' waters in order to
l'€'~.t-:.re tho:ir 1.)n.;J-terll1 \,,=.Iue ·I,.hilo:- ro:-m.:-vin.~ b~Hriers te.
<:-conorni.: de....-elo)pment in MinneSo.Jt.3

[n makin9 this ((<nl1litment, the Clean '....ater Cat:.i.l.:-t
and ~ll\oironm>:'nt.:tl Qwtlity B').3rd ~<:omm€'nd th"t the
Legislator-:

• ReccoJnize the oierridilig impor,",n,:e c~ actir>;j (.n
the [rnpaired ·~'.'..'lt~rs Initi,'iti've. ,lnd find ·:,)n~n~·us

on ,l ftlndin~ p..'ld:.:tg~
• ~'XlJS th-7 Initiati'/-:- ')11 r:-storinJ pollut-.:-o:f '1urfa·:t>

....,..;Ito:-r'5. but .':.1·;:.0 ~.ur.·pc'rt IH(01:-:-.:ti(,n erE clean wat,,:,r'$.
• B.."tse dean"up ~.tr,;He'Jie$ ..Hld pri'jriti-:-s on ':.(.und

So:,:i€'o..:-t'. and meet fed-:-rJI requiro:-n"t:'ots
• Optimize the use (~ fed",ral dollars for imp"ired

·t,,~t.;'rs d~3nup

• P"",i<k r-:sc·urc",S to local 'Jroups and e<i~ting I,:;.cal
programs

• ~nsur-: rep"",entation ~ a dr.~rsity of perspectives
through .3 CI-:-3o 'thter Cvun-:il

n'IIN CITIES METROPOLITAN AREA WATER
SUPPLY SUSTAINABILITY
Wise manar-ment .:>1 the ro=gi(<l'~ water supply and the
d~mands people place (.1 it is esy.ntial to the "itality of
the Twin Cities metropolitan ar-:a Den1()Jr"ph~rs.e)(pect

nearly a million new","ople in the area t:.y 20;\0 This
groMh and its associated uroanization will ~train th~

region's water oesc·uroes. This, plu~ a concern with the
,·ull~rability .)f water supply sy~.ten1s to acts .)f t~rt"Or

make w..'tter ·~uf:·ply viithin the Twin Giti-:-s m~tr(op(!litan

a",a a priority concern today In addition, p)~4Jlation
demands h"" begun to~.pill outside the sev>en-county
"",a and l,x·111 elsewhere in Minne~.)\a The I6sons
to) fr.o 1~3,rn-:-.j ff"l)ftl this inrtiatj'i~ ",viii hJ'i~ dirt'ct

application through,)ut the stat~.

RECOMMENDATIONS rORTHE 2005-2001
BIENNIUM

Protect (.(.~ ,Vd.t.:r J<:ti\·iti-:-s ,~nd mrrt :,tr:f1:':?-~i<:

long faO'J!e I)o:'.:ds

• Maintain the cycle of sen ices p"",ided by co",
water programs

• Overhaul the process for admolistering tlie .
~rrvironment and Natural Resources Trust I'und

• ~valuate Minnesota's wetland conservation efforts
to ensure that the state's no-net loss policy is
w,)rking

• lncoease water-related fees to ~p pare with
inflatiOO and increased program-f'?lat€d <?mands

t':'ak~ tho::> ':('I~'!rrljtm-:-nt ;.) ·~I?aIll119 up imp:;;r';;d
,v,HeIS

• Recognize the overriding importance of the
Impaired 'Nat~s Initiative and fund it

• Restore polluted suriace waters while protecting
c1-=an .....aters

• Base c1ean-up·strategies on sound science and meet
f~,:leral TMDL requirements

• ··Optimize the· use ~ fe<?ral dollars lor impaired ...,
waters c1~anup

• Provide resOUrces to. local groups through existing
programs

• ~nsure representatiOn of div'ersoe ~~rspect:<es
through the Clean Water Cooncil

Pfl)m,:Jh:' Twin Cjti{"~ Zlr:.'-3 ,,",Her ~,~Il:-fl!'(

:"u'".t,~in..1bjlit'j

• ~stabl;sh a regional water supply de'velopm"'nt fund
• r:orm ametropolitan water supply ad,isory

wmmit""",
• Develop a water !upply master plan
• Help defi~ hsons for Stale-.... ide appli,:atK<ls

rnor's Clean Water initiative
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What is the Governor's Clean Water Cabinet?
The Governor's Clean Water Cabinet was
established by Governor Tim Pawlenty in 2003.
The mission of the cabinet is to protect Minnesota
waters from present and future threats; ensure
safe water to sustain healthy communities; keep
an accurate and realistic picture of the "state of
our waters" so that citizens and policy-makers are
able to respond effectively and appropriately to
meet new threats; and work aggressively to
restore those waters that have been the
casualties of societies great progress.

Elizabeth Nixon
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WETLANDSRALLY.ORG LOBBYING
Tell your Representative that you want them to "restore the promise" of the Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund and to commit to spending these dollars ONLY for the purposes
for which the citizens of Minnesota constitutionally dedicated them to be used for conservation.

The following is a brief description of the problems with the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources and why reform is needed.

Flaws of current process: Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources

· Lack of long-term strategic plan to address state's conservation needs
· Multi-step, bureaucratic, multi-year process cannot react quickly to new opportunities or critical
needs
· Citizen input often discarded in favor of legislative priorities

Proposed solution: Minnesota Conservation Heritage Council

· Independent board of citizen experts . .
- Trust Fund expenditures to be·made in strict accordance with the Trust Fund constitutional
dedication and a ten year conservation plan developed by the Council
-Up front biennial appropriation of Trust Fund proceeds to the Council for grant-making, with
legislative review of Council actions and expenditures before the next biennium's appropriation

Independent, expert board

· 11 person board, appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate
· One member per Congressional district, with 3 at-large memoers
· Staggered, six year te.rms, removable for cause or by supermajority vote
· S"oard members must have demonstrated expertise/experience with conservation policy/science
and nolbe a paid employee of any conservation organization

Strategic Conservation Plan

· Foundation to develop a 10 year Strategic Conservation' Plan, updated every two years, to
identify and address state's conservation needs
· Grant decisions made more frequently, to address needs identified in Strategic Plan
· Grants must demonstrate a direct"benefit to Minnesota's natural resources
· Current LCMR staff would. continue to staff the Council

Biennial appropriation - "Fill the Bucket" approach

· Legislature would appropriate the Environment and Natural Resource trust fund proceeds to the
Council at the start of each biennium . .
~ Bi~nriia"l"appropriation' ~ould give the Council the ability to respond to opportunitie~ a~d critical
needs as they arise, rather than wait two to three years for the LCMR process
· Legislature maintains authority/responsibility to oversee Council activities, and to hold the
Council accountable, like any other state agency. Also, audits of Council activities to be
conducted by the Legislative Auditor MCHC Advisory committee

Clean Water Legacy:

". " .....

Elizabeth Nixon
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Minnesota is the Land of 10,000 lakes and miles and miles of streams and rivers. We boat, fish,
swim, drink, irrigate, and do just about everything else in or around our waters! Problem is we
have abused our waters. It is high time to clean them, restore them, and protect the waters of our
state that are not yet contaminated. Cleaning up our waters is critical to business and economic
development, as well as, our Quality of Life.

That is why conversationalists, environmentalists, farmers, local governments, and businesses
are supporting HF 826-0zment and SF 762-Frederickson.

This proposal would begin the clean up of contaminated lakes and streams in the state in
accordance with the Clean Water Act. Needed new revenue would be generated by an annual
$36 fee from each house. In addition businesses wouldalso pay based on the amount of water
they use.

This estimated $80 million per year would fuel a locally delivered multi-function cleanup efforts
through septic inspection and upgrades, upgrades to waste water treatment plants, as well as,
the buffering and retirement of additional farm land in water sensitive areas. While no one is
opposed to the policy of cleaning up our polluted waters, no one seems willing to pay for it!

New funding sources continue to be researched, including using the property tax statement (5.3
million parcels in the state) to collect a fee based on value of the property, a mortgage tax
surcharge, and other fees and taxes.

The Senate in their Tax Bill (SF 2206), which passed last week, proposes to raise the income tax
on the top income earners in the State. Some of those new revenues ($31.5 million on 2006, $3 .
million in 2007, $40 million in 2008, and $80 million in 2009) would be reserved for the Clean
Water Legacy Act.

Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources Reform: The Governor has proposed
that the LCMR be restructured to better target the lottery dollars spending to natural
resources, including hunting, fishing, parks,and trails.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL LANGUAGE FROM THE LAST SESSION:

Constitutional Amendment. Proposes a constitutional amendment for the 2006 general election on dedicating one-fourth percent
of sales tax revenue to be split evenly for fish and wildlife enhancement purposes and water resources protection and restoration.
Two funds would be created in the constitution for this purpose and the dedication, starling July 1,2007, would last 25 years until
2032.

Art. 2, § 1 .
Heritage Enhancement Fund. Requires 97 percent of the money appropriated from the constitutionally created Heritage
Enhancement Fund to be spent on specific fish and wildlife habitat and tourism projects..

Clean Water Fund.

Subd. 2. Allows money in the fund to be spent for monitoring and analysis, state and local protection and improvement activities,
and aid to individuals and organizations for water quality improvement projects.

Subd. 3. Creates a Clean Waters Council of 18 public and private members, similar to the Clean Water Legacy Council in H.F..
826. Requires the CouriCil to recommend. to 'the Governor projects 'for funding from the clean water fund, with a report on .
expenditures biennially to the legislature.
§2

House Bill; H.F. 1909

Authors: Hackbarth and Dill

Elizabeth Nixon
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HF 1467-Hackbarth has passed a number of committees and is on the House floor for a final
vote. The bill would create a new "Minnesota Conservation Heritage Council," which would
become the new citizen-based LCMR. The 11 members of the commission would be selected by
the Governor and approved by the Senate.

The key provisions of HF1467 have been inserted into another bill, HF 902, the environment and
natural resources bUdget bill. Duck Rally Supporters are urged to contact this representative and
urge them to support keeping this important LCMR reform language in the House Environment
Budget Bill. Attempts to remove the LCMR reform language from HF 902 failed in committee on
and the floor.

SF 1809-Chaudhary received a hearing but was tabled for lack of support in the policy committee.

HF 902 and SF 2273, the House and Senate Environment & Natural Resources BUdget bills are
in conference committee. Duck Rally attendees are encouraged to contact the Senate conferees

.asking them to consider strongly the House LCMR reform language and modify the LCMR
structure and process this year!

This year's LCMR funding proposal totals $39 million and is included in both HF 1420 and·
SF2273. The dollars to be distributed by the LCMR are expected to increase in future
years.

House Bill; H.F. 826

Authors: Ozment, Paymar and Hackbarth

The Clean Water Legacy Act would established providing the authority, direction, and funding to
achieve and maintain water quality standards for surface waters in accordance with the federal
Clean Water Act, and allocate money to· fund cleaning up lakes, rivers; and streams.

Elizabeth Nixon
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Parks & Trails agrees with other organizations that the major crisis is not the
governing structure of theLCMR, ·but the loss of long-standing resources that were
dedicated to the environment thr9ugh the cigarette tax. The loss of 30% of the
revenue stream to theLCMR has pIacyd enormous pressure on the remaining funds
from the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund. The vision of theETF was
to invest in emerging environment and conservation issues and to supplement other
resources. As other resources have shriveled up and gone away, there is only the ETF
remaining as a' viable funding source for many programs and projects.

During the 2006 Legislative Session, we actively monitored Governor Pawlenty's
proposal to reform and replace the current Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources with an 11- member citizen board. While we agreed with the concerns that
Trust Fund expenditures could be more strategic, we did notbelievea'wholesale
change was the answer either. -

Dear Mr. Zentner and Rep. Solberg:

On behalf of Pqrks & Trails' 3,000 members and Board of Directors, I appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments on the process for making recommendations on
expenditures from'the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund. .

Given the contentious nature of this issue, we certainly appreciate the task you have
before you and hope our comments will help guide your recommendations.

November 17,2005

Co-chairs Dave Zentner and Rep. Loren Salberg
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory TaskForce
65 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN'55155

Fixing the process without addressing the loss of revenues to environment and natural
resource programs only sets up a situation where those who worked to establish the
Trust Fund fight amongst themselves for the scarce revenues it provides. We
encourage you to give serious consideration to include in your recommendations a
commitment to replacing lost reVenues.

275 East 4;h Street. SUite #642
St. Paul. Minnesota 55101-1651
Phone 651-726-2457 or 1-800-944-0707
Fax 651-726-2458
www.parksandtrails.org



Testimony - Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory
TaskForce 11-17-05

My name is Harvey Nelson. I appreciate the opportunity to present a brief statement
to the Advisory Task Force. Tam representing the Minnesota Waterfowl Association
and tbe Leech Lake Area Watershed Foundation.

Since its creation in 1988, the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund has
made substantial contributions to projects that enhanced the natural resources of
Minnesota, especially fisb and wildlife habitats and populations, water quality and
related public recreational uses. We are concerned, however, that the recent $35
million to $40 million biennial allocation for LCMR projects is again being spread too
tbin to meet the many varied demands, rather than focusing on critical habitat needs.
This includes deteriorating wetlands, grasslands, water quality and shoreline
protection. We also believe tbatthere should be stronger, direct citizen participation
on the Commission, even though there is an active Citizens Advisory Committee.
We submit the following recommendations for your consideration:

1. Provide for stronger, direct citizen participation on the Commission.

2. Simplify the application and approval process, and reduce time frames.

3. Restore the tobacco tax receipts to overall LCMR base funding.

4. Allocate a major portion ofavailable funds to larger, long-term habitat projects
that address critical habitat needs for fish, wildlife, water quality and related
public recreational values. For example, continue and expand the ongoing projects
such as ''Restorbig Minnesota's·Fish and wildlife Habitat Corridors" and "Metro
Habitat Corridors". These projects are based on good science, sound conservation
principles and concepts, and will provide substantial resource and public benefits
over the long-term. .

5. Give additional emphasis to protection and restoration of critical wetlands and
grasslands that continue to deteriorate and disappear from the landscape.

6. Give special attention to improving water quality of shallow (wildlife) lakes and
shoreline protection on larger recreational lakes to enhance fish and wildlife use.

7. Give stronger support to the watershed approach when applicable.

8. Support research needs related to the above issues.

9. Improve coordination with state and federal natural resource agencies and private
conservation organizations.

Harvey K. Nelson: Special Consultant, Minnesota Waterfowl Association
Board of Directors, Leech Lake Area Watershed Foundation



Testimony ofDale R. Setterholm, Asst. to the Director, Minnesota Geological Survey to

the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force, November 17,

2005

Members of the Task Force,

Funding from the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund has had a significant

and positive impact on the ability of the Minnesota Geological Survey (MGS) to achieve

its mission. LCMR funding has enabled projects that we would otherwise not have been

able to conduct, it has accelerated progress in key programs, and it has provided

equipmentjthat we were otherwise unable to attain. Each of our LCMR projects has

enhanced our knowledge of the natural environment such that Minnesotans can more

efficiently and effectively manage natural resources.

The first example I would like to relate is funding of the aeromagnetic survey of

Minnesota. Because the bedrock ofMinnesota is largely buried by glacial deposits, it is

difficult and expensive to investigate the nature of that rock. However, some ofour most

important industries are based on bedrock resources, and understanding that bedrock

geology also affects ground water management. One solution to this difficulty is to

precisely measure the earths magnetic field, and to interpret the bedrock geology from

that data. Toward that end the LCMR funded an airborne survey ofMinnesota's

magnetic field from 1979 to 1991, and a related drilling program to enable interpretation

of the data. This survey required funding through 6 consecutive biennium. The results

are nationally or even internationally recognized as one of the premier surveys of its type.

The results continue to support geologic mapping and related mineral exploration today.

The data are used by the DNR Minerals Division, the Natural Resources Research

Institute, Universities, and mining companies as well. A project was recently initiated at

MGS to reprocess the data with better computing power and more sophisticated software

to further enhance the value of the data. Minnesota is regarded as a leader in this field.

The long term support of LCMR produced long term benefits that continue today.



Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund resources were also used to accelerate

the County Geologic Atlas Program which originated at the MGS.LCMR support for

two biennia enabled acceleration of the program, a partnership with DNR Waters, and the

completion of geologic atlases and related products for xx counties over that time period.

These atlases produce the basic geologic and ground water related information necessary

to support decision-making at the local level. The program requires some local funding

to ensure local participation and use ofthe products. In addition to use by local

government for permitting, land-use, and water planning, the products are used by state

agencies to enable wellhead protection, well construction code enforcement, permitting,

and the application of agricultural best management practices. In my opinion, the effect

of this LCMR investment has been management of ground water resources that has saved

many times over the dollars that it cost.

As a final example, MGS used Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund resources

to buy downhole geophysical logging equipment. These instruments are used to obtain

highly accurate and reliable information about the geologic units penetrated by a well or

borehole. Various physical properties are measured and interpreted such that we can

determine the specific geologic units penetrated by the well, the hydrologic properties of

those units, and the relationship of a particular well to others. That equipment was

eventually replaced as the technology improved, and the value of the data was

recognized. This technology enables us to collect high-value information from existing

wells about which little was known. As an alternative to expensive and time-consuming

drilling programs, this equipment has been extremely useful and efficient. The results are

used by the MGS in mapping programs, by the Dept. ofHealth in enforcing the well

construction code, and by many cities in designing and managing their wells.

To summarize, the MGS regards the LCMR administration ofEnvironment and Natural

Resources Trust Funds as a very important component in our efforts to help others

manage the natural resources of our state. These funds have had a significant and long

lasting influence on our success that continues today. MGS has had many LCMR

projects funded, and many more unfunded. While we considered each of our proposals



worthy of funding and technically sound, we recognize that there are more needs than

there are dollars, and that science is not the only factor that should be applied to the

funding decision. Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



NANCY GIBSON

November 17, 2005

Dear Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force:

Thank you very much for the invitation to voice my concerns regarding the
future of the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund (ETF).
Unfortunately, I am out-of-town on the scheduled date of testimony so a
letter will have to suffice.

As a member ofthe Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) for 14 years, 12 of
those as its chair, and vice-chair ofthe Coalition that worked hard to pass the
Constitutional dedication in 1998, my concerns run deep for the future of
Minnesota's natural resources. To summarize my experience, the
expenditure process for the ETF is broken and fraught with minutia and
politics from start to finish. The State's environment is not served by this
arduous process. This is not to say that some great projects have not been
funded, they have, but it a painful process. A great example is the County
Biological Survey, an essential tool for policYffiakers and experts to guide
them with land development and protectionissues. Yet, the project has to
compete every funding cycle taking up valuable time instead of giving the .
Survey the sustained funding to complete the process.

In order to get funding, projects have to have a three year lead period
between writing and proposing to the [mal appropriation date. Intense
lobbying is required by either proposers or legislators on the Commission.
This does· not mean the best projects get funded. Legislators show up for the
LCMR allocation day often voting in packs for pre-determined projects.

Instead of focusing on what is wrong with the process, I hope this task force
will have the courage to let go of the current method and start fresh with a
set a questions ofwhat is needed in our natural resource communities and
how best the ETF dill provide the funds to preserve and restore our land, air
and water. Put forth some visionary strategies that have impact.

2712 GlenhurstAve. S1. Louis Park, MN. 55416 Phone (952) 927-5512 Fax (952) 927-0143



It has been my experience that Legislators have well-honed policy making
skills but lack the science needed for making critical decisions on natural
heritage issues. The ETF is ill-served by political appointments to oversee
complicated issues. Constantly shifting appointments and poor attendance
further damage the process. Consistency of expertise is a better option.
Experts are trained to catalog and receive pertinent data regarding scientific
information. Legislators can't fix a problem if they don't understand the
problem, experts can. Minnesota is fortunate to have human resources who
deal with our environment and natural resource needs on a daily basis.
Natural resource experts are equipped with the skills to make the necessary
decisions without the interference ofpolitics. Yes, it will take away the
influence of lobbyists but it will ensure that projects are funded on their own
merit.

In closing, I want to add that critiquing the LCMR process has not been
easy, however it was driven by years of sitting on the sidelines watching
opportunities pass and the ETF not fulfilling its mission. I never doubted the
good intention ofLegislators. My intention is to make the ETF meet its
potential with addressing our environmental and natural resource demands.
You wouldn't trust the future of the state's financial investment to anyone
but flllancial experts. Follow that same equation and trust the future of the .
state's natural resources to natural resource experts. This is not a
Democratic or Republican maneuver but a strategy whose time has come. I
apologize again for not being able to present this in person; however I am
available at a later date ifneeded.



1802 Co. Rd. 137, Waite Park, MN 56387
telephone: 320/255-6172; fax: 320/255-6177;
email: chuck.wocken@co.steams.mn.us

November 9,2005

Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner, LCMR CO-CHAIRS, ENVIRONMENT &
NATURAL RESOURCES FUND ADVISORY TASK FORCE

lclm@commissions.leg.state.mn.us

RE: EXPENDITURES FROM THE ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES
TRUST FUND

On behalf of Steams County, I am submitting the following comments as part of the
testimony supporting the use ofENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST
FUND interest statewide for park & trail acquisition and betterment.

Steams County has relied on the State ofMinnesota for seed money on 95% of its
park, trail and open space initiatives in the past. With the unfortunate loss of the "Mipnesota
Future Resources Fund, only the Environment & Natural Resources Fund remains to help
counties provide outdoor recreation opportunities for its citizens. The State has leveraged
millions of dollars of expenditures through its grants to local units of government at the
city, county and regional level. The escalation of costs for land acquisition has only
exasperated the need for state assistance to build green communities throughout the state.
For example,the land values next to Quarry Park & Nature Preserve in Waite Park have
gone from $13,000 per forty-acre parcel in 1992 to nearly $500,000 in 2005.

Steams County has enough park acquisition needs to exhaust all the grants available
for Greater Minnesota in the coming grant cycle. Greater Minnesota has emerging urban
areas that suffer the same needs the Twin Cities Metro Area did 30 years ago when the state
infused millions of dollars of investment into green infrastructure. Investments in parks and
trails are investments in communities providing a multitude ofbenefits to the local
residents, such as exercise opportunities and tourism impact. The Lake Wobegon Trail has
received State DNR Regional Trail Initiative grants throughout its growth period. Next
year the trail will be linked to the Central Lakes State Trail creating probably the longest
separated blacktopped bike/hike facility in the U.S. This could not have been done without
State investments in counties and local communities.

It would be difficult for me to imagine that any wildlife management area in Steams
County could match the visitation and use of the Lake Wobegon Trail or Quarry Park &
Nature Preserve. The State ofMinnesota needs to continue its investment in communities
throughout the State for parks and trails. The ENVIRONMENT& NATURAL
RESOUCES TRUST FUND is the only source that can give the needed help.



Sandy Smith

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Pat Mulqueeny [pat.mulqueeny@epchamber.org]
Tuesday, November 15, 2005 10:21 AM
Icmr@lcmr.leg.mn .
Erik Paulsen (Erik Paulsen); tim.pawlenty@state.mn.us; ron@mnbound.com
Lottery funds and the Trust Fund

To whom it may concern,

In reading the Star Tribune's Sunday Sports page, I came across the notice
of the meeting .this Thursday to discuss how to use the money generated from
the lottery. I am unable to attend the meeting, but do want to provide my
input.

I believe the money should be spent in only one manner - buying land. There
have been numerous reports of how the DNR cannot keep up with the pace
necessary to accommodate the outdoor activities that make Minnesota great
and is part of our heritage - hunting, fishing, camping, clean waters etc.
If we simply bought land that can be used for these activities and to help
protect our environment (water buffer zones to protect rivers, lakes,
streams) and to be set aside as Wildlife Management Areas, s.tate forests,
and more, they would be therefor generations to come.

We hear the reports of how another million people will be in the Twin Cities
region in the next 15 -20 years. If we are serious about protecting our
natural resources and providing the outdoor activities that Minnesotans have
grown up with, love and want for future generations to enjoy, than buying
land and setting it aside for these activities makes the most sense right
,now.

Please provide my comments to the individuals and groups who will be
deciding how this money is to be spent. I can be reached for any further
discussion, additional comments at the number below during daytime hours or
at home at 952-44B~4767 in the evening.

Sincerely,

Pat MulQueeny, 10M
President
Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce
11455 Viking Drive, Suite 270
Eden Prairie, MN 55344
952-944-2830

The Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce is a not-for-profit business
association with over 450 members representing over 25,000 area employees.

1



Senate Counsel, Research,
and Fiscal Analysis

G-17 STATE CAPITOL

75 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. BLVD.

ST. PAUL, MN 55155·1606
(651) 296·4791

FAX: (651) 296-7747

Jo ANNE ZOFF SELLNER

DIRECTOR

Senate
State of Minnesota

TO: Members of the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory
Committee

FROM: Greg Knopff, Legislative Analyst.~
phone:· 651-296-9399 fax: 651-296-7747
e-mail: gregory.knopff@senate.mn

DATE: November 28,2005

RE: LCMR Duties Not Affected by the June 30, 2006, Sunset

Per your request, below is a list of duties of the Legislative Commission on
Minnesota Resources (LCMR) that were not affected by the June 30, 2006, sunset of the
LCMR's duties on making recommendations for expenditures from the Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund. The LCMR will continue to be responsible for the duties
listed, unless further legislation affects those duties.

LCMR Duties Unaffected by the June 30, 2006, Sunset:

1. Recommend expenditures from the State Land and Water Conservation
Account, M.S. section 116P.05, subd. 2, par. (b);

2. Review and approve work programs for expenditures from the Trust Fund, M.S.
section 116P.05, subd. 2, par. (c);

3. Receive semiannual progress reports on projects receiving appropriations from
the Trust Fund, M.S. section 116P.05, subd. 2, par. (c);

4. Appraisal and evaluation of information on protection, conservation,
preservation, and enhancement of the state's air, water, land, forests, fish, wildlife,
native vegetation, and other natural resources, M.S. section 116P.09, subd. 3;

5. Submit a biennial report to the Legislature, M.S. section 116P.09, subd. 7;



6. Approval of sales, transfers, or encumbrances of real property interests thatwere
purchased with an appropriation from the Trust Fund or the Minnesota Future
Resources Fund, M.S. section 116P.15;

7. Receive annual real property interest reports from the owners of interests in
property that were purchased with an appropriation from the Trust Fund or the
Minnesota Future Resources Fund, M.S. section 116P.16;

8. Approve exemptions from land exchange or sale requirements for tillable land
or farm homesteads acquired by the DNR in the Richard J. Dorer Memorial
Hardwood Forest, M.S. section 89.022, subd. 2;

9. Review and approve work programs for expenditures from the Nongame Wildlife
Management Account, M.S. section 290.431 and 290.432;

10. Receive semiannual progress reports for expenditures from the Nongame
Wildlife Management Account, M.S. section 290.431;

11. Make recommendations on appropriations from oil overcharge money received
by the state, M.S. section 4.071, subd. 2;

12. Make recommendations on appropriations from the Great Lakes Protection
Account, M.S. section 116Q.02, subd. 2;

13. Receive the biennial water policy report prepared by the Environmental Quality
Board, M.S. section 103A.43, par. (d); and

14. Review of proposed form for the Landowner Bill of Rights disclosure statement,
M.S. section 84.0274, subd. 7.

GK:dv
11-28-2005
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Legacy Chapter Seven

Adopted
or Vote

Year Purpose ofAmendment Rejected Yes No Election
1972 To provide for the joint election of the governor and A 1,064,580 503,342'0 1,773,838t

lieutenant governor; to remove the lieutenant
governor as the presiding officer of the senate.

1972 To authorize bonus payment for Vietnam vetemns. A 1,131,921 477,473 1,773,838t
1974 To revise organization and language of constitution. A 815,064 311,781 1,296,209t
1974 To case vote requirement for amending constitution. R 638,775 474,519 1,296,209t
1974 To allow legislature to determine railroad taxes. A 741,353 372,158 1,296,2091
1976 To permit proceeds from increases in motor fuel R 552,543 1,134,847 1,978,59Ot

taxes to be placed in the general fund; to remove
restrictions on interest rale for and amount of highway
bonds.

1980 To establish a bipartisan reapportionment R 1,036,581 754,935 2,079,4I1t
commission.

1980 To require campaign spending limil~ for executive A 1,457,454 398,551 2,079,4 lit
and legislative offices and public disclosure of
campaign spending for all state candidates.

1980 To remove restrictions on the interest mte for and R 964,212 823,192 2,079,4 lit
the amount of highway bonds.

1980 To establish initiative and referendum. R 970,407 854,164 2,079,4 lit
1980 To remove requirement of senate approval for R 944,883 850,251 2,079,4I1t

notaries public.
1982 To allow the creation of a court ofappeals. A 1,304,127 385,738 1,834,737t
1982 To remove restrictions on the interest mte for and A 1,103,221 563,865 1,834,737t

the amount of trunk highway bonds.
1982 To permit the legislature to authorize on-track A 1,108,255 .~24,n.1 1,834,737t

pari-mutuel betting on horse racing.
1982 To provide state bonding authority for the A 1,201,321 492,736 1,834,737t

improvement and rehabilitation of railroad
facilities.

1984 To allow the exchange of state-owned lands for A 1,176,809 611,200 2,114,842t
other lands owned by state or local governments.

1984 To remove restrictions on the investment of the A 1,139,390 631,378 2,114,842t
pennanent school fund and to allow the limits on
the investment of the fund and the apportionment
of the returns on the investment to school districts
to be set by la~v.

1988 To establish a Minnesota Environmental and A 1,645,090 375,752 2,125,1I9t
Natuml Resources Trust Fund for environmental
natUrdI resources, and wildlife purposes.

1988 To allow the use ofjuries of fewer 12 members A 1,205,730 806,766 2,125;119t
in civil and nonfelony cases.

1988 To pemlit the legislature to authorize a lottery A 1,214,032 843,307 2,125,119t
operated by the state.

1990 To dedicate 40 percent of the state lotteryprocecds to A 1,388,105 329,806 1,843,I04t
the environment and natural resources truSt fund
until the year 2001.

1994 To pernlit off-track wagering on horse racing in a R 841,277 847,802 1,794,618t
manner prescribed by law.

1,334,4091996 To authorize a bonus for Persian Gulf War veterans. A 740,039 2,211,161t
1996 To provide for recall ofelected stale officials. A 1,833,523 248,778 2,211,16lt

~1998 To extend use of lottery for environmental trust fund A 1,556,895 460,747 2,105,343t,
~1998 To preserve hunting and fishing heritage. A 1,570,720 462,749 2,105,343t

1998 To abolish the oftice of state treasurer. A 1,087,789 855,853 2,105,343t

Sources: Anderson, William, A History of tile Constitution of Minnesota, Minneapolis, University ofMinnesota, 1921; Mitau, G
Theodore "Constill/tional Change by Amendment: Recommendations ofthe Minnesota Constitutional Commission in Ten Years'
Perspective," Minnesota Law Review, Volume 44,1959-60, pp. 461-83, Minnesota legislative manuals, the archives ofthe
Minnesota Historical Society. and state canvassing board reports.



Minnesota Session Laws 1998 - Chapter 392 Page 10f1
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Minnesota Session Laws 1998 - Chapter 392

Key: (1 )LQA§UQ§e te l3e EleleteEl (2)New language

Legislative history and Authors

"1 matches for Constitutional Amendment Proposed ...

I

CHAPTER 392-S.F.No. 41
An act proposing an amendment to the Minnesota
Constitution, article XIII, by adding a section;
affirming that hunting and fishing and the taking of
game and fish are a valued part of our heritage.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:
Section 1. [ -4 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROPOSED .... ]
An amendment to the Minnesota Constitution, article XIII,

by adding a section, is proposed to the people. If the
amendment is adopted, the section will read as follows:

Sec. 12. Hunting and fishing and the taking of game and
fish are a valued part of our heritage that shall be forever
preserved for the people and shall be managed by law and
regulation for the public good.

Sec. 2. [SUBMISSION TO VOTERS.]
The proposed amendment must be submitted to the people at

the 1998 general election. The question submitted shall be:
"Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to affirm that

hunting and fishing and the taking of game and fish are a valued
part of our heritage that shall be forever preserved for the
people and shall be managed by law and regulation for the public
good?

Yes
No "

Presented to the governor April 10, 1998
Signed by the governor April 20, 1998, 11:17 a.m.

Please direct all comments concerning issues or legislation
to your House Member or Sllite Senator.

For Legislative Staff or for directions to the Capitol, visit the Contact Us page.

General questions or comments.

11 /?R-17m 5
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~ 1 matches for Constitutional Amendment Proposed ;.

,
Presented to the governor March 27, 1998
Signed by the governor March 31, 1998, 10:50 a.m.
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Some themes from November 17 testimony

GOVERNANCE:

1. Scope / Nature of constitutional language.
Narrow the focus - woods, wildlife, water. Narrow definitions, focus, etc.
Stay with narrow intent of ballot language.

versus

Constitutional language is very broad. Keep goals broad / very broad;
keep scope wide. Maintain proportional diversity of its mission.

2. Decision making.
Need more citizen involvement

versus

Need more scientific expertise in decision making

versus

Need a balanced approach with input at various points in the process from
citizens, politicians, scientists and technical experts.

3. LCMR serves a critical purpose.
The ETF has been an important resource funding collaborative, innovative
projects. Make improvements as needed, but don't "throw the baby out
with the bath water,"·

GRANT ADMINISTRATION:
1. Timing, two-year time frame is too long. Need shorter funding cycles, release

funds in a more timely manner .

2. Difficult for small NGOs - eligible costs too narrow

3. Process is too cumbersome, too detailed, etc.....

4. Responsiveness:
Not able to respond to urgent needs. Need smatler, special fund to
address urgent needs, short- term, opportunities; set aside small dollar
amount for emerging issues.

versus

Look at funding longer-term projects; beyond two year biennium.
Increase predictability of funding.



LONG-RANGE PLANNING:
1. Need strong, targeted strategic plan with measurable goals, quantifiable

objectives for the Trust Fund. Funding should be tied to strategic plan.

2. Need statewide conservation plan.

FISCALIADMINISTRATIVE:
Restore integrity of LCMR funding; increase funding -lottery-in-Iieu sales tax,
unclaimed prizes, Minnesota Future Resources Fund (cigarette tax).



•
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Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Committee

Questionnaire

November 29, 2005

Please complete the following questionnaire and give it to Ryan Church, at the end of the
meeting today. We will document and summarize the results for discussion at the
December 15th meeting. Thank you!

1. What statements or points struck you as particularly important and useful in the
Task Force's deliberations?

2. Wharaspects of the other states' processes impress you and you think Minnesota
should explore further?

a. Governance:

b. Grant Administration:

c. Long-Range Planning:

d. Fiscal!Administrative:

Page 1 of3



----------

3. What is working well in Minnesota, compared to what you heard from other
states? What aspects ofMinnesota's process do you think we need to preserve? -

a. Governance:

b. Grant Administration:

c. Long-Range Planning:

d. Fiscal!Administrative:

4. Ultimately, what qualities or characteristics should Minnesotans expect from the -.
process?

a. Governance:

b. Grant Administration:

c. Long-Range Planning:

d. Fiscal!Administrative:

•
Page 2 of3
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5. Any other comments or suggestions for future Task Force discussions?

Page 3 of3
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ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TrY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@cornmissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
December 15, 2005

Time: 1:00 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office BUilding - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda

1. Share reactions to previous presentations and testimony.
2. Identify the desirable qualities or characteristics of the future Trust Fund process.
3. Describe possible alternative approaches to the Trust Fund process.
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Members Present:
Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Joe Duggan
Wayne Enger (phone)
Ron Erhardt

Members Absent:
Dave Bishop

Ryan Heiniger
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz
Gary Laidig
Pam Landers (phone)

Earl Renneke .

Steve Morse
Craig Shaver
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner

LCMR members present: Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, Rep. Pete Nelson, Rep. Denny
McNamara, Rep. Tom Huntley

Meeting called to order: 1:11 p.m.

Approval of the Minutes from 11/17/2005: .
Motion by Gary Laidig to approve the 11-17-2005 minutes as presented. Seconded by
Jane Krentz. Motion passed.

Co-Chair Solberg had members go around the table and introduce themselves.

Presentations from: .

Colorado - Great Outdoors Colorado, Chris Leding [7:16]

A handout of the power point slides is included in the back of the minutes as a record of
her presentation. Attachment A.

She answered questions posed by members. [34:25]

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger,
Ron Erhardt, Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, .

Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver, Loren Solberg, David Zentner
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder
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Craig Shaver: 01) Of the 17 members, how many are legislators? A: none are
required to be by definition of being a legislator; however, currently have 1 recently
retired legislator and 2 current legislators on the board. 02) Agriculture programs,are
they permanent easements? A: yes they are, the board has not wanted to get into the
business of term easements, due to the demand for the dollars and pool of people who
want to preserve their land.

Jane Krentz: 01) terms of the members? Coincide with governor or overlap?
A: overlap, staggered terms of 4 years, one-half the board rotate or gets re-appointed
every 2 years. It is fair to say that nothing is insulated from the reality of politics. The
original board were appointed by a democratic governor. The amendment is such that is
has kept us on a pretty steady course. The constitutional amendment has insulated
GOCO from politics.

Loren Solberg: 01) Do the members get per-diem? A: $50 per day, meals & mileage.

Phyllis Kahn: 01) Proportion of the administrative expense to the money appropriated?
A: 13 staff, $1.1 million dollars annually which is 4% of what is granted..
02) Intellectual Infrastructure, such as MN County biological survey, forest inventory,
invasive/exotic species, bio-control? A: those activities are done mostly through the
.state agencies. They help fund species protection and science that needs to be done.
Inventories done through Wildlife Dept. Mapping currently being done through GOCO,
of lands acquired where there are gaps that need to be worked on for LUGs.03)
consideration of populations? Like to LUG? A: mini grant program 04) How deal with
trail enhancement and costs that are a million dollar per mile? A: through the state trail
program, run by CO state parks, not administered by GOCO. Helped with some urban
trails by purchasing the land. May take a number of years (cycles) to get it done. 05)
Was the lottery exempt from TABOR (Taxpayers Bill of Rights)? A: yes

[40:40] Phyllis Kahn comments: One of the things CO has done that I think is great and
we should have done (it was an enormous mistake we did on setting up our system) was
the idea of putting as much money on the ground as possible instead of putting it into a
trust (endowment) fund.

Phyllis Kahn comments: And one further thing is the bonding, even though you have not
done it - using your money 100% more effectively than we are using ours.

A: The original citizen committee suggested doing what you did. Part of the issue is that
lottery dollars are the only source of funds for the system and is the only money spent.
CO state parks get $2.1 million in general fund and wildlife gets none and lottery is the
only source and we really had to get the money out on the ground. .

Phyllis Kahn comments: 01) How does that fit into with no supplant? Substitution? A:
that was the way they were funded before, only hunter fees, etc. There is very little
general fund to Parks and none to wildlife. .

Karen Bowen: 01) Do the members need to have specific expertise or qualifications or
are there criteria? A: split in political parties, in each congressional district, one
representative from agriculture, 2 members from west of continental divide, and in terms
of expertise of topics: there are no requirements, I do have to say that all have interest
and expertise in what we do.
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02) Staff screening of proposals? How it works, how extensive is it? A: fairly
extensive, even though GOCO mainlv does land conservation. For example this
Friday the board will be considering 42 applications and staff is recommending 25 for
funding this Friday. The board cannot do a screening process with that volume. The
staff developed a screening process, peer reviewers are also considered by the board.
The board doesn't always go along with the staff recommendations. The demand for
money is usually about 3 to 1 which establishes happy and unhappy proposers.

Loren Solberg: 01) Why would they not go along with the staff recommendations /
criteria? A: now,and then, but very rarely, somebody wants to see a particular project in
their county. The board has sympathy for small communities, and if staff works with the
applicant it could work out to be successful. In the open space round, not enough
money to go around, it may be an urgent parcel, sometimes they forward additional
money to certain programs.

Jeff Broberg: 01) Constitution dedicated programs, Do you refine the definition of those
programs periodically? A: The constitution' is the gUiding piece to it. Does not change
dramatically. 02) The cycle is twice a year and so approximately 40 projects get
reviewed every 6 months, so less that a year to package everything? A: The GOCO
board is fairly reactive, - strong interest in land conservation, there has been some shift
from time to time as to the level of involvement should be with species protection
programs - the GOCO board really "dangles the carrot" in front of the local communities
who set their own priorities and decide what to get done in their areas.

[46:47] Steve Morse: 01) on the substitution issue - what has happened to the state
park general fund support? A: staff watches closely to make sure that a project doesn't
show up in the general fund. 02) overall what has happened to general fund support?
A: At the start of GOCO existence $4.5 million in general fund support, now is at $2.6
million, they have had a number of fee increases to make up the difference and also
done some revenue enhancement projects - such as luxury cabin rental and wedding
facilities. 03) Is the staff recommending 100% of the money available for projects this
cycle? A: not always, sometimes there are not enough good projects. 04) Of the
516,000 acres of land preserved, cost is under 1,000 an acre, that is pretty cheap in our
parts. What is your average per acre price of agriculture land and wildlife habitat price?
A: doesn't know the answer, but she will get to Susan. Board stated a preferential use
for conservation easements.

Loren Solberg: 01) Are they perpetual easements? A: yes

Dave Zentner: 01) Of the 17 people appointed by the governor, are they subject to
senate confirmation? A: yes 02) Does the legislature have any oversight or review?
sunset? A: subject to a state audit, annual legislative report, they make an effort to
reach out to legislators - they (legislature) were angry about capital construction dollars
taken away from them - effort to show them what GOCO is doing in their communities.
The legislature tries to put into law each year what Parks and Wildlife need to get their
funding proposal approved by November each year, but it gets vetoed each year. 03)
Does the peer review get done right up front? A: yes 04) Looks like a diverse program
with a high number of modest grants rather than large commitment over a period of
time? A: yes, however, but have a number of open space initiatives come back each
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cycle, landscape being built a piece at a time, Legacy grants are big dollar grants range
from $1-$13 million, $600,000 for open space, and local grants at about $200,000.

Ryan Heiniger: 01) What would you rate the public's opinion of GOCO? A: we are not
a household name, no marketing, issue news releases locally announcing how lottery
dollars are being spent. Generally the public knows the money goes for outdoor
projects, the favorability rating runs about 70%. 02) How do constituents feel about
GOGO? A: Would rate us highly, GOCO works hard at being efficient and getting as
much money on the ground, LIse the on-the-ground money to make pubic aware of
GOGO, don't spend money on marketing - that has been a board ethic.

Ron Erhardt: 01) What is the population of CO? A: 4.3 million, 02) What percentage of
the land is in federal ownership? A: not sure, but a very sizeable amount 03) Do you
have something similar to the DNR? A: we do, the Exec. Director of that department as
well as a member of the parks board and wildlife commission division sit on the board.
04) Relationship between pg. 5 & 6 of the slideshow? GOGO board structure and the
State Board? A: one is the staff and the other is the decision making board, 05) Who
follows up on the grants? A: staff responsibility, reimbursement basis and have to
submit report. Land acquisition money is put into escrow account, 06) Total number of
projects looked at annually? A: 150-175 inclUding the parks & wildlife proposals from the
constitutional directive.

[59:00] Jane Krentz: 01) How often does the board meet? A: At first it was monthly,
currently meeting 6 times a year, some additional meetings consist of finance meeting,
sub-committee meetings, so approximately 15 meetings a year - very good attendance,
also included in that are the 7 public information meetings. 02) Ouestionon scoring the
applications, are extra points are awarded for collaboration? A: yes, 03) Have you
ever funded anything like energy and children's environmental health? A: no, nothing
like that because it is not in the constitution, but do fund environmental education, like
urban areas and got a Youth Gorp started. LUGs get extra credit if they agree to use a
Youth Corps for some of the work.

Phyllis Kahn: 01) Do you pay your peer review? A: they are not paid, they do meet,
however, more is being done telephonically than in person. They participate because it
is a learning experience for them. Try and give them a hat or t-shirt.

Kathy Tingelstad: 01) On page 7, there are 4 funding purposes and each at 25%, has
that changed, how was that determined? A: the constitution amendment determined .
that, it is a challenge sometimes, the board said they will make the purposes equal on a
10 year basis. 02) If you were to change those %, would you and how? A: I doubt that
we would, there is talk of giving GOCO additional dollars for land conservation.

Nebraska - Nebraska Environmental Trust, Mary Harding [1 :10:15]

A handout of the power point slides is included in the back of the minutes as a record of
her presentation. Attachment B.

She answered questions posed by members. [1 :31 :16]

Dave Zentner: 01) Is a citizen group less political than a direct legislative oversight? A:
the statute requires to spend the money evenly over the state - 7 geographic regions - it
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is built in that everybody get a piece of the pie. The legislature is always free to re
design how the money is spent - like taking it for court costs related to water rights.
02) Could you tell us more about the debate regarding independence from state
agencies? A: 1/3 of the funding goes to state agencies and the game and fish
commission is a natural and logical recipient of the money. There was the appearance
that since some of the staff has worked for the game and fish commission that there was
favoritism - structure was changed but staff recommendations did not.

Ron Erhardt stated that most people (testifying) agreed with the current LCMR structure
with some tweaking. Dave Zentner stated that he and Ron have different recollections.

Phyllis Kahn: 01) Do you need legislative appropriation to spend the dollars? A: yes,
we bring a budget before the legislature and are given the authority to make .
awards/grants in a set dollar amount. The specific projects do not come back to the
legislature - pre-appropriations - feel there is a checks and balance system as the
legislature could see that appropriations were cut off if it was spent inappropriately.

Jane Krentz: 01) Is the money spent evenly over the state by geography or popUlation?
A: big regions, they are spread out -1/3 of the population lives in two counties which is
considered on the same basis as the other regions. The division is based on natural
regions and topological regions and river basins.

. Steve Morse: 01) You have agency heads that sit on the committee - what is their
attendance history? A: quarterly meetings, meet 4 times a year - excellent attendance
from agency directors, however, we have had 3 different Health Bureau Directors who
have been absent. 02) So what is the relation to your rating and scoring, staff reviews
and grant committee scoring? A: each person rates the projects, those scores are
averaged - and pick the top scorers and draw the line when the money runs out,
demand for the money is about. 03) do agency heads sit on the smaller grant
committee? A: yes

Ryan Heiniger clarification: 01) Board members are from the three federal congressional
not state congressional districts? A: yes

Ron Erhardt: 01) 14 members of the board and 5 are department heads, how do the
others come to be? 8: appointed by the governor. 02) any particular criteria etc? A:
have to have a demonstrat~d interest and expertise in natural resource issues, pretty
broad, the confirmation hearing is fairly detailed with questioning.

Loren Solberg: 01) The 5 people are appointed by the governor, are the department
heads confirmed as well? A: they have a hearing but they are automatically on the·
board.

Karen Bowen: 01) Reference to the administrative support supplied by the Parks
Commission? 8: In Nebraska, the Game and Parks Commission (wildlife and parks) are
combined. 02) But you do not fund parks and trails projects? A: Helped to acquire
property for parks, and trails, not build them, no picnic tables etc.

Phyllis Kahn: 01) It looks like you are allowed to do some things we are not allowed to
do, like sewage treatment? A: remediation yes, but sewage treatment no, because it is
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a mandated program and we are not allowed to fund mandates, remediation has not
been valued highly funded by the board, but it is possible

Phyllis Kahn: 01) Do you fund intellectual infrastructure research? A: major investment
was a mapping of interaction of surface and groundwater and helped to determine water
allocations and policy. Several million dollars over 5 years, done some species studies,
Q2) Bio controls? Children's Ed? A: Have funded lead remediation project, and funded
quite a few bio-control projects. Last year provided seed money to establish an invasive
species council.

Joe Duggan: 01) Is the grants committee vote include the staff?- A: staff has no vote
Q2) Is there State sales tax on the lottery tickets? A: Yes

Loren Solberg: 01) Interest in agriculture and your statement on the emphasis change
to water quality due to the drought. How would the Trust Fund respond to lack of
irrigation for the Ag lands and types of programs? A: worked with landowners on a
conversion from flood irrigation to center pivot irrigation - cost share with landowners
and worked with a consortium of irrigation districts, helped fund a regional plan about
water use, also a proposal to help buyout irrigation rights.

Dave Zentner: Q1) What is the citizen opinion about the commission? 8: same answer
as GOCO, they know it goes for education, environment and the state fair gets $2 million
a year, not a lot of name recognition, prefer to give money to the grantees, not much
spent on marketing etc. Our key market is the 49 senators and the governor.

Steve Morse: Q1) You mentioned the Corpus, and that the only money deposited is non
state that is matched with state money, how much money is in that? A: about $500,000
over three years.

Missouri - Missouri Dept. of Conservation, John Hoskins and Dan Zekor [1 :55:30]

A handout of the power point slides is included in the back of the minutes as a record of
her presentation. Attachment C.

They answered questions posed by members. [2:10:43]

Loren Solberg: Q1) Your 1/8th % sales tax was voted on in 1976 voted as an additional
sales tax through referendum? A: it was through an initiative petition referendum and
can be placed on the ballot without going through the legislature.

Loren Solberg comments: Q1) I see in the MDC portion of it you have 1600 FTE's, to
the MO DNR's 2,000 FTE and the DNR has an additional 1/10 sales tax? A: sales tax
is earmarked for the state parks system with half to parks and other half projects
effecting soil conservation and water quality. Q2) Does MO have general obligation
bond for those types of activities? A: We do not use bonding, however, DNR may use
some bonding authority.

Dave Zentner: Q1) I see your budget represents 1% of the General Missouri Budget
total amount being spent on the Environment - 2-3 %? A: not sure, have not done that
calculation. Information was requested for that information as a follow-up. The sales tax
(soils and parks) the 1/10 tax that goes to DNR tax produces $80 million dollars a year,
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where our tax produces about $93 million, they get·additional revenue from federal funds
and the general assembly, 02) Does that $80 million include the federal and general
money A: no it does not,

Phyllis Kahn: 01) 4 members on the Commission -compared the line item bUdget at the
DNR verses the lump sum for MODC , why the one done afterwards was done different
A: initially, the language that created the commission in 1936 is broad, legal community
and many thinks they should not seek an appropriation from the legislature at all. There
is a long standing agreement between the MO assembly and the commission and we
stand and live with that agreement. 02) But later they decided not to go with that
agreement? A: In the case of DNR that is not the case, we are the only agency in state
government that has this type of process. 03) Do you ever do intellectual research
projects? A: the resource science division that does that type of projects, when possible
decisions for the department are made looking at that information. 04) Do you use any
kind of a Peer Review System? A: in some cases, like fisheries research, review and
oversight and approval to what we have done like the American Fisheries Society.

Dan Zekor comments: MO has a research / science division in the agency and they do
peer review through a advanced system of their own.

Jeff Broberg: 01) Do you fund citizen programs or co-operators? A: philosophy of
partnerships and leveraging other funds, example is the MO bird conservation initiative 
a number of groups - who all have a common desire and objective, distribute grants of
less than $50,000 grants to various partners for various projects - partner with MO
Audubon Society. 02) Reflect on your long range planning and how you design a new
strategic plan? A: It is a grueling process, the design for conservation was based on the
assumption of a dramatic increase in funding, which did occur in 1976. But now the plan
is for a more conservative approach. Doing the best we Can with the funds we have.
Need to be direct and clear as to what the objectives are.

Steve Morse: 01) On the 1/10th sales tax, was that an add on tax? A: yes, that was an
add on tax 02) So you are a member of the governor's cabinet, are you appointed? A:
I am an oddball, transportation and myself employed by the commission but serve on the
governor's cabinet, 03) does that affect your ~orking relationship within the governor's
cabinet? A: a little bit, but we still try and work together and get things done. I am
apolitical while working on that cabinet.

Jane Krentz: 01) the number of FTE and your budget, trying to compare with our DNR?
A: members discussed among themselves and concluded that MO has more
employees in their two agencies than MN has in the DNR, however, MO DNR may also
have some PCA function as well. 02) looking for money and percentage compare to
staff verses in the ground project money? A: in the late 70's the commission was able
to spend a great deal on land acquisition and capital projects - today operating
expenses is a larger and larger portion and currently 80% of budget is operational
expenses and 20% capital- not a complete reverse, however, staff has increased as
program has developed went from $17 to $48 million dollars. Staffing grew substantially
between 1988 and 2000 - now we are holding the line. .

Karen Bowen: 01) You say that this is one of the most sought after of all appointments,
do organizations push to have a representative on the commission, is it how well you
know the governor, is confirmation ever an issue? 8: confirmation has been an issue in
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the past - 1970's one person did not achieve confirmation. How they come to be a
commissioner is a mystery. It rests with the authority of the governor and various
governors have done it different ways. There is prestige to the position due to 4 people
overseeing a large lump sum agency.

Loren Solberg: 01) Are there term limits? A: yes, 6 year term, can be re-appointed, a
few have been, most have not been re-appointed. Q2) on page 7 of the handout MDC
verses the DNR, separation of responsibilities - what if I wanted to start a mine in the
middle of the forest - how do you resolve that issue? A: primarily DNR issue, they are a
regulatory agency, issue permits, there are 26 different regulatory commissions. MDC is
not a regulatory agency.

Steve Morse: 01) Do you ever make grants to local organizations - nonprofits or
conservation groups? A: yes, if it fits with the strategic plan and management purposes.
Mentioned funding the rural fire departments to help fight wildfires - grants to train and
maintain the departments. Q2) What about actual funding from the sales tax like to local
watershed projects? A: the mechanism is commission authorization, propose a bUdget
and yes we could do that, usually those types of projects.are federal partnerships.
03) 50% of the money comes from the sales tax, the permit sales and other sources,
how are they managed? A: 3 basic sources, sales tax - 62%, permits 20%, federal
transfer at 12%, forest products sales etc. It is all based on the direction of the
commission, legislature h,as no authorizing authority - go to legislature for policy - Q4)
Does the commission or the legislature raise the hunting fee? A: commission - a very
broad authority. It has been challenged over the years

Dave Zentner: Q1) Four commissioners, do they choose them from a pool, or any
qualified and interest A: the latter 02) at large appointments is that helpful or a
problem? A: it is good, if they take it seriously, my experience is that it has been very
good. 03) How do the citizens feel about the governance and delivery system in the
state? A: supportive, survived 70 years, that is why the sales tax passed in 1976.
Polling and survey 70% of people in state rate excellent work being done. Large number
of supporters. Dave Zentner comments: recommended a title of book on the history of
conservation - "Man and Wildlife in Missouri".

Ron Erhardt: Q1) Are food clothing and services included in the .0425 overall sales tax?
Is it broad based? A: some exclusions, but basically it is broad based. 02) In the
budget shortfall of 2003, assuming you had to either cut services and raise taxes, how
did people feel when you had a guaranteed amount and you were fat and other agencies
were not? A: revenue of our department is small, and if you took the conservation
program money and gave it to them you would not see an impact, our money is not
significant enough to meet their needs. In 2002 had first reduction in revenue - before
that 4-6% granted each year in revenue.

Discussion of Next Meeting and General Business
[2:48: 16] Loren Solberg stated that he would share with the task force the answer to a
question he asked of House Research to speak to the constitutionality of various forms
of a Commission. He also stated that he asked LCMR staff to start outlining the report
for the task force to review and react to, add, criticize etc. Dave Zentner stated that the
goal of the Dec. 15th is really for the task force to have some conversation and share
ideas. Also, the resolution about voting will also be put back on the table. The task
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force also discussed hearing from one MN state organization and additional citizen input.
Steve Morse said that one organization might be too limited.

[2:55:29] All presenters gathered at the table to take final questions from the
advisory task force.

Joe Duggan: 01) Asked Colorado if the project committee is a board committee? A: it
is a board committee where the work of the board really gets done? Q2) Rating system:
A: did not have with her, but will supply this to the advisory task force

Jane Krentz: 01) If there was one thing that you would change, what would it be?
A:' CO - better define the relationship between the State Agencies and GOeO, it says
"investments through", not "grants to" - riddle to the amendment - a better definition to
those relationships would be helpful; NE - add a sunset to our provisions, what we face
is a "bright" idea each year, in our case there will be a better idea on how to spend the
money. Better to say we are going to spend the money this way for t~is long and
revisit it; MO - systematically, in 1936, if the authors would have better defined the.
appropriations issue. It is an issue today due to the extensive turn over in the assembly,
they don't understand why it is this way - have to provide a history lesson and there is a
clear lack of basis for the appropriation in law or the constitution.

Karen Bowen: Q1) What about legislative acceptance? A: MO - when things get hard
(revenues go down), it is more of a challenge, and are asked Why would we be so
insulated and protected. They wanted a consistent stream of dollars to get stuff done in
natural resources. When the legislators understand what we do, especially district
specific - they approve of the products, even if they don't like the process. CO - took a
substantial money from the assembly when GOeO created. Some problems with them
not haVing a say, time has marched on and they are more accepting - our money has
been on the table a couple of times - and may be again in the future.

Kathy Tingelstad: Q1) In the future looking back, what will the people say has been the
impact? A: CO - the preservation of land; NE - preservation of open space; MO - in his
3 years a tough time and have managed fiscal challenges and maintained unique
system of governance and funding.

Meeting adjourned at 4:17 p.m.
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o .... ' .. " .

GRLH OPTD0.0·RS I Excaf6.ve Director .Elecuti.e Assist.nt r
(Christi.Marie Butler)

COLOR.-\fJO (John Swanout)

IDeputy Director

, I .Director of.

I,
Chief FiJI.neia)

(Diane Gans3uer) Communications Officer

I (Chris !-cding) (Julii:: Coutant)

I
. Sr. PrOgr"""M;Il'agU'I 'jsr'l'ro:ram Moo.gerl

Legacy & OpeD Sp.ce O.tdoor Rcue.atioD

o (Vacant)
.. (Wany Piceonc) ...

I II 1 ..... I
Progr2m c:;&a':or c~::3~a~or

Progr::i:m
C:~aaaior

CommuniarioJls Accountin°
M ••ager AssiStant .~i~~nt SU~rviso,r/1T
(Stephanie (M~an (DaieCral:~) ~renda "&Aimec (Na.cFoist)

::mager

Marlin) MacDOugall) nnett) 'esley)
.0

(A,n'!fOACOsta)

GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO
.. ORGANIZATION CHART

.s ofMay ZOOS

G RE.-\ r 0 tiTDOO3.S
COLORf.l'lO

WhatGOCO Cannot 1)0

•

•

•

Cannot acquire interest in property
. .

Cannot use dollars in condel1mation
transactions

Cannot affect Colorado water law

6



G RE,\T OUTDOORS
COl..DRAnO .

.Gathering Public Input

• Public hearings in 1993, 1998 and 2001 .
. . .

• ... Public9pinion surv~ys conducted in 1995,
1998 and 2001. , . .. . ..

• Stakeholder input
.:.

• CoIllll1uI1i!y meetings· in association with
Board meetings

• Customer Satisfaction Audits

G I.U::.' rOUT DO 0 itS
ClH.QRADO .

.Four Funding Purposes

ii!I Local GOYt. -- 25%

• Open Space -- 25%

fEl Wildlife -- 25% .

Eil Outdoor Recreation -
25%

7



II
GREATOur000RS' .

CCJLORM)O ..

Fiscal Year
.Spending Plan .

:' .:..

Spending Plan History,

• Spending Plan is adopted by the Boarci for.
awarding new grants in a given fiscal year

• Based on cash flow model - projected funds to be
available for grants given disbursement schedule

• Allocated equally across the f,olJr fundigg .
Purposes over time, as required by constitution

• SpIt! by prbgram based on stakeholder feedba:ck
and funds available

GRE.~T ·OUT1~(;ORS

C~)L() R.'. DO • FY 1995

• FY1996
• FY 1997
• FY 1998

• FY 1999
• FY 2000
• FY 2001.
• FY 2002 .

.< ...•

• FY 2003
• FY 2004
• FY 2005
• FY 2006

...

$17,000,000
$22,000,000
$24,000,000
$26,400,000
$4,~,318,979

....'$4.~;§QD.:;Qp(),
':$35;000,000

~'.: ....' ,-", ", '. .. '

.. , ..$22000>000:
:" ,~".. ;:.>~. '~'.~:.", t;·

"$55,000,000 .
.:.:: .': '.: '.

'< .$5}' 000'000 .'
. ," :':(.:'(;:~::~.. . :~:... '. :::'
'$97000000. '. '. :" ::' ,. -'.: ., . , .. ' ::'~'

'. ,..... '$'30'000 000, ,

8



~ .•..

~
GREATOU!rnOOR~·

Co i.ORA D0'

:. ..., .

• In Npyefll,ber 200L vQters approved oqCQ
issllirigbonds toftmd the preservation of
open "Spac,e~ ~. ! ~' .' .. ..

. .- :'"~: ~~ ": .. '

.. ": ';';' .'
", ':: ..

.~. "... .

GREAT Ol;TDOORS
C l)i.. {)R~\ DO

. . ".;: :..

',':, ::

Wildlife Purpose"!,·
(~~~:,:.<

"Investments in the wildlife resources
of Color~qo.through theColQra<;l.o .
Diyisipn Qf Wildlife iI1cluding th~ _
protection (lnd restqrati()ll of crtlci,l1

··wildlif~ habitats, appropriate programs
for mainta~ning Coloraq:Q's diverse
wildlife heritage, wildlife watching and
education programs ..."

9



GRE.\! OUTOOORS
COLOR .., flO

Outdoor Recreationl
Colorado State Parks

Purpose

"Investments in the outdoor recreation
resources ofColorado t~ough. th.e .. ..

Colorado Division of Parks & Outdoor
Recreation, including the State Parks
system, trails, public information and
environmental education resources,
and water for recreational facilities."

"The people intend that the allocation
of lottery funds be in addition to
and not a substitute for funds otherwise

. f .

appropriated :... to the Colorado
Deparlment ofNatural Resources and
its divisions.?' .

•.

G IlL\T OU'j"DOo,tS

C l11.. 0 Rf. no No Substitution

10



GRE,\T OUTO<)O:'.$
C()U'lP-.'.DO

Opel1 Space Purpos~

I

I

"Competitive,. grants to the CO
'. Divisions of Parks & Outdoor
Recreation a.nd Wildlife, and to
counties, municipaHties,6r other

. '.

political subdivisions ofthe state, or .
no:n;;.profit land conservation
organizations, to identify, 'acquire, (ll1d
manage open space and natural' areas
of statewide significance."

II Local Governnlenl
G R;':(~:;l~l~.~J~~;ORS Purpose

"Competitive. matching grants to local
govemmentsor other entities which
are eligible for distributions from the
Cons~rvationTrustFund, to acquire,
develop, or manage open lands and
parks."

11



R
,GRE"T '()UTO,~)Or6

COLORf.LlO

e"'""'''Dp~n'';''"·'

:: Space
Purpose)!

./ii!.

rW1IdIife
Purpose

t"~;",=~,~"O"']t~,,-"~,~, J
fr"'" 6vtcfo'or" '''j
}Recreation ~

~" PUJ;pose i
!:""-""'"':'''~'"''l1L~''_.''"''."''')

Grant Programs

opark&
Outdoor
Recreation

oOpen Space

-Planning &
Capa«ity
BiJildirig

oTrails'

-Legacy

G R",;r OU':'!)()ORS
C,,)L01L).D('I

Open
Spac.e

,Purpose

Grant Programs

Open Space

oplanning &
Capacity
~1.!ildirig

oLegacy

Grant Programs Grant Programs

oWildlife~StateParks

-Legacy 'oTrails '

" ,oLegac:y

Programs funded:

()pen Space Grants

Planning/Capacity
Building Grants

Legacy Initiative

12



GRE.\! OCT[)<)ORS
COl.OllADO

Eligible Recipients ftit
Open5pace Purpose

• Local Govemments

• NbhprofitLand Conservation Organizations

• Colorado Division ofWildlife ·

• Colorado State Parks

.. ' ..... '

Gltl-:.-\T ()U'tDOORS
C tlU,i'Rf. Dl)

Open Space Grant
.Program

> ,'.::';..~ ';':..:

• Critica~AgricultU1;aiLaiJ.et$'
• NaturaF:A.r~a:s,.&WikHifeHabitat.

13



G RUT Ol.'T[)()C':S
Co LOR.',.J)U

Open Space Grant.
Program

- Land preservation wi low impact activities

-Maximum grant rarely exceeds $600,000

- Fee title acquisitions and conservation
easements

H . Lower Loop Parcel·s '
G IU~AT OUTJ.H)Ol~S

COLOR.'1'O Crested Butte Land Trust

14



GRE:\T OI.:TD\)OR$

COLORA,'O

Micldle Creek Ranch··
·S;d~a~he County

G RU]' 01.n:D('OR,
C \)LOR.'. D()

,PlanningGrants···
Capacity Building Grants

Grants awarded in in December ami June .

• P1anningd91lars for new efforts

- Examples:

• Parksfoutdoorrecre;;Ltionplanning

• Open space planning

• Multi-jurisdictional or multi-objective planning

• Grants in the $10,000' - $50,000 range

• Capacity Building dollars for expansion of
organizations or programs

.,.

15



GREAT O\:TOOORS
COl.OR.-I!">O

-Formed by CCA in 199,5

GRE!,]' Ol:TDDORS
C<ll..OR.'.D,O

Legacy Initiative

• GOCO seek projects that:
Address regional or statewide needs

Meet multiple strategic plan objectives

Leverage commitment and resources of
multiple partners

- Require multiple years to implement

Need multi-nlillion dollar grants

16



GREAT OCHll)ORS
COI.i)!\/,OO

The. I~25Conservati@b
Corridor Project
. Green.land Ranch

I
ILegacy Initiative

Programs funded:

Park & Outdoor
Recreation.Grants

Mini Grants

Regional Grants

Trail Grants

Open Space Grants ,

Planning/Capacity
Building Grants

Local
Govt.

PlLrpose

G RE.-\1' Ol;Tl)()ORS
Co LC)R ..:>.DO :

17



GRE.\T Ol;-.-l1t)01\$

COLORADO

Eligible Recipients for
Local Govemment

Purpose

.

• Locatrg9vertig1,~n.ts C11il.11i.·i.gipali,ties and

· ;;:~1~~,~~s~~:fr~d'p~~~rec districts

II Park &
G jt;'_~ r OU"J)(:'ORS

COLOR_'_"t) ""Outdoor Recreation Grants

Grants awarded in in December and June

Grant types:

• Park & Outdoor Recreation grants
- Cap has been $200,000

. '-'Mini-grants 0[$40,000 for also offered

- Regional grants are offered peliodically

18



G !\F.\T O'.:TDOO?$
COi.OH..:...no

Park & Outdoor Recreatiorr,
Mini and Regional Grants

Project Types

• Land acqllisition for parks
• Athletic fields
• Playgrounds

• Skateparks
• Trails within a park
• Restrooms
• Infrastructure
• Amenities
• Environmental education facilities

GitE"r Ot,TJ)()"RS
CotOn ...:.DO

Trinidad Skate
Las Animas County

19



GREAT 00i:Ot.1.0RS
COLORADO

State Trail Grants
I

Offered annually through State Trails Program

• Construction of Trails

• Reconstruction and Enhancement of Trails

• Trail Planning

G~F..A], OeTDODR.;')

C~')LQR~.l;.DO

. wildlife
. Purpose

Programs funded:
". "" . ~

D(}'Yffrojects

20



G P. f..A TOe;: n I,,} () R $

C (j LO 1<.-\ r, <)

G Ri:,\l' Ch:"DOOR.S
C \) J,'()'R}';) \',

Division of Wildlife
Grants

,'.":.". ,.:>.',.:,.:.

iLynx:Reintroduction

21



G H,\ TOe, DlJOI\S

COLOR:\l)()

GIll·:';]" Ou·,r,oo]ts
CO':ORJ.",\,·

... Angler Education

Legacy: Cherokee
,State Wildlife' Area .

~axil:P~;r, G,9.;tl,;pJy

22



GRL\T Ot:TL)llO;;S
COL(lllA~)O

a
GR:,.H 6UTJ);)ORS

C l);J) P,,'. " L1

':" .. ".

Colorado State Park':
.".. ' .... ,' ..

Grants

Annual fun~~~~.'k08P9~~1- .
• New Stat¢:,B'~tk~:' .... '.

• In1proveA-i~:!lt§";tO'E~1§~i~g State Parks

• Environm.etJ,talEqilcatiQl1
..,.,;;

• Trails

23



GRF.,\T OU:nt.)OIi.S
COL()R.-\[){)

Boyd Lake State Park
Larimer County

GREAT OUTDC~OP..S

C<J!..OR.'.f>ll

Legacy: Brush Creel<
Eagle County

24



GJU.\T O\:TL1l)()RS

COi.OV.r>O

What's Been Achieved

• $487 million awarded for more than 2300 projects

• 516~OOO aGres. Qflandpr~setved

,.... Including218,893 acres of agricultural land

- IIicl~dirt~ 128;908 acres dtwiidlif~ habii~t

• Work with DOW on 43 threatened or endangered
speCIes

• 835 community outdoor recreation projects

GRi:.~r OUT.I'OORS
COLO R.\ DO

''What's Been Achieved

• 569 miles of trail built or restored

• New and expanded State Parks

• State Parks campgro1lIlds and visitor centers: 10 improved
or expanded' .

• 864 Youth Corps members ,'.

**********

• New level of partnership .

• New level of capacity

25



II
G R;"\1 0 e':: [H) 0 RS

CO:'O It." ,,0

-Establish 'Grant Programs,
Priorities and Criteria." '.' " . ..'".

, II
GREAr OlJTDOORS

C'):'OR.'.I\O

;

Policy Bighlights

GOCO policies are identified by:'

• Constitutional alnendment ·

• Stakeholder process

• GOCO Board deliberation

26



GiFAT O;:TDOOK$
COl.ORADO

Sample Selection'
Criteria

• Quality,need and
significance

• Urgency/timeliness

• Integration and
planning

. • Partnership, leverage
'. ,and matching

requirements

• Community or
regional impact and
support

GREAT OUT1)()ORS

C(~i.ORADO

Partnering; Matching and
Leveraging

• Minimum match varies by grant type

. - 30% (10% cash) fo~ Local Government

- 25% (10% cash) for Planning/Capacity

- 25% (12.5% cash) for Open Space

* Remaining match can be'in~kind'

(non-cash)

27



GREAT OUTD')ORS
COL()R_~;,)O

.The Grant Process··

R·
G 1(J:.~·T Oh;~Tl)r'ORS

C\.~r.()R.:'.1)('l

Grant Application Process
(using hypothetical dates)

July:
• Prepare applications

• Milil'cycle announcements·
. .

July/August:
• Conduct technical assistance workshops

• Provide project design advi~e

28



EJn;
GREAT Ot;iO<)()R$

COLORADO

Grant Application Process
(using hypothetical dates)

September: ..
• Review applications - Eligible? Complete?'

• Send to peer reviewers '. ", .

October:
·.Qbtain peer C01TI.lllents and scores
• Critique and score applications
• Visit promising open space sites (encourage

Board participation)

GRE:\}' Ol~T,1)OORS

C,Yl;(IRAT>O '.

,GraritApplication Precess
'. (~sing hypothetical dates)

November:
.• Invite presentations oil complex projects

• Determine staff recommendations

• Present recommendations to Projects
Committee

December:
• Present COffiluittee recommendations to full

Board for decision

29



II
GR E,;'T'O UH1l}{) ? $

COLc>R.'1DO

GrantApplication Process
(using hypothetical dates)

DeC~IIl;ber (continued).:

• Notify applicants of decision

• Generate grant agreements

• Send feedback to unsuccessful applicants

G l'F-AT O,iTI'OORS

C'l!..OR.'.D')

Reasons for
Unsuccessful projects

• Lackof matching funds'¥ld/Qcstro.ngpartn~rships

• Conservation values not articulated
~ ... . . . .' -, '. "; . .

• InC011J..patible uses on portions of the property such

as gravel mining

• Negotiations with landowner require additional

work

30



II . Grant Administration
GReAT OCTllOOR$ .

COLOJW1() Process

O.ngoing dates (vary by grant type):

• Provide. project managem.ent guidanc,e

• Monitor project fot quality and consistency
. .

• Approve moderate changes and extensions
(Board approval requiredfor extensions
beyond 90'days)

• Payor reimburse, and close grant

GRBT OUTPOORS
C t) L C) F. A D 11

",DueDiligence Process

Staff reviews real estate documents:

• Appraisal

• Environmental hazards assessment

• Title commitment

• Conservation easement (open space)

• Other grant and real estate documents

31



GREo\T Ot:TD0()?~

COL.ORADO

.DOW and State Parks.
; , "

Grant Process

• OngoIng - GOCO and agency st~If discuss·i6tis

• Aug/Sept: .."., Agency annual reports to GOeO

- ;GO~O hoard reps and state agency board repsmeet

• Oct()ber - GOCO Board reviews state ~gepcy

proposals""""

• November - GOCO Board vQt~~ on.staty.agency
proposals

.

G R;~.-\ r OtrTDOO.RS
C<)!.OR.ADl)

, ·Bc)ard:Norms

• Be clear when representing Board's position
(vs. individual's position) to media,
legislature and organizations

• Letters supporting illdividual projects are
inappropriate

• Attendance and participation is important

32



GREAT OU;:()OOF.$
COI.O!U[)(l

Bylaws

• Meetings

- Open to public; adopted State Open Meetings Ulw

- At least half outside Denver metro area

• Officers: Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary and
Treasurer

• Board member legal protection addressed in
Constitution, Bylaws and D&O insurance

II State Code of Ethics
G REA r 0 t:r))OO RS

CO!.OR.',Dl'

• Adopted State Code of Ethics

• Includes policies on conflict of interest and
members recusing themselves from action

• Acceptance ofgifts -- must report those
valued over $50

33
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The Conservation Commission

On the Ballot by ~nit!at!ve f'etition
Constitutionally Established

4 members. Bi-partisan
Staggered 6 year terms

Appointed by Governor (Senate confirmation)
Can be re-appointed

No pay (expenses only)
Meet 10 times annually

Most sought after political appointment

1



CONSTITUTIONAL
MANDATE

"The control, management, restoration,
conservation and regulation of the bird, fish,
game, forestry and all \vildlife resources of
the state, including hatcheries, sanctuaries,
refuges, reservations and all other property
owned, acquired or used for such purposes
and the-acquisition and establishment
thereof, and the administration of all laws
pertaining thereto..."

A Times They Are A-Changin'
1967

• Expenditure curyewould soon crO$S the
revenue curve

• Li<:ense s(Jles w~re not increasing
• Increasing public demand for Department

services
• Inflation was reducing the value of the dollar
• Emplpyee turnover had reached 12.5%_
• Lack of public land
• Lack of fundilJg for non-game wildlife

BLUE RIBBON PANEL
1968-70

An independent study group was formed
to assess the health of the agency
(Starker Leopold, Irving Fox, Charles Callison)

· Reportidthat the organization and
staffing were excellent, but...

2



BLUE RIBBON PANEL
1968-70

...Department should broaden its programs
to more fully include management of all
wildlife, including non-game species,
provide for outdoor recreation outside
the traditional realm of hunting and
fishing, and provide for a full'range of
natural values on Department lands.

BLUE RIBBON PANEL
1968-70

Regarding Funding:

':.4 substantial increase in funds will be
requil'~d to finance the kind,of
program we envisage for the
Departlfle-'!t~': .

DESIGN FOR CONSERVATION
1971

·D~sign for Conservation was a long
range strategic plan for expanding the
stqfe's wildHfeconservCltion programs
and providing more wildlife associated

. r.ecreationqlopportunitie,s for all
Missourians.

. .... ;.'
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DESIGN FOR CONSERVATION
1971

Land acquisition for recre(ltion and forestry,
and protect critical habitat for rare and
endangered species.

Increase public services in wildlife and
forestry conservation.

Increase research into forestry and all
species of wildlife, and brqaden management.

• Provide more recreational opportunities.

DESIGN FOR CONSERVATION
Petition Drive
1974-75

Public opinion poll suggested a sales tax may be the
better approach than previously considered soft
drink"tax· .

New strategy ::-one-eighth cent sales tax

New petition drive July 1975

208,000 signatures gathered, measure is certified
for the ballot

DESIGN FOR
CONSERVATION
1976

November 2, 1976 - Amendment 1
passed by approximafely 30,000 votes
(51% - 49%)

Urban areas, college towns carried the
vote, rural areas generally opposed the
measure, although close

..
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REVENUE CONTRAST

1976 - Pre Tax Budget - $17,341,208

Permits
Fed. Aid
Sales, rentals, leases
Miscellaneous

$11,541,433 (67'10)
4,211,972 (24'Yo)
1,138,238 (no)

449;654 (2 'Yo)

. 1978 - Post Tax Budget-$48,031;601

2%
Revenue - Where Does It

Come From?

Expenditures. - Where ~es It Go?

.LunAoq.

5



Who Gets It?
FY06 Budget Request

• Administrative Services*
.O&E

• Forestry

• Wildlife
• Protection

• Resource Science

• Human Resources

• Fisheries

• Private Lands

$53.4 million

$14.8 million

$13.1 million

$12.9 million

$llt9 million

$10;2 miI1ioii

$10.1 million

$ 9.6 million

$ 5.8 miI1ion

Organizational Structure

How Does it Work?

• .Governor appoints the Commissioners

• .Commission hires the Director, sets policy, overall
direction, and authorizes budS>e1

• Director is dle administrative officer, appoints staff,
implements policy, and establishes program direction

• Divisions implement programs and staff work

6



Lump Sum
Appropriation

How Does the. Money Flow?

progra~·~~.qj¥J·~ales Tax

,emented Collect

Commission
Approves

B

dget Inter
R .~... BudgeteVJew ~reated

Missouri
MDC v DN.R

Fish, Forest, Wildlife,
Protection and related

responsibilities

Cabinet Level
Constitutionally Estoblished
Commission has Authority
Commission picks Director

Dedicoted.l/8 cent sales tax
No sunset

Lump Sum Appropriation
No General Revenue

. -(600FTEs ..

Okay, fine.
But Minnesota

is different than
M~.ssouri.

Porks and Historic Sites', Soil'.
Water', Air, Waste,.Energy,

···Mines· .

Cabinet Level
Statutarily Established

Legislature Grants Authority
Governor picks Director

Dedicated 1/10. cellt..SoJes tox'
10 yeor sunset

Line Item Budget
General Revenue & Fees

;;'2,000 FTEs .

7



COMPARISONS
Apples and Oranges?

Minnesota
54 million ac.

People 4,919,479
Forest 14 million ac.

Wetlands 5.7 million ac.
Rivers/Streams 7,215·mi.

Lakes 3.2 million ac.
Cultivated 23 million ac.

Posture 5 million oc.
Urbo'n 1.3 million ac.

MisSOIJri
45 million CC.

People 5,595,211
Forest 14 million ac.

Wetlands <2 million ac.
Rivers/Streams 16;800 mi.

Lakes 780,000 CC.

. Cultivated 10 million CC.

Posture 17 million OC.

UrI::)(In 1.1 million CC.

Both Have Strong Ties to the Land and Natural Resources!

Bghefitsof Dedi<:ated Funding

• Forced accountability - Public expectations
are high"

• Ability to do long-range planning -not limited
to a one year, budget drIven view of the
future

• Flexible/Opportunistic/Spontaneous

• High quality staff - they want to work for
MDe

• Everyone sholJld contribute - the resources
(and:benefits) belong to all.

• When times are tight, these resources and
uses shouldn't be traded away.

• The resources and their benefits are
fundamental to our past. present. and future 
it's all about heritage and quality of life.

..-:":".

........... -:
:::< ~.- :.:::':<'.~ > ..
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Why earmark taxes for fish,
forest, wildlife conservation?

• What we, conserve .andcreate through fish,
forest, and wildlife conservation has a
greater value tha.n wh~t we replace it with,
e.g., shopping malls, urban sprawl, television,
video games, etc. - conservation values are
value added:

• The investment is low compared to the return!

Getting and Maintaining Support

-REMEMBER.,. Getting the money is easier
than keeping it!

- Avoid tna~ingpromises that you can'tor are
unwilling to keep.

• Engage stakeholders - they need you and you
need them: .They'll fight for you and the
natural resources.

• Cultivate a good public image - based primarily
on staff performance.

• Be l1ccQLlntable and responsive - develop trust.

.Getting and Maintaining Support

• Strategic Plahriing- Legitimate and Active.
• Visible Outreach and Education. Need public

involvement - frequent and varied.
• Cultivate media relationships..
• Publicize Successes.
• Promote Partnerships.

AVOID GETTING A BLACK·EYE!

9



Getting and Maintaining Support

• Must be political to succeed and
professional to survive. Maximize the
use of good.science but don't avoid
politics.

• Be good public servants and
conservation advocates, but know when
to separate the two.

10



ACCOMPLISHMENTS

• Shooting Rcnges and
Tl'Qining Centers

• Hunter Education 
>500,000 graduates

• Boat and Fishing Accesses

• Private Land Services
Division

• Stream Teams - 2000
Teams/35,000 volllftt....rs

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

• Urban Aquo.tic and Fishing
Progl'Qms

• Conservationist Magazine 
free to 500,000
Missourians

• Many, Many Partnerships

• And so much morel!!

11
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WEEKLY WINNER.. '.: RYi'~ .~
Morrell, age 14, of Bec.. k.. e..•..r;.. h, :. o~~. ;ivested th!s 12-po!ntn~pJt.. :;::. ~
buck whIle hunting n~~~ ..::h! Fl
home on Nov. 9.TheracKha(i . "
17~-inch inside spread.>.> '>: G) : ';j

j"'~

-BEST ·BUCK
WEEKLY WINNER. I ...

By Joe ~bert at a public hearing last week, and
Staff Wnter ones the Environment and

S1. Paul - Based on testimony Na~ral Resources T~sf Fund
before a task force studying the ~dVIS0ry Task Force will tackle as
way conservation projects in the 1t works.to create a report to the
state are funded, change of some Legislature, due by Feb. 15, 2006.
kind is necessary. Bob Meier, DNR legislative
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BEST BUCK ENTRY. Matt Finlayson, of Aitkin, shot this 25
point nontypical buck while hunting near his home on Nov. 5.
The rack had a 2m1!-inch inside spread, and it green$cored
197Va nontypical. .'

;~~~~ (J\i~ :;;;:;';~;;; irtie;~~II;iiednlirfinaj7:':*~~ -~-.~~-_.
Washington - The price 01 the would re<elve a $400 mUllon , .•p, •.• ..,...>,....... ···'·.ci···•.:29,-' Final d{"

federal.·.DuCk Stamp would rise advance on future sa.le.s. O.. f D.uck d·····a.··.y·"·S···..' '0'·.··f S'I··a·.·.te· ··du··'ck hun't jt\t1Wlhesota duck s~(from $15 to $35 by 2015 as part Stamp pro~eeds over .10 .years, '.' . . .' './. "
o.ra bill introduced last week by apd-spend 1t for wetland protecc .... .' .' '. '.• .

Rep. Mark Kennedy, R-Minn., bon. . La.te Canada goose prospec.~sbn t
called the Wetlands toan Act. By Tim Spiehnan oec' 'f" '~fln, ,.---- .~c;

(See Wetlands Loan Act Page 25) A . t Edi . ,::.,'" ",..\H.J~ ~ ~ .
ssoaa e tor ~J.f.

Rochester, Minn. - These are the good times$Alie 50-raIled "river
rats" of southeastern Miimesota - those thatch~ big greenheads '
on 1yIlssissippi River backwaters while others h'F-e atlel"buc'J.<S; .'. ..... ......

.' ···I~~~~~!=~i:iZti0t~.t:~,ci:~Jdt~J=~;;;~;~;; ..':~
havi!frQzenQver,and:duckSar¢;concentr~tit1g41·backWlltefflof:tH%·!/:
Mississippi~Uke WellverBq~()ms; m,.dth()sein~~Wi.n9.ti~<ii:e~<·:-·;:;::::

'. "Hunters'<lre doing well'6n the river for ducks'rightnqw, especially':'
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While temperatures across Minnesota were expected tocool consid~
erably by the end of the week, Nelson said he ex;pected duck hunting



deer on the pole, necesSarily reflect nothing other
than the finest of results gleaned from the condi
tions that presented themselves.

For example, "I've passed on some smaller
bucks, but nothing has shown up that seems
worth shooting." "Passing" is the most versatile
word in the unfulfilled hunter's vocabulary.
"Passing" opens up a myriad of undeniable SC~
nanos. Now this doesn't necessarily suggest that
the hunter is lying, simply that, at the very least,
he saw some grayish silhouette which may have
possessed half an antler through a distant maze
of brush and - in the luckiest of circumstances
would have fallen down dead if all the bullet's
ricochets off the trees between here and there
played out just perfectly.

'!he suggestion is, obviously, that the de.er
would have expired if the hunter had deeded to
shoot. Despite the fact that most hunting experi
ences do not equate to a shot and a dead deer, the
notion of "passing" is an unchallengeable one.

it's a full gro~ deer. Six months? '!hat's only
half a yearling, which, unfortunatel){ suggests
the dreaded "fawn" word. TIe that sucker to your
front grill and you won't even lose any gas
mileage. What's a yearling? OK, we'll let you
slink away with "nubbin buck.." "

So, you 3B hunters, muzzleloaders and late
season archers: Practice the lines, ifyou're not
already familiar with them. Try them on for size
in front oia mirror, but don't forget to maintain
eye contact. "I've passed on a few smaller
ones " "the rack wasn't too big but the
body ," "1 thinned the herd by taking a year-
ling " And when you get good at it, you'll find
that the spiritof the phrases begins to ring,true
even to you. You'll almost believe that you did
everything that was in your power and still did
n't get a big buck..

I know that's how it panned out for me this
year.
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more strategic and streamlined.
Ness, Schroers, and Gary Leaf,

of the Ducks, Wetlands, and Oean
Water Rally, said the focus of trust
fund spending should be more
narrow than it currently is.

Schroers said the grants should
result in things like more forests
with public access, more and bet
ter wetlands, and more and better
grasslands.

"That's what a lot of folks think '
they are getting when they buy a
scratch-off ticket," he said.

Tom Landweb4 assistant state
director for The Nature
Conservancy, has used, LCMR
grants at 'INC, as well as during
his time at the DNR and Ducks
Unlimited. He said the language
under which LCMR grants are
allocated is too broad.

Others said the variety of pro
jects that get funded are one of the
best parts of the LCMR.

Peter Sorenson, a professor at
the University of Minnesota, has
done research on carp and other
invasive specieS, and relies in part
on trust fund, money to do so.

Diane Jensen, testifying on
behalf of the Minnesota
Environmental Partnership, said
the process isn't the problem, it's
that funds at one time dedicated
to conservation and the environ
ment, like the Future .Resources
Fund, have been diverted to the
state General Fund to help bal-
ance the budget. '

The task force meets Nov. 29,
when it will listen to presentations
from officials from Colorado,
Nebraska, and Missouri about how
they fund conservation projects.

LCMR--
(From Page 1)

tified before the task force, as did
about more than 20 members of
the public. The four hours of testi
mony represented a variety of
interests, from hunting and fish
ing, to parks, trails, and research.:

"Everyone is staking out and
protecting (their) turf," said John
Schroers, who testified on behalf
of the Mirmesota Outdoor
Heritage Alliance.

That included some task force
members, whom Dave Zentner,
the group's co-chait:, chastised for
being combative toward those
offering testimony. Zentner told
them to listen to the people who
were speaking, and said the task
force would debate on its own.

While almost every person who
testified had a different vision of
how the $18 million a year from
the trust fund should be spent,
who should spend it, and what to
spend it on, most agreed a strate
gic plan was necessary.

George Orning, a University of
Minnesota professor who twice
has been on the LCMR staff and
today uses LCMR grants, said the
funding system is reactive, but
used to be proactive.

"Weve not done well in this
state in planning," Oming said.

, Lance Ness, president of the
Fish and Wildlife Legislative
Alliance, called for five-, 10-, 20-,
and 50-year plans, while Dorian
Grilley, executive director of the
Parks and Trails Council, said a
plan should make the process
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December 1,2005

Mr. John Velin
Director- Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources
65 State Office Building
100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Mr. Velin:

This letter is a follow up to the testimony I gave to the Advisory Task Force on November 18,
2005. After listening the speakers who preceded me, I concluded that, while the task force was
interested in serious discussion, the forum that night did not lend itselfto active discussion. I then
decided to inject a bit oflevity into the proceedings, thus allowing the procession of speakers to
continue unabated. However, I do have some ideas on the topic that I would like the task force
to consider.

I believe that allocation ofthe Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund is serious business
and any proposed changes to the current methods deserve careful scrutiny. Furthermore, I believe
that allotment offunds to specific projects should not be subject to political influence. However; I
also believe that politics is an absolutely critical ingredient when the task is to decide among
various· environmental and natural resource topics, e.g., how much should be allocated to lakes,
wildlife habitat, environmental research, minerals, mercury, etc. The bigger questions regarding
the priorities oftopics can only be decided by conference and compromise.

Also, experts are only expert in their own domain, and have no way to decide how funds should
be allocated within other topic areas. One should not expect a wildlife expert to make forestry
decisions or a lakes person to decide on minerals topics. This fact makes it impossible to use an
"Expert" panel for broad allocation ofthe trust fund. It might even be a dangerous thing to do,
because it is easy to conceive ofan "Expert" panel that would simply decide to split the money
between the topics represented at the table. The larger allocation decision should be left with the
people whose main job is to find solutions within a tangled web ofcompeting interests. We elect
the legislature to do this.

Expert panels can be used within topic areas to review and prioritize projects. They can also
make informed judgments about how projects might be modified or combined to achieve better
results. They can also effectively monitor progress and interpret results in a way that gives the
policy makers some feeling about whether the allocated funds generated acceptable results. The
Minerals Coordinating Committee has done this for over 20 years. The committee was formed at
the instigation ofBob Hansen after he became concerned about Ken Ried, Matt-Walton and
Elwood Rafu competing before the LCMR. He told them to present a prioritized list ofminerals
projects. On the other hand many topical committees have not functioned well. The difference

TACTEC, Inc. 263 Tanner Ct., Circle Pines, MN (763)-780-1932



between effective and ineffective committees seems to lie in the willingness ofthe members to
accept the results ofthe committee process. I know ofone topical committee that did not work,
because a couple ofthe members believed, with good cause, that they could go directly to the
funding source to reverse any "wrong" committee decisions.

Currently the LCMR receives a blizzard ofproposals once every two years. While it is gratifying
to have many proposals, the large number creates pressure to winnow them down to a
manageable size in a short time period. This reduces the amount ofcareful consideration that can
be given. Also, The proposals do not necessarily follow any ofthe topical guidelines laid down by
the advisory committee, because each sponsor truly believes that his/her effort is really important,
independent ofany contrary policy. After the great winnowing occurs, the legislature receives the
recommendations and eventually a set ofprojects is approved for funding. The downside ofthe
current process is the difficulty ofmaintaining policy in the face of intense legislative efforts for
particular projects.

So, how should the LCMR change the process to minimize political influence in project selection,
while retaining political compromise in the allocations between topical areas?

I believe the allocation process should be inverted and stretched.

The biennial process should start with a measure ofhow well the previous policies were followed.
This could be a report to the legislature on the performance ofthe fund, and the outcomes from

the projects, along with some determination ofwhether a particular effort deserves continuation.
This could be delivered at the start ofthe biennial session.

The second step should be an allocation decision by the legislature, which appropriates funds to
topical areas, e.g., lakes, research, habitat, minerals, emissions, etc. This, in effect carves the
larger fund into smaller funds. The LCMR could be the recipient ofthe appropriations and the
funds would remain with the LCMR until.expended or rescinded by the legislature.

.The LCMR staff should then create a series ofrequests for proposals staggered out over the first
year of the biennium. The RFP's would be written based on legislative intent and the testimony
that guided the allocation offunds.

The LCMR should establish topical panels to review and grade proposals using established policy
guidelines, and contents ofthe RFP. These can be "Expert" panels, but they should be liberally
sprinkled with interested citizens.

The recommendations, i.e., the ranked project list should be submitted to the LCMR for final
approval, perhaps with draft contracts which would clearly outline the responsibilities ofthose
individuals or groups receiving funding.

TACTEC, Inc. 263 Tanner Ct., Circle Pines, MN (763)-780-1932
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Finally, there should be a review and appeal process, which could perhaps be housed in the
Department ofAdministration. It might be added to the State's contracting unit, which currently
approves all State contracts. This would allow those who felt the RFP process was flawed to
have a hearing.

Something like the above would align trust fund projects with other State contracting and should
go a long way toward insuring due process and minimum political intervention for specific
projects. However, no system can work well ifit is subverted. Project sponsors and legislators
must learn that they cannot circumvent the RFP process to achieve specific goals. If they do the
system will break down and the allotment offunds could become even more controversial.

Since I am not learned in the law, I expect that one or more ofmy suggestions might not fit
exactly into the existing statutes and rules. I will leave that problem to people more
knowledgeable than I; however, I believe something must change, as it seems that many people
and organizations are unhappy with the current situation.

~Ji~
I~~d D. Visness, President

TacTec, Inc.
263 Tanner Ct.
Circle Pines, MN 55014
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November 29, 2005

To LCMR Task Force:

As a current and past recipient of LCMR funds, I would like to present
recommendations for more effective management of the Environmental and Natural
Resources Trust Fund on behalf of the board of the Minnesota Lakes Association, a
nonprofit representing over 60,000 lakeshore interests in Minnesota.

We have growing concerns over the past few years that a significant portion of the Fund
has been raided for purposes other than the Funds dedicated mandate, specifically the
lottery-in-lieu and cigarette tax monies. With declining state agency budgets, trust funds
have slowly begun to supplant agency activities that should be supported by general
funds. And, while many Minnesotans travel out of the metro area to enjoy Minnesota's
natural resources, a majority ofprojects funded are metro-based.

Without more investment in Greater Minnesota's lakes, rivers, and other natural
resources, these resources will become degraded or lost. Citizens and non-profits, who
are the work force for local resource management, currently must compete against
agencies and the universities, and they are rarely granted LCMR funds when even small
amounts of money that are often leveraged against private dollars can accomplish huge
resource protection rewards.

We offer the following specific recommendations:

~ The Commission needs a long-term, targeted strategic plan with identifiable and
quantifiable goals and policies, and clearly defined categories for funding. This will
allow the Commission to create and request programs, not just react to proposals.
State statute should be amended to mandate the Commission's adherence to the
plan.

~ Once categories for funding are defined, dollars should be pre-allocated to major
categories. E.g. How much will be spent on park acquisition? Lake and river
management? Research? Etc.

~ Non-profits and other non-governmental entities should not compete directly with
state agencies and universities; a percentage of allocations for non-governmental
entities should be established and adhered to.

~ Careful scrutiny of state agency projects should be maintained to insure that LCMR
funds are not supplanting state agency budgets that should be funded by the general
fund.

~ Recognizing that by state law only legislators can appropriate funds from the Trust
Fund, citizens should have a strongly respected role in strategic planning and
determination of appropriation allocations.

=-MINNESOTA

LAKES
ASSOCIATION

17021 Commercial Park
Drive, Suite #4
Brainerd, .MN 56401
218-824-5565
lakes@mnhkes.or~
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>- Statutory provisions should prohibit any further raiding of the Trust Fund's principle,
and lost principle should be restored.

>- LCMR Staff should remain independent of any sta~e agency.

>- The application process is too long; it should be condensed down to no longer than
one year from date of submittal to project implementation. Distributions should be
made on an annual basis.

>- Administrative procedures for fund recipients should be streamlined to be manageable
and timely. Some documentation is burdensome and duplicative.

>- The policy of not funding at least a portion of indirect costs like rent and utilities, as
well as communications cost (postage and telephone) and stiff with "Director" in their
title is curious and creates hardships for small nonprofit organizations. If the goal is to
encourage matching funds (which is laud.able), then a simple percentage match is
sufficient.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We expect that the Task Force will come
forth with thoughtful and meaningful recommendations to the Legislature by February
2006. .

Sincerely,

George Orning, President
Minnesota Lakes Association
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Report of the
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

ADVISORY TASK FORCE

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

II. ADVISORY TASK FORCE

A. Authorizing Legislation
B. Appointments

. C. Summary of Fact finding (Process and deliberations of the Task Force)

III. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

A. Trust Fund Establishment Background:

Trust Fund Constitutional Amendments and MN Statutes 116P.

Purpose and Assets
The amendments to the Minnesota Constitution and MN Statutes provide the legal
framework that establishes and defines the purpose and assets of the Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund (Trust Fund).

The Trust Fund was established as it is today through three Constitutional Amendments
adopted in 1988, 1990 and 1998. .

The 1988 amendment proposed the first constitutional amendment to the voters to set
up an environmental and natural resources trust fund. MN Statutes 116P, enacted
prior to the amendment passage, established the governance structure for the fund
expenditures and further defined allowable expenditures.

The 1990 and 1998 amendments constitutionally dedicated a portion of MN lottery
proceeds restated the purpose of the fund and the requirement to appropriate the
assets by law. The 1998 amendment also amended the amount available for
expenditure.

MN Constitution, Art. XI, Sec. 14
The complete text of the current constitutional language as adopted by the 1998'
amendment is:

Arl. XI. Sec. 14. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES FUND. A
permanent environment and natural resources trust fund is established in the
state treasury.

Draft 12/9/05 - For Discussion Purposes only 1



Loans may be made of up to five percent of the principal of the fund for water
system improvements as provided by law.

The assets of the fund shall be appropriated by law for the public purpose of
protection, conservation, preservation, and enhancement of the state's air, water,
land, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.

The amount appropriated each year of a biennium, commencing on July 1 in
each odd-numbered year and ending on and including June 30 in the next odd
numbered year, may be up to 5-1/2 percent of the market value of the fund on
June 30 one year before the start of the biennium.

Not less than 40 percent of the net proceeds from any state-operated lottery
must be credited to the fund until the year 2025. [Adopted, November 8, 1988;
Amended, November 6, 1990; November 3, 1998J

• . The phrase "other natural resources" is defined in MS 116P.02, Subd. 5 as:
"includes the outdoor recreation system un,der section 86A.04 and regional
recreation open space systems as defined'under section 473.351, subdivision 1."
These definitions include the state park and trail system, state historic sites and the
metropolitan regional park and open space system.

• MS 116P.03 states that the Trust fund is not to supplant existing funding, but shall
supplement the traditional sources used to support the criteria in section 116P.08.

• 116P.08 as adopted in 1988, further defines the allowable expenditures of the
constitutionally dedicated dollars in the Trust Fund. MS 116P.08 has not been
changed since the initial legislation establishing the Trust Fund.

MS 116 P.08 states:

116P.08 Trust fund expenditures; exceptions; plans.

Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the trust fund may be spent only for: (1) the
reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in section 84.95, subdivision 2;
(2) research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness ofprotecting or

managing the state's environment or natural resources;
(3) collection and analysis of information that assists in developing the state's
environmental and natural resources policies;
(4) enhancement ofpublic education, awareness, and understanding necessary for
the protection, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of air, land, water, .
forests, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources;
(5) capital projects for the preservation and protection of unique natural resources;
(6) activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water, and other natural
resources that otherwise may be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of
the state; ,
(7) administrative and investment expenses incurred by the State Board of
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Investment in investing deposits to the trust fund;
and (8) administrative expenses subject to the limits in section 116P.09.

Subd. 2. Exceptions. Money from the trust fund may not be spent for: (1) purposes
of environmental compensation and liability under chapter 1158 and response
actions under chapter 115C;
(2) purposes ofmunicipal water pollution control under the authority of chapters 115
and 116; (3) costs associated with the decommissioning of nuclear power plants;
(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;
(5) solid waste disposal facilities;
or (6) projects or purposes inconsistent with the strategic plan.

• A history of the Trust Fund appropriated dollars is in Appendix xx.

III. GOVERNANCE - FUNDING DECISIONS FOR EXPENDITURES

A. Background on Current Governance:

The MN Constitution directs the purpose, assets and appropriation ofthe Trust Fund.
MS 116P further defines the governance of the fund expenditures. 116P defines the
role of the executive and legislative branches of government as well as the specific
advisory roles of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) and the
Citizen Advisory Committee for the Trust Fund (CAC).

Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR)

The LCMR is advisory to the legislature (116P.05). The LCMR adopts a strategic plan
for Trust Fund expenditures using the advice of the CAC and recommends project
expenditures from the Trust Fund assets.

The LCMR is a 20 memberbicamerallbipartisan legislative body composed of 10
members from the House and 10 members from the Senate. They are appointed by the
House and Senate. Six of the 20 positions are designated committee chairs. The
membership of the LCMR at the time of adoption of the 1988 amendrnent was 16
members. It was expanded to 20 members in 1998.

/

MN laws 2005, First Special Session, Chapter 1, Art. 2, contains a sunset provision.
"The duties of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources to recommend
expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust fund expire on June
30, 2006."

If no action is taken by the 2006 Legislature, the Trust Fund expenditures will be
determined by the House and Senate Environment Finance Committees without
recommendations by the LCMR or CAC. The Governor can currently propose
expenditures to the Legislature from the Trust Fund and could continue to do so in the
future.
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Legislature and Governor
The funding recommendations must be appropriated by law by the legislature and
signed by the Governor (116P.08, Subd. 4 - Budget Plan). Currently, specific line item
expenditures are proposed to the legislature by the LCMR for funding consideration.
LCMR funding recommendations are forwarded to the Governor for inclusion in the
biennial budget. In addition, the Governor has line item veto authority of the
appropriations adopted by the legislature.

Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC)
The Citizen Advisory Committee for the Environment and Natural Resources Trust
Fund is an 11 member committee, with at least one from each of the 8 congressional
districts appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate (116P.06) The Citizen
Advisory Committee is advisory tothe LCMR on the Strategic Plan for the Trust Fund·
expenditures and the funding expenditures.

Conflict of Interest
MS 116P.09Subd. 6 establishes guiding principles for conflict of interest for LCMR
members, CAC and LCMR staff. Rules established by the legislature further define
legislative conflict of interest. The CAC has adopted its own conflict of interest
procedures.

IV. GRANT ADMINISTRATION

A. Background of Current Process for Grant Administration

• Appendix X provides a flow chart diagram of the current funding process and
schedule

• The following presents this information in a chronological order: .

Request for Proposal
A RFP, adopted by the LCMR, with funding priorities, evaluation criteria, schedule and
eligible costs is issued every two years to Ijne up with the biennial budget process.
Typically, the proposal process is open for 2..:3 months from the issuance of the RFP to
the proposal deadline. The RFP deadline is usually February or March in the even
numbered year of the biennium.

Anyone is eligible to apply. The proposal format requested consists of a 3 page
maximum. There is not a predetermined geographic allocation or per capita allocation.
There is no minimum or maximum dollar amount that can be requested.

Upon request, LCMR staff provides assistance to project funding proposers and review
drafts of their proposals in advance of the final submission.

Once proposals are received they are sorted and ranked by LCMR staff according to
the criteria in the adopted strategic plan/RFP. Outside technical assistance is
periodically sought during this proposal review process.
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Eligible/ineligible costs are stated in the RFP and dollars are administeredcih a
reimbursement basis for non-state agency entities, as required by MN law.

• Current eligible/ineligible costs are in Appendix xx.

Funding Deliberations

Initial Proposal Review
The CAC reviews the proposals and recommends proposals for further consideration
(hearing).

The LCMR using the CAC advice, the LCMR staff ranking and other outside advice
received decides how many proposals and which proposals to ask in for an interview.
Since the number of proposals received and the dollar amount requested far exceed the
money available (about 7 dollars requested for each dollar available) a portion of the
proposals received are eliminated from further consideration. Projects chosen for
further consideration are those determined to best meet the funding criteria. This does
not mean that proposals eliminated would not meet the funding criteria, but rather they
are determined to be a lower priority or they have possibly received other funding since
the time of submi$sion (e.g. state bonding dollars).

During the most recent biennium (FY 06-07) 221 proposals were received requesting
over $240 million. 93 proposals requesting over $182 million were chosen for further
consideration. Approximately $39 million was available for funding.

Proposal Review
Proposers (project managers) are invited to appear before the LCMR to explain their
proposal and respond to questions. Typically, about 30 minutes is spent per proposal
during this interview process. During LCMR deliberations, the Commission might again
seek additional outside assistance in the review of groups of proposals on specific
topics. The CACis authorized to attend the hearings to ensure the members have .
more information (beyond the initial 3 page proposal) to assist in making their funding
recommendations to the LCMR.

Funding recommendations:
The CAC develops a set of project funding recommendations to the LCMR.

The LCMR, using the CAC advice, then develops a set of recommendations to the
legislature in the form of a draft appropriation law.

It is about 6 months from the proposal deadline to the determination of an initial funding
recommendation by the LCMR.

Part of the LCMR funding recommendations are the funding of ongoing grant programs
for projects such as local and regional parks, small community and habitat projects,
metro habitat corridor restoration and acquisition, and local water plan implementation.
Funding of these programs enables access to funding for these types of projects
throughout the biennium. The LCMR reviews the specific funding allocations of these
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programs during the biennium.

Enhanced Proposed Scope of work
After the LCMR funding deliberations are completed more detailed work programs
based on the dollars recommended for funding are requested of proposers (116P.05,
subd.2c). Often, projects are not funded at the full dollar amount requested either in
the CAC advice to the LCMR or in the final LCMR recommendation. LCMR staff works
with the project proposers to ensure that the dollar amount recommended provides for a
viable project. If the reduced dollar amount recommended negatively impacts the
project proposal, the LCMR is informed before it completes its advice to the legislature.

Peer Review
A formal peer review process on research projects or projects with research elements
takes place on projects recommended for funding by the LCMR. The peer review
(116P.08, subd. 6) is required to take place before the appropriation is made. The peer
review is conducted on the full project work program, not the initial proposal. The peer
reviewers are required to comment on the methodology and need for the research.
Peer review is also required on completed research projects. The peer review panel is
appointed by the LCMR and its findings are reported to the LCMR and the CAC. Peer
review takes place prior to the final recommendation of the LCMR to the legislature.

.Legislative Review of Proposed Funding
The Trust Fund is appropriated on a biennial basis for each year of the funding available
to coincide with the biennial budget process.

Projects proposed to receive funding are presented to the legislature in the odd year of
the biennium in appropriation law form and are reviewed by the funding committees~

At times, thefunding recommendations have been considered by the legislature as a
separate piece of appropriation legislation. This process has often allowed adoption of
the funding recommendations early in the legislative session. However; in recent years,
the recommendations have been held for inclusion in the omnibus Environment
appropriation bill, which is usually adopted in the last days of the legislative session.
Consequently, the time from LCMR recommendation to full legislative action and
signature by the Governor can be up to one year. In total the time from the proposal
deadline to availability of the dollars can be approximately ~ 8 months.

Project Duration .. .
Projects typically take 3 years to complete due to field season work and complexities of
acquisitions. Some projects are authorized over longer periods of time and some
receive funding over several biennia with review of spending capability.

Evaluation
The work program is again reviewed and approved by the LCMR after legislative action
and before the project funding begins. Periodic progress reports (semiannual) are
required during the project funding period for evaluation. Oversight is conducted by
LCMR staff and periodically by LCMR members during factfinding activities. Final
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reports are required for all projects funded.

V. LONG-RANGE PLANNING

A. Background

MS 116P.08 requires a strategic plan. The first strategic plan for the Trust Fund was
adopted in 1990. The statute text is as follows:

MS 116P.08, Subd. 3 Strategic plan required. (a) The commission shalladopt a
strategic plan for making expenditures from the trust fund, including identifying the
priority areas for funding for the next six years. The strategic plan must be updated
every two years. The plan is advisory only. The commission shall submit the plan, as
a recommendation, to the house of representatives Ways and Means and senate
Finance Committees by January 1 ofeach odd-numbered year. (b) The commission
may accept or modify the draft of the strategic plan submitted to it by the advisory
committeebefore voting on the plan's adoption. .

• According to MS 116P.08, the six-year plan for priority areas for funding must be
updated every two years and the plan is advisory only. .

• Originally a separate strategic plan and RFP were adopted. The plan is currently
published as a detailed RFP and is revised every two years. The original adopted
Trust Fund Vision and Mission from 1990 remains in place (Appendix xx). Priorities
for funding, proposal evaluation criteria and the timetable for decision making are
listed in the RFP.

• In developing the-strategic pla~, advice on emerging issues is soughtfrom natural
resources experts from local units of government, private and nonprofits and state
and federal agencies. In addition, public forums have been held to get more general
citizen input. In the last two biennia there has also been a web questionnaire
seeking advice on priorities for funding. In 2003, over 480 individual responses were
received.

• In MS Chapter 1160, Environmental Policy, 1160.10, an Energy and Environmental
Strategy Report is required each even numbered year.

See Appendix xx
1160.11, Each department or agency of the state is required to assist in the
report preparation. In Subd 2, the Environmental Quality Board has the
responsibility to prepare the report'.

IV. FISCAL/ADMINISTRATIVE - ~road fiscal issues affecting natural resource
funding

A. Background:
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• . Discussion of matching funds, history, etc.
• History of the funds mentioned in the Nov. 17 discussion - (Cigarette Tax (MFRF),

in-lieu of sales tax money, unclaimed prize money, vetoed project money, 3/16
legislation, general fund, bonding)

• Appendix xx, Projections of Assets in the Environmental Trust Fund, Nov. 14,2005,
State Board of Investment

J:\SHARE\WORKFILE\2005 Task Force\background draft report.doc
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Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force

November 17,2005

The Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force met on November
17,2005, and identified four main categories for the issues they have identified in their two
prior meetings. Small groups developed a summary description and a list of important sub
issues for each category. After discussing the categories and key issues with the larger
group, individual members used adhesive dots to indicate which issues will be the most
important for the task force to address in its final report (number of votes indicated in
parentheses). Fourteen Task Force memberswere present. Each member was giv~n 6 dots
to use.

A. Governance
This category deals with the membership (citizens, executive, legislative), structure, final
appropriation, control loci and responsibility for making appropriation decisions. (24)

Issues:
1. Constitutionality: Can/should appropriation decisions be delegated?
2. Efficiency: Less wasted time from applicants (from application to award). (4)
3. Politicization: "Pork barrel" issues. (3)

B. Grant administration
The process for Environmental Trust Fund allocation

1. Responsiveness: RFP frequency, process complexity/length, multiple tiers. (11)
2. Project size, scope, duration, project oversight and post evaluation. (3)
3.· Peer review. (3)

c. Long-range Planning .
Establish clearly defined goals consistent with the constitution and statute.

1. Define boundaries: time (longer than legislative terms), activities, quantity of money.
(10)

2. Set priorities: Create strategies and substrategies. (4)
3. Implement strategies and monitor results. (1)
4. Evaluate. (1)



D. Fiscal/Administrative
Means: broad fiscal issues as they affect natural resources funding.

1. Issues: leveraging local/federal/private money (economies of scale), getting like
groups together to partner/maximize outcomes. (6)

2. How big is the pot?
• Cigarette tax money.
• Unclaimed prize money.
• Vetoed project money.
• 3/16 legislation.
• In lieu ofsales tax money (to game/fish/parks/trails).
• GF, bonding

3. What does supplanting factor mean to LCMR? (8)



Some themes from November 17 testimony

GOVERNANCE:

1. Scope / Nature of constitutional language.
Narrow the focus - woods, wildlife, water. Narrow definitions, focus, etc.
Stay with narrow intent of ballot language.

versus

Constitutional language is very broad. Keep goals broad / very broad;
keep scope wide. Maintain proportional diversity of its mission.

2. Decision making.
Need more citizen involvement

versus

Need more scientific expertise in decision making

versus

Need a balanced approach with input at various points in the process from
ci.tizens, politicians, scientists and technical experts.

3. LCMR serves a critical purpose.
The ETF has been an important resource funding collaborative, innovative
projects. Make improvements as needed, but don't "throw the baby out
with the bath water,"

GRANT ADMINISTRATION:
1. Timing, two-year time frame is too long. Need shorter funding cycles, release

funds in a more timely manner

2. Difficult for small NGOs - eligible costs too narrow

3. Process is too cumbersome, too detailed, etc.....

4. Responsiveness: .
Not able to respond to urgent needs. Need smaller, special fund to .
address urgent needs, short- term,_ opportunities; set aside small dollar
amount for emerging issues.

versus

Look at funding longer-term projects; beyond two year biennium.
Increase predictability of funding.



LONG-RANGE PLANNING:
1. Need strong, targeted strategic plan with measurable goals, quantifiable

objectives for the Trust Fund. Funding should be tied to strategic plan.

2. Need statewide conservation plan.

FISCAUADMINISTRATIVE:
Restore integrity of LCMR funding; increase funding - lottery-in-Iieu sales tax,
unclaimed prizes, Minnesota Future Resources Fund (cigarette tax).



" Research Department
Patrick J. McCormack, Director

600 State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-1298
651-296-6753 [FAX 651-296-9887]
www.house.mn/hrd/hrd.htm

December 7, 2005

TO: Representative Loren Solberg

FROM: Mark Shepard, House Research Legislative Analyst

RE: Constitutional principles relating to funding panels

Minnesota
House of
Representatives

This memo discusses state constitutional issues in connection with some structures that have
been discussed for spending money from the environment and natural resources trust fund.
There is not extensive case law on these issues, so this memo presents some general thoughts
rather than definitive answers.

The memo first discusses some general constitutional principles, and then applies these
principles to some structures that have been discussed.

General constitutional principles

Legislators likely cannot serve on an executive panel that makes fmal decisions.

Article IV, section 5 of the Minnesota Constitution provides that

''No senator or representative shall hold any other office under authority of the United
States or the state ofMinnesota, except that ofpostmaster or ofnotary public. If elected
or appointed to another office, a legislator may resign from the legislature by tendering
his resignation to the governor."

The leading Minnesota court case on this issue has interpreted "other office" to mean a position
in which the person acting alone or with others ofequal authority, can determine public policy or
make a final decision not subject to approval or disapproval by others. McCutcheon v. City ofSt.
Paul, 216 N.W.2d 137 (Minn. 1974)

There also are a number ofMinnesota Attorney General opinions on this issue. These are
instructive, but are not binding. Some general principles from these opinions are:
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• Legislators may not serve as voting members ofboards or commissions that directly
administer state programs. Ops. Atty. Gen. 280H, June 20, 1913 (state board ofgrain
appeals); October 31, 1921 (state fair board); May 5, 1926 (board ofphannacy); June 5,
1931 (state building commission)

• Legislators may serve as members ofbodies that are merely research and advisory iIi
nature (Ops. Atty. Gen. 280H, January 21, 1941 (judicial council); June 16, 1943
(advisory council to employment security division). .

In addition to dual office-holding issues under Article IV, section 5, the general separatIon of
powers clause of the Minnesota Constitution may limit legislators from serving as voting
members of executive branch agencies. (Article III, section 1: "The powers of government shall
be divided into three distinct departments: legislative, executive, and judicial. No person or
persons belonging to or constituting one ofthese departments shall exercise any of the powers
properly belonging to either of the others except in the instances expressly provided in this
constitUtion.")

A legislative group must take final action through a bill that passes both houses of the
legislature and is presented to the Governor.

Article IV, sections 22 and 23 of the Minnesota Constitution specify the method for a legislative
body to enact a bill. That is, the bill must be voted for by a majority ofthe members elected to
each house of the legislature, and must be presented to the Governor. Thus it is unlikely that the
dual office-holding issue under Article IV, section 5 ofthe constitution can be resolved by
claiming that a mixed legislative/citizen funding panel is a legislative agency and thus that
legislative service on the group is not "other office".

I am not aware of a Minnesota appellate court case that specifically discusses this point. At the
federal level, the United States Supreme Court addressed the concept in Metropolitan
Washington Airports Authority v. Citizensfor the Abatement ofAircraft Noise, 111 S.Ct. 2298
(1991). In that case, the court invalidated a statute that granted a board ofreview, consisting of
nine members of Congress, authority to veto certain decisions made by the Metropolitan
Washington Airports Authority. The court held that the statute either: (1) violated the separation
ofpowers clause by vesting members of Congress with executive authority; or (2) violated the
constitutional requirements for passage of a bill (i.e. by allowing nine members ofCongress to,
in effect, pass a new law). .

The legislature can delegate to an executive agency the authority to make decisions relating
to expenditure of money appropriated by the legislature.

Article XI, section 1 of the Minnesota Constitution provides that no money shall be paid out of
the state treasury except pursuant to an appropriation. Once the legislature makes an
appropriation, it likely is constitutional for an executive agency to make grants and other
expenditure decisions according to the terms of the appropriation. This is a common
arrangement in Minnesota state government-the legislature enacts a law appropriating money
and establishing general standards for how the money is to be spent, and the exe'cutive agency
implements the law.
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This section ofthe memo applies constitutional principles to some structures that have been
discussed. There certainly are other possible structures. The alternatives discussed in this memo
were selected because I am aware that they have been discussed publicly.

Legislature appropriates money to an executive panel composed entirely of nonlegislators, .
and this panel makes final spending decisions.

• Likely constitutional-the Legislature appropriates the money, and the executive decides
how to spend it, according to the tenus of the appropriation and other governing law.

An executive panel composed entirely of nonlegislators makes recommendations that later
must be enacted as appropriations by the entire legislature.

• Constitutional. Follows the customary process for passing law, with the panel providing
only recommendations.

Legislature appropriates money to a mixed legislative/citizen panel, which makes imal
spending decisions.

• Likely unconstitutional. If this is considered an executive group, inclusion oflegislators
likely violates the "dual office holding" provision in article IV, section 5. If this is
considered a legislative group, it likely does not comply with the requirements for
legislative action-i.e. a bill passing the entire House and Senate and presentation to the
Governor.

A mixed legislative/citizen panel makes recommendations that later must be enacted as
appropriations by the entire legislature.

• Likely constitutional. The inclusion oflegislators on the group likely would not violate
the "dual office holding" provision because the panel is only making recommendations,
not final decisions. The final decisions are made according to the customary process for
passing law.

Legislature appropriates money. A mixed legislative/citizen panel makes spending
decisions, and a project cannot be funded unless the panel recommends funding. But the
Governor can decide not to fund projects that the panel recommends.

• Raises constitutional issues, and could be subject to challenge. Although this is not
entirely clear, the panel likely is making decisions thatwould be considered final for
purposes of the "dual office holding" prohibition, because a projectcannot be funded
without getting the panel's approval. Arguably, these decisions are not as final as in
some other alternatives, because the Governor has veto authority. But there still is a
constitutional issue under the dual office holding clause and under the general separation
ofpowers doctrine.
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Governor makes recommendations for expenditures as part of the Governor's detailed
biennial budget recommendations. The Legislature then enacts appropriations.

• Constitutional. Follows the customary process of the executive making
recommendations and the legislature enacting laws.

MS/jb
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State Environmental Trust Funds
This information brief provides summary background on the known environment and natural
resources trust funds that have been established in states around the country. It addresses four
basic questions for each state:

(1)ls the trust fund established in the state's constitution or by statute?
(2) Is the trust fund money for broad-based purposes or only limited spending?
(3) Are there any specific restrictions on spending the trust fund money?
(4) Who makes up the trust fund governing board, and who appoints its members?

Alabama

How the fund
.is established

Spending
purposes

Constitutionally dedicated as the Forever Wild TrustFund. (Ala.Const.
of 1901, Amendment 543)

The constitutional language is broad for spending purposes, which include
spending to:

• "Protect, manage, and enhance certain lands and waters of
Alabama with full recognition that this generation is a trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations;

• Protect, to the fuliest extent practicable, recreational lands and
areas of unique ecological, biological and geological importance;
and

• Promote a proper balance among population growth, economic
development, environmental protection, and ecological diversity."

(}lis publication can be made available in alternative formats upon request. Please call 651-296-6753 (voice);
'-or the Minnesota State Relay Service at 1-800-627-3529 (TTY) for assistance. Many House Research

Department publications are also available on the Internet at: www.house.mn/hrd/hrd.htm.

Research Department • Minnesota House of Representatives • 600 State Office Building
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Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

Arizona

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

The governing board may not construct or improve buildings, structures,
or facilities used for human lodging, feeding, or entertainment, including
hotels, restaurants, convention centers, meeting halls, golf courses,
dancing pavilions, tennis courts, recreational dams, and similar facilities.

The governing board is composed of 15 members: nine citizens whom are
appointed by the governor and who must reside in geographic locations
throughout the state, the state forester, the director of the Marine
Environmental Sciences Consortium, the Commissioner of Conservation
and Natural Resources, and three members with scientific background
chosen by three separate Alabama colleges.

Created in 1990 through a ballot initiative and established in state statute
as the Arizona Heritage Fund. (Ariz. Rev. Stat. § 41-502)

The funding is for local, regional, and state parks and trails, water
conservation, and historic preservation, with specific percentages for the
vanous programs:

• 5 percent for local, regional and state trails
• 35 percent for local, regional, and state parks for outdoor recreation

purposes
• 17 percent for acquisition ofnatural areas
• 17 percent for local, regional, and state historic preservation

programs
• 4 percent on maintenance, operation, and management of natural

areas
• 17 percent on state park acquisition and development
• 5 percent on environmental education

No entity may receive more than 20 percent of the funds available
annually, and any interest earned in the trust fund must be expended
according to the exact percentages identified above..

The State Parks Board administers the trust fund and is made up of the
state land commissioner and six citizens at-large, appointed by the
governor.
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How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
. restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

Florida

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Article XXVII of the Colorado Constitution (1980) allots state lottery .
proceeds (capped at $35 million, adjusted annually for inflation) to the
Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund, called GOCO.

There are four major categories-outdoor recreation, wildlife, open space,
and local government-where the constitutional language requires trust
fund expenditures to be made on a substantially equal basis for projects.
Five competitive grant cycles are outlined:

• Open space and natural areas: projects inurban, suburban, and
rural areas

• Local government: awarded to local governments' to acquire,
establish, expand, and enhance park and outdoor recreation
facilities, including environmental education

• Legacy: major regional or statewide projects that combine two or
more of the board's four funding categories

• Trails: construction of new trails, trail renovation, acquisition of
land or permanent easements for trail access, and trailhead
development

• Planning and capacity: seed grants to local governments and
nonprofit organizations primarily for land conservation planning

The constitutional language explicitly provides that the expenditures of the
funds " ... shall not be subject to legislative appropriation or restriction."
Money also cannot be used in condemnation proceedings.

The governing board is composed of 17 members, 14 appointed by the
governor from the seven congressional districts-and no two in each
district from the same political party-and the executive director of the
Department ofNatural Resources, a representative from the State Parks
Board, and a representative from the State Wildlife Commission.

Established in state statute (1999) as the Florida Forever Act. (Fla. Stat. §
259.105)

The act primarily functions for land acquisition needs ofnatural resources
through the sale of state bonds, and the funds are divided as follows:

• 35 percent to the Department ofEnvironmental Protection (DEP)
for acquisition of lands that are necessary to implement water
management district's priority lists
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• 35 percent to DEP for acquisition oflands and capital project
expenditures

• 22 percent to the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) for
grants to local governments or nonprofit environmental
organizations that are tax exempt under subchapter S for the
acquisition of community..,based projects, urban open spaces, parks,
and greenways to implement local government comprehensive
plans

~ 75 percent of the funds available for land acquisition shall be
matched by local governments on a dollar-for-dollar basis
and at least 30 percent of the total allocations must be used in
Staridard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, but one-half that
amount shall be used in localities in which the project site is
located in built-up commercial, industrial, or mixed..,use areas
to intersperse open spaces within congested urban spaces

.~ No less than 5 percent shall be used to acquire lands for
recreational trail systems

~ Any lands purchased by nonprofit organizations using trust
funds must provide for such lands to remain permanently in
public use through a reversion of title to local or state
government, conservation easement, or other appropriate
mechanism

• 2 percent to the DEP for grants "to qualified local governmental
entities to acquire or develop landfor public outdoor recreation
purposes." Fla. Stat. § 375.075(1).

• 1.5 percent to DEP for the purchase of inholdings and additions to
state parks and for capital project expenditures as described in this
section. Capital project expenditures may not exceed 10 percent of
the trust funds.

• 1.5 percentto the Division ofForestry ofthe Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services to fund the acquisition of state
forest inho1dings and additions, the implementation of reforestation
plans or sustainable forestry management practices, and for capital
project expenditures. Capital project expenditures may not exceed
10 percent ()f the funds allocated to the department.

• 1.5 percent to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission to
fund the acquisition of inholdings and additions to lands managed
by the commission that are important to the conservation of fish
and wildlife and for capital project expenditures as described in
this section. Capital project expenditures may not exceed 10
percent of the funds allocated to the commission.
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Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

Indiana

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

Maryland

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

• 1.5 percent to DEP for the Florida Greenways and Trails Program,
to acquire greenways and trails or greenways and trail systems
including, but not limited to, abandoned railroad rights-of-way and
the Florida National Scenic Trail and for capital project
expenditures. Capital project expenditures may not exceed 10
percent of the funds allocated under this paragraph.

No specific statutory restrictions are specified.

Governed under the Acquisition and Restoration Council, which has nine
members: four appointed by the governor who have scientific

. backgrounds, and five executive cabinet members from the Department of
Community Affairs, DEP, divisions of forestry and historical resources,
and the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.

Created in state statute (1995) as the Indiana Heritage Trust Fund. (Ind.
Code § 14-12-2-1)

Established to provide funds for land acquisition and preservation for the
purposes ofprotecting outstanding natural features and habitat,historical
and archaeological preservation, and conservation and restoration of
biological diversity.

Money may not be expended on the costs of constructing structures,
'removal and remediation of hazardous substances, and wastewater
treatment projects. No eminent domain may be utilized fOf land
acquisition.

The governing foundation board has 17 members: 12 appointed by the
governor from each congressional district, and two members each from the
legislative House and Senate, and thestate treasurer.

Established in statute (1973) as the Maryland Environmental Trust. (Md.
Code Ann. § 3-201)

The statute is very broad for the purpose of land acquisition. The stated
purpose of thetrust fund is to " ...perpetuate the aesthetic, natural, health
and welfare, scenic, and cultural qualities of the environment, including, .
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Spending
restrictions

Who makes up .
the governing
board

Michigan

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

but not limited to land, water, air, wildlife, scenic qualities, open spaces,
buildings or any interest...pertaining to any way to the State." Money is
allocated to the trust through state appropriations and private donations,
most of theJatter being land.

There are no specific statutory restrictions on spending trust fund dollars.

The board of trustees has 15 members, 12 citizens whom are appointed by
the governor, and a representative each from the governor's cabinet, the
House, and the Senate.

The Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund was established by
constitutional amendment in 1963 and expenditures are governed by state
statute (clarified in 1994). (Mich. Stat. Ann. § 324.1902)

The trust is funded by bonuses and royalties collected or reserved by the
state for the lease of nonrenewable resources from state-owned lands. The
interest and earnings of the trust fund must be expended for the following:

• Land acquisition or rights in land for recreational uses, or
protection of the land because of its environmental importance and
scenic beauty

• Development of public recreational facilities
• .Administration of the trust fund, which may includepayments in

lieu of taxes on state-owned land purchased through the trust fund

No less than 25 percent of total annual expenditures from the fund can be
for development of land acquisition and rights in land, and no more than
25 percent can be expended for development ofpublic recreational
facilities.

Michigan's trust fund board is composed of five members, the director of
the Department ofNatural Resources and four citizens appointed by the
governor.
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How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Constitutionally dedicated as the Minnesota Environmental and Natural
Resources Trust Fund, established under Minnesota Constitution, article
XI, section 14.

Money in the trust fund may be spent only for:

• the Reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in Minnesota
Statutes, section 84.95, subdivision 2;

• research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness of
protecting or managing the state's environment or natural
resources;

• collection and analysis of information that assists in developing the
state's environmental and natural resources policies;

• enhancement of public education awareness, and understanding
necessary for the protection, conservation, restoration, and
enhancement of air, land, water, forests, fish wildlife, and other
natural resources;

• capital projects for the preservation and protection of unique·
natural resources;

• activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water,
and other natural resources that otherwise may be substantially
impaired or destroyed in any area of the state;

• administrative and investment expenses incurred by the State
Board of Investment in investing deposits to the trust fund; and

• administrative expenses subject to the limits in section 116P.09, for
the commission.

Money from the trust fund may not be spent for:

• purposes of environmental compensation and liability under'
chapter 115B and response actions under chapter 115C;

• purposes ofmunicipal water pollution control under the authority
of chapters 115 and 116;

• costs associated with the decommissioning of nuclear power
plants;

• hazardous waste disposal facilities;
. • solid waste disposal facilities; or
• projects or purposes inconsistent with the strategic plan.

Additionally, the trust fund may not be used as a substitute for traditional
sources of funding environmental activities.
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Who makes up
the governing
board

Nebraska

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

New Jersey

How the fund
is established

A legislative commission on Minnesota resources composed of ten
legislators each from the House andSenate, including certain funding and
policy chairs, recommends a trust fund budget plan to the full legislature
for approval.

Protected by a constitutional amendment in 2004, 44.5 percent of lottery
proceeds are deposited in the Nebraska Environmental Trust Fund, which
was created by statute in 1992.

The fund was established for broad purposes: " ... conserving, enhancing,
and restoring the natural physical and biological environment.. .including
the air, land, ground water and surface water,flora and fauna, prairies and
forests, wildlife habitat, and natural areas of aesthetic or scenic values."
Priority funding categories are:

• preservation and restoration of wetlands and other areas critical to
rare or endangered species;

• protection of lakes and streams from deterioration due to pollution;
• fostering of good management practices to preserve groundwater

from degradation, and clean-up of soils and groundwater;
• development of recycling markets and reduction of the volume and

toxicity of solid waste; and .
• strategies to manage carbon in the atmosphere, andsequester .

carbon in the soil.

Not subject to legislative approval. No land using trust fund money may
be acquired by condemnation.

The 14-member governing board is made up of nine citizens (three from
each of the three congressional districts) appointed by the governor, and
five related state agency directors.

Created by constitutional amendment in 1998 as the·Garden State
Preservation Trust, with a goal to preserve one million acres of land by
2008.
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Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

Who makesnp
the governing
board

North Carolina

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending
restrictions

The constitutional amendment dedicated $98 million annually for ten years
to a variety ofpreservation efforts and authorized the issuance of up to ·one
billion dollars in revenue bonds. The trust fund money goes to three major
areas-historic preservation, farmland preservation, and green acres. The
following program areas comprise the Green Acres program:

• State park and open space acquisition.
• Local government grants and nonprofit funding for land

preservation
• Planning and technical assistance grants
• Stewardship for monitoring and maintenance of land preservation

efforts .

No specific constitutional or statutory restrictions on expenditure.

A nine-member governing board is composed of five citizens, with one
appointed by the governor, and two each appointed by the leadership of
the House and Senate, and four cabinet heads, including the secretaries of
state and treasury.

Created by statute for tIITee distinct trust funds in 1987, 1991, and 1996.

Funding for each trust fund comes from state deed transfer revenue when
property is sold. The Parks and Recreation Trust Fund allocates revenue
as follows: 65 percent to state parks for acquisition and development; 30
percent for matching grants' to local governments for park and recreation
needs; and 5 percent for a coastal and estuary water access program.

The Natural Heritage Trust Fund is used for acquiring ecologically
diverse land, natural areas in the state, and historic properties. It also
receives a portion ofvanity license plate sales.

The Clean Water Management Trust Fund revenues go to help projects
that specifically address water pollution problems. This fund is mainly
funded by legislative appropriations.

Each fund is very specific for the type of projects the money is intended
for, and no specific restrictions are mentioned.
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Who makes up
the governing
board

South Carolina

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

Spending 
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

Virginia

How the fund
is established

Spending
purposes

The Parks and Recreation Trust Fund's II-member board has three
citizens appointed by the governor and four members each appointed by
the House and the Senate.

The Natural Heritage TrustFund's nine-member board has three citizens
each appointed by the governor, the House, and the Senate.

The Clean Water Management Trust Fund 21-member board has seven
citizens appointed by the governor and seven.each by the House and the
Senate.

Established by state statute in 1995 as the Legacy Trust Fund. (S.C. Code
Ann. § 51-22-20)

Funded by state appropriations and private donations, the fund has the
following purposes:

• Acquire sensitive ecological resources
• Preserve, renovate, and restore historic sites
• Protect habitat for plant and animal species considered endangered
• Acquire and develop resource-based recreational projects and

.facilities

No land or properties may be acquired by eminent domain, and the trust
fund may not hold title or interest in land, Specific state and nonprofit
entities are listed to hold title and interest in land.

There is a IS-member governing board composed of 13 citizens (two from
each of the six congressional districts and one other at-large who serves as
chair), the chair of the Senate FinanceCommittee, and the chair of the
House Ways and Means Committee, or their designees.

The Natural Resources Trust Fund was established in 1999 by state
statute. (Va. Code Ann. § 10.1-1017)

Funded by state appropriations and private donations, the fund is designed
to establish'permanent conservation easements and direct land acquisition
of open space and parklands, lands ofhistoric or cultural significance,
farmlands and forests, and natural areas.
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Spending
restrictions

Who makes up
the governing
board

No eminent domain may be used, and no legislative approval is required.

The Virginia Land Conservation Board's I8-member board is made up of
11 citizens appointed by the governor representing each congressional
district, four citizens appointed by the House, two citizens appointed by
the Senate, and the Secretary of Natural Resources.

Several of these state's trust funds are discussed in more detail in the House Research
publication, Natural Resources Trust Funds and Their Citizen Committees, October 2002.

For more information about natural resources, visit the environment and natural resources area
ofour web site, www.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/issinfo/environ.htm.



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, January 10, 2006

Time: 10:30 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda

10:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

Presentations from:

1. The McKnight Foundation, Ron Kroese
2. National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Donn Waage
3. MN Arts Board, Sue Gens & Jim Dusso
4. MN House of Representatives Research Staff, John Helland

• North Carolina Trust Fund
• Other states-Trust Funds

12:00 p.m. - break for lunch

1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.

Review and approve minutes from December 15, 2005
Advisory Task Force continued discussion (see meeting objectives)

Meeting Objectives

1. Refine and confirm desirable qualities identified during the December meeting.
2. Develop possible alternative approaches to governance
3. Evaluate alternative approaches

.4:00 p.m. Adjourn

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardr,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-'2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
December 15, 2005

Time: 1:00 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Members Present:
Dave Bishop
Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Joe Duggan
Wayne Enger

Members Absent:
Earl Renneke

Ron Erhardt
Ryan Heiniger
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz
Gary Laidig
Pam Landers

Steve Morse
Craig Shaver
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner

LCMR members present: Rep. Lyn Carlson, Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, Rep. Pete Nelson, Rep. Denny
McNamara

Meeting called to order: 1:17 p.m.

Meeting Objectives:

1. Share reactions to previous presentations and testimony.
2. Identify the desirable qualities or characteristics of the future Trust Fund process.
3. Describe possible alternative approaches to the Trust Fund process.
4. Review and provide feedback on the draft "background" section of the draft Task Force

report.

Approval of the Minutes from 11/29/2005:
Motion by Gary Laidig to approve the 11-29-2005 minutes as presented. Seconded by Karen Bowen.
Motion passed.

Ryan Church reviewed the objectives of the meeting in order to accomplish as much as possible in
the time allotted. He emphasized that the meeting's discussion would be active in the sharing of
ideas and opinions. It would be hard work. He stated that today they are putting ideas forward, not
evaluating ideas and will continue to put ideas on the table. Ryan reviewed elements of how to share
ideas and consensus.

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,
. Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



1. Share reactions to previous presentations and testimony.

Discussion summarized on the attachment titled "Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force December 15, 2005" under "Opening Conversations".

2. Identify the desirable qualities or characteristics of the future Trust Fund process [59:45)

Discussion summarized on the attachment titled "Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force December 15, 2005" under "Desired qualities of the future Trust Fund process".

10 minute Break [1 :40:54]

Mark Shepard, MN House of Representatives Research Department, spoke to the memo dated
December 7,2005, regarding constitutional principles relating to funding panels. He answered
question posed by members. He stated that he would be happy to come back at a future meeting
and respond to questions. Craig Shaver asked if a legislator could serve on the Arts Board? A:
based on standing opinions, no they could not. Steve Morse asked if a legislator could serve on a
panel that makes recommendations to the Arts Board? A: yes. Jeff Broberg asked if there are
legislators on IRRRB? A: Loren Solberg answered: Yes, but the governor signs off on any
expenditures of that group.

3. Describe possible alternative approaches to the Trust Fund process [1 :51 :35]

Mr. Church stated that they are moving onto meeting objective #3. Members broke into small groups
and each group was asked to answer a specific question on the topical areas listed on the buff
colored handout sheet. Mr. Church stated that the goal is to get viable options on the table. The
tape was paused for 20 minutes while small group discussion took place.

[1 :56:39] Mr. Church went through the various ideas presented by the small groups. Each group
recorded their thoughts on a flip chart paper. Members were able to ask clarifying questions on the
ideas presented by the small groups. (tape paused during small group discussion)

Governance, Structure Roles & Responsibilities [1 :56:42]
Grants Administration [2:01 :58]
Long-Range Planning [2:07:35]
Fiscal!Administrative [2: 11:17]

Discussion summarized on the attachment titled "Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force December 15, 2005" under "Possible alternative approaches to the Trust Fund
process".

4. Review and provide feedback on the draft "background" section of the draft Task Force
report.

Mr. Church pointed out that in the members packets there was the draft background section of the
Advisory Task Force Report. Loren Solberg said that this was the draft that the staff had put together
on the Trust Fund background which had been presented to members. This is the start of the report.

Next Meeting
Next meeting scheduled for Tuesday, January 10, 2006 starting at 10:30 (time change) - noon and
lunch break and resume at 1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m..

4:18 p.m. Adjourn [2:19:49]



Attachment to 12/15/05 Meeting Minutes

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Advisory Task Force
December 15,2005

Opening Conversation
The meeting began with an opening conversation to allow members to share their reactions to previous
testimony and presentations: The question members were asked was, "What statements or points struck
you as particularly important and useful?" Responses were summarized on an easel and are as follows:

1. Funding - The Task Force can advocate for, but should not get lost in, trying to solve funding
mechanics.

2. Minnesota has a strong program.
3. The legislative "stand-off' was caused in part over the advisory committee structure. We need

to recommend ways to:
• Make LCMR more effective
• Structure advisory roles and functions

4. We need to reduce the number ofmembers on LCMR
5. The composition ofmembers needs to be considered
6. Some other states had geographic representation aild we should consider that.
7. Need a long-range plan that includes:

• Clear priorities
• Funding categories

8. Shorter funding cycle - we need to consider
• Grant cycle frequency and duration
• How to respond to emerging issues

9. Need to review the existing long-range plan. What is in it? What needs to be changed?
10. Fiscal/Admin: Missouri's FTE's seemed high.

• How Minnesota compare?
11. Missouri more like DNR than Environmental Trust Fund
12. Missouri - four members at large - smaller number ofmembers actually requires that they be

broad in their view and interests
13. Citizen decision-making is accepted in three states
14. Need meaningful citizen involvement - clear roles

• Use technology to connect to citizens at large - for example use "blog" technology to get
citizen involvement.· .

15. Legislative scrutiny "too early" in process
• Where (at what point) is legislative involvement most helpful?

16. Streamline accountability
• Set duration/frequency process
• Too much paperwork

17. Establish membership criteria. For example, consider:
• Expertise
• Statewide view
• Work well with group

18. Peer review process - involve "knowledgeable" citizens



19.
20.
21.

23.

24.
25.

26.

Funding pools - "substantially equal" over time
Staff role in screening proposals - have strong criteria
Need to clarify:
• Who: Proper roles for LCMR, CAC, Legislature?
• What: Projects should be funded?
• When: Frequency and timing of grants, Long or short duration, multi-biennial?
Dedicated mini-grant program helped get good citizen involvement - gave local and regional
presence
Foundation approach?
• Multiple years
• Grants management
Meaningful role for legislature
Meaningful citizen involvement
• Purposeful role
• "At large" appointments
• Hybrid citizen/legislative involvement
• Hybrid appointed/elected
Project selection - use available expertise
• Need some standard for participation in selection process, such as panel must attend all

meetings to participate in final selection

'.

Desirable qualities of the future Trust Fund process
The members were asked, "What qualities, characteristics, or attributes should Minnesotan's come to
expect from the Trust Fund process?" Members reviewed the items recorded on the easel paper and
highlighted the following desirable qualities ofthe future Trust Fund process.

•

•

•

•

•

Find ways to reduce the appearance of the process being political., Establish clear definitions
and expectations. Make the process more open.
Need meaningful citizen involvement.

Establish clear and purposeful roles
Establish criteria for membership
Include "at large" appointments
Consider hybrid structure of citizen and legislative members.
Make effective use of technology for citizen participation

Establish funding pools (or categories for expenditure) that would be substantially equal over
time.
Streamline-accountability

Set the frequency and duration of the funding (grant) cycle.
Allow for emerging issues and quick response
Reduce the paperwork
Establish a long-range plan that provides clear priorities and funding categories. The plan

should also:
Be understandable by citizens

- Use expertise of state agencies and others



Possible alternative approaches to the Trust Fund process
Following a presentation on the constitutionality of certain governing structure options, the members
broke into four small groups. The groups were asked to review and refine and confirm the list of issues
under their assigned category, pick one issue, and develop possible alternative approaches to the issue.
The groups were assigned as follows:

• Governance structure roles and responsibilities (Jane Krentz, Joe Duggan, Jeff Broberg, Steve
Morse).

• Grants administration (Gary Laidig, Dave Zentner, Loren Solberg, Pam Landers)
• Long-Range Planning (Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Phyllis Kahn, Ryan Heiniger)
• Fiscal/Administrative (Ron Erhardt, Wayne Enger, Craig Shaver)

The groups worked for 20 minutes and reported the following results.

Governance structure roles and responsibilities
1. Legislature: (LCMR)/Board

• Appropriate funds
• Strategic plan and priorities
• Evaluation and review

The Legislature would have options, such as:
• Establish a percent for each priority area
• Hold back funds for ongoing projects, for example, the county biological inventory or other

projects.
• Require a balance in funding over time.

2. Board
• Award grants
• Empanel review committees of advocates, experts, policy makers, etc.
• Would operate with independent staff

The group also provided a graphic illustration of the "melded model" ofthe process (attached).

Grant administration
1. RFP timing and frequency

• Two-year process for large grants, one-year process for smaller grants
• Possible process for mini-grants through an agency

2. Grant application process
• Scope, size, duration - (small group needs more time to work on this)

3. Peer review
• Need clarification on process and need to be able to rank

4. Project oversight and evaluation (the small group didn't get to this)
5. Other

• Need some way to fund administration for small groups that need it.



Long-Range Plan (Scope and Purpose)
• Six-year long-range plan
• Proportionate funding over time
• Great opportunity for joint legislative/citizen involvement
• Start with plans ofkey state agencies (DNR, PCA, MDH, BWSR)
• Consider NGO and local units of government long-range plans
• Plan needs to be specific enough to give clear direction
• Implementation ofthe plan requires regular evaluation by LCMR

Fiscal administration
• "Restore integrity" - not task force issue
• Match (local) - Require?
• No supplanting

Melded model

Awards/grants

~
Panels

..-------~." Legislature (appropriates)

:oney flow '" 1
~ s:::::

;g .gr----I~~ Board
"U ~
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-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Johnson [mailto:tcj@d.umn.edu]
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 200S 4:29 PM
To: rep.phyllis.kahn@house.mn; dzentner@charter.net
Subject: LCMR Task Force

Dear Phyllis and Dave,

I am away on sabbatical this academic year but back in Minnesota
for the holidays. I have-heard a little of the activities of the
LCMR task force, and want to share my concern for continued support
of Lake Superior research activities by the LCMR.

Lake Superior is one of the state's greatest natural resources.
It is the largest lake in our hemisphere, it is quite pristine
relative to other large lakes around the world, and it is undergolng
change. Much of this change is subtle, requiring sophisticated
instrumentation capable of measuring with high precision and accuracy
- for example, the slight warming trend of O.SOC that the lake has
experienced over the past century. Are phbsphoruslevels increasing
in the lake? We don't know yet, because we have only recently
developed the ability to measure phosphorus at the ultra-low levels.
typical of Lake Superior. Because of our innovative analysis of the
subtle features on satellite images of the lake, we now have a
completely different understanding of how water circulates (and
pollutants would migrate). throughout the lake basin. Thanks to
recently acquired instrumentation with funds from the National
Science Foundation, we are only beginning to understand how the
zooplankton population of the lake, a primary food resource for the
fisheries, varies from one year to the next. We do not have enough
measurements yet to know if the interannual variability is natural or
man-induced.

I could go on, but the point that I wish to make is that LCMR support
for our research is essential if we hope to answer questions of human
impact-on the lake ecosystem during the 21st century. We are
successful in getting some support for Lake Superior research from
the National Science Foundation, but this is typically for highly
focused studies of broad scientific application rather than for
investigating the long term health of the Lake Superior ecosystem.
We also obtain a modest level of support from the Minnesota Sea Grant
Program, mostly fOr low-cost research projects that do not involve
extensive use of our research vessel. Competition for these funds is
fierce, and proposals that are designed to carefully and deliberately
detect long-term trends in the health of the lake's ecosystem do not
fare well. I believe that this is precisely the area in which LCMR
funding is appropriate and consistent with the original vision for
the Environmental Trust Fund.

The EPA and NOAA conduct environmental measurement programs on the
Great Lakes, but they spend relatively little time on Lake Superior
compared to the lower lakes. These agencies also typically carry out
their measurement programs in-house rather than fund university
researchers to conduct the field work and analyses, and their
programs frequently shift focus as administrations change. This is
not always the case, but it usually is. In the oceanographic
community, academic researchers at such institutions as Woods Hole,



Scripps Institution of Oceanography, the University of Washington,
and elsewhere typically have lead the federal laboratories in making
the major breakthroughs in environmental understanding. This is not
the case in the Great Lakes community, where funding for academic
researchers falls far behind that of their colleagues in federal
agencies such as the EPA, the US Geological Survey (fisheries), and
NOAA.

Careful measurement of key environmental parameters in the offshore
waters of Lake Superior is not being funded on a steady basis.
Consequently we are not in a position to predict the state of the
lake in the coming decades, under the influence of global warming,
the introduction of more exotic species, and the influx of airborne
pollutants. LCMR funding should be made available for such important
activities on Lake Superior. such funding is far less likely to be
forthcoming from Wisconsin, Michigan or Ontario, because they all
border other great lakes that are under even greater environmental
stress than Superior. I urge you to support continued funding ,of
environmental research by the LCMR.

As to the governance of LCMR,' I find it to be somewhat cumbersome but
manageable. I wish the LCMR funding process were less political than
it is, with more emphasis placed on quality proposals and less on .
whose district the work would be in. I think that this would best be
accomplished by a decision making panel of environmental experts
rather than by a political body, but I realize that this may not b~ a
possible solution for your task force. I am not a fan of "citizen
decision" on technical matters such as long-term environmental
protection. Citizen input is. definitely needed in the decision
making process, but environmental.management, like brain surgery, is
best accomplished by experts in the field.

I am pleased that you are both serving on this important task force,
and I hope that you find my comments to be helpful. Sincerely, Tom
Johnson

Thomas C. Johnson
Professor of Geological Sciences
Large Lakes Observatory
University of Minnesota Duluth·
2205 East 5th Street
Duluth, MN 55812
USA
ph: 218-726-8128
http://www.d.umn.edu/llo



DNISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION
RECREATION SERVICES

CITY OF SAINT PAUL
Randy C. Kelly, Mayor

Bob Bierscheid, CPRP
Director

300 City Hall Annex
25 West Fourth Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
www.ci.stpaul.rrm.us/depts/parks

Telephone: 651-266-6400
Facsimile: 651-292-7405
TTY: 651-266-6378

SAINT PA UL PARKS AND RECREATION-liTHE BENEFITS ARE ENDLESS"

MEMO

December 15, 2005

To: Members of the Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
From: Bob Bierscheid, Director, St. Paul Parks and Recreation, CPRP 0 ~
Re: Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources

Thank you all for taking the time to examine the role and responsibilities of the Minnesota Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources.

Historically, the Metropolitan Regional Parks System that includes St. Paul, has benefited from
significant appropriations from this state source of funding for parks and the environment. The
Metropolitan Regional Parks system encompasses forty-seven regional parks and park reserves and six
special recreation areas including the much beloved Como Zoo and Conservatory. Our system is the most
used park and recreation system in Minnesota with more than thirty mzllion visits per year. In the urban
core ofSt. Paul, many ofour citizens do not have ready access to rural open spaces and ofnecessity must
rely on St. Paul's regional parks.

We have been deeply disturbed to learn that there are those who would deny much needed funds to
Metropolitan Regional Parks which are an integral part of our community and which contribute so much
to the quality oflife we enjoy in the Twin Cities area.

As we examine the history of both the Future Resources Fund and the Environmental Trust Fund, we find
references supporting development and maintenance ofparks and trails in Minnesota. Metropolitan
Regional Parks and Trails as well as Minnesota State Parks are specifically defined in statutes as being
included as eligible projects.

We realize that recently we have faced very tough economic times and that budget cuts in the past few
years have had a detrimental effect on our ability to deliver superior recreational opportunities to our
citizens. We believe that cutting much needed funds to Metropolitan Regional Parks will impact
negatively on the quality of life for all the citizens ofMinnesota. ill addition, we believe these funds
deserve careful public scrutiny by public officials elected for that purpose, and we support continued
Legislative oversight into process.

As you continue to review the roles and responsibilities of this commission we urge you to recognize and
support continued funding of Metropolitan Parks.



SENATOR ELLEN R. ANDERSON
District 66 - St. Paul & Falcon Heights
120 State Capitol Building

- 75 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Phone: (651) 296-5537

December 21,2005

LCMR Chair Representative Kathy Tingelstad
13636 Marigold 81. NW
Andover, MN 55304

Senate
State of Minnesota

Recycled Paper
10% Post

Consumer Fiber

Dear LCMR Chair Tingelstad,

Thank you for all of y~ur Jard work ~d detailed attention to the important process ofthe Advisory
Task Force. As a member (>fthe LCMR for the last five years I wanted to express my main concerns
about its future. I

1. I have consistently! supported a strong role for citizen input and involvement in decision
making. I believe: that genuine public input and an easier process will keep the LCMR
responsive and cuttmg edge.

- 2. Elected legislators ~eed to be decision makers for spending dollars collected from the public.
3. A hybrid structure qr joint legislative/citizen commission may be the best compromise.
4. The Governor's P:[~Oposal eliminates accountability and destroys the balance between the

legislative and executive branches.
5. As an LCMRmember I worked very hard for several years to focus some LCMR resources in

the area of renewa~le energy, which I· believe is one of the most important environmental,
natural resource, and economic issues of our time. The Governor's proposal seems to
minimize this priority - a mistake as we move towards the future.

6. Finally, we must keep in mind the needs of Urban and suburban Minnesotans as their
populations grow. !Protecting natural resources for those residents requires preserving wild
areas around the state but also providing parks and other green places right here in the

1· Imetropo Itan areas. i, .

I hope you will read the 6P-Ed piece I wrote during last year's session. Thanks so much for
consideringmy perspective as you move forward..

Enclosure
CC: LCMR Advisory Task Force Members

COMMI'ITEES: Chair; Jobs, Energy and Community Development· Environment,
Agriculture, and Economic Development Budget Division • Commerce· K-12 Education Budget Division

COMMISSION: Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources



David Brewster/Star Tribune
Loons and bird-watchers are among those helped by the LCMR.

.Legislativepanel.
plays importantrole

STAH TRIBUNE JUN 7 '05
By Sell. Ellen Anderson

Minnesotans feel strongly
that we need to cunserve our
natural resuurces and protect
the environmeiH. That's why
they vuted LU pass aconstitiJ.
tiunal amendment to create an
Envirunmentund Narural Re
suurces Trust Fund.. If yuu ever,
buught a lUltery tick.et, yuu put
muney imu that fund.; 4U per
cem of the net luttery proceeds
goes into the fund, under con
stitutional amendments that
voters approved.

Legislators need to be good
stewards of the fund. That's

•

we have the -Legislative
1issiull OnlYlinnesota.He

su ces (LClYl.H.). Evenly divid
ed. between .H.epublicans and
Democrats, rural and metro,
House and Senate, we spend
many hours when the Legis
lature is not in session, sifting
through ideas to protect our
environment and conserve our
natural resources. We tour the
state to see the needs. Far more
propusaJ.~are made than can be
funded.

In addition to legislators,
there is a Citizen Advisory Com
mittee that spends a great deal
of time analyzing the proposals
and making recunl1nendations.
These 11 citizens are appointed
by the governor to advise the
LeMIt on proposals to receive
funding.

Unfortunately, Gov. Tim
Pawlenty has demanded that

. the LCMR be abolished and
replaced with a new board that
would be accountable only to
him.

The LCMR, like any group,
co.enefit from reform. Th.e
pI ' could be speeded up.

. An could elevate the role of
the Citizen Advisory Comn.litttl~,

to ensure that its illput is given
sufficient weight.

But when public muney is
spent, there has to be account
ability. And ultilllUtely, legis
lators are accouiHable to the
public every election.

When Minnesotans' ap
proved the cunstitutional

. amendments, this issue came
up every time. The debate was
very public, and there was a de
liberative decisiun made that
we wuuld not turn uver public
money to unelected citizens.
Legislators have to focus on the'
broad needs of our state.

The governor's proposal to
abolish the LCM,R and replace
it with his handpicked political
appuintees has several Haws.

There is a real risk that unly
some narrow special i1llerest
groups will be selected LU di
vide up the citizens' money.
The LCM.H. has a role in sUfl-

porting not just acquisition of
lands and hUllling and fishing
habitat, but p,Hks, trails, teach
ing uur children enviroumeutal
awareness, researdl Ull emerg
iug issues, and reuewable en
ergy. As legislators, we have a

.responsibility to all the people
we repfeselll, whu walle to hunt
and fish, cauoe, hike, swim,
bird-walch alld simply breathe
clean air and drink aud recreate
in clean water.

I suspect the governor will
try to USe the money to fund
basic functions of state govern
ment' like our Pollution Control
Agency, Department of Natural
Resuurces and. Buard· uf Suil
and Water Resuurces, which.
have been cut dramatically in
the last bienuium. In fact,the
governur took one-third of the
money the LCM.H. had for natu
ral resuurce and. environmental
projects ($33 million over four
years) to balance the budget.

One uf the changes I have
.pushed fur is emphasis un re
newable energy research and
developmeut, which is now one
of LCM.H.'s three strategic pri
orities. Better use of uur state's
abundant clean energy sources
'like wind, solar and biomass tIt
directly into the mission of the
LCMR, to enhance and preserve
our natural resources while
clearling our air and Waters.

LCMR projects have:
.>- Acquired, preserved and

restored over 34,UUU acres of
wildlife habitat corridors.

»- Promoted biological con
trol of invasive species, as well
as new ways to cuntrol com
mon carp that create problems
in shallow lakes.

).. Controlled erosion, im
proved water quality, and pro
vided habitat for ay.uatic and
shoreland species through

."lakescaping."
»- Promoted health by de

termiuiug phusphorus sources,
t1ngerpriuting the DNA of fecal
culifunn, and demunstrating
alternative septic treatment
systems.

;.;. Enhanced recreation
through $3~ million in acquisi
tion aud improvemeut uf state
parks and metru parks.
. The governur has said that

he will hold hostage the eutire
budget bill that funds the en
virunment, natUral resources,
agriculture, housing, and job
training just to get his way on
abolishing the LCMR That's
irresponsible. It's time to COlll

promise, get the jub done, and
avoid a July 1 shutduwn of
these crucial aIeas uf state gov
enunent.

EllellA/lIkr~UIIID1:''L-St. Puul, is u .
Itwmberofthe Milme~utuSell«te.



Proposals for the Environment Natural Resources Trust Fund
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Dec. 15,2005
Discussions - 1

Revised W. Enger
(12/30/05)- 2

Current LCMR
Structure- 3

House Floor IJH66 (6/9/05) - 5
Amendment to House
file 902 (5/5/05) - 4

JH63 (6/30/05) - 6 JH46 (3/7/05) - 7 HF 902, Heritage ISF 1809 (3/1/05)-9
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A

Legislature/LCMRlBoard 7 Commissioners make up
a Council. In addition,
Category Committees with
7 members each in areas
of Water, Forest, Wildlife,
Fish, Parks and Trails and
Research.

LCMR of 20 legislators (10
House and 10 Senate) and
advisory 11 member.
Citizen Advisory
Committee

Legislative Council of Legislative Council of ILegislators (House and
appointed citizen members appointed citizen members Senate) and appointed
and Legislators (House and and Legislators (House and citizens
Senate) make up a Senate)
Legislative Council

Legislators (House and ICitiZen Board Members
Senate) and appointed with expertise in
citizens make up an LCMR conservation, science,

policy and practice make
up a Heritage CounCil

Appointed citizens make
up a MN Conservation
Heritage Foundation

>z«
:lE
3:o
J:

B

7 Commissioners make up 20 legislators and11
a Council. In addition citizens. Certain
Category Council members committee chairs are
with 7 members each. (1 designated. At least one
appointed commissioner; 2 citizen from each
legislative representatives; congressional district.
2 Gov. Agency staff, 2 Legislative groups selects
Nonprofit organizations in own chair. Citi;;en
areas of Water, Forest, committee selects own
Wildlife, Fish, Parks and chair.
Trails and Research. 43
Members total of the
Council and Category
Committee members.

22 members; 8 citizen
members, 7 House, 7
Senate. Certain House
and Senate appointments
are designees of chair of
committees and minority
members. 6 year terms.
Council selects its own
chair.

16 members; 8 citizens 120 members; (8 citizens,
and 8 legislators (4 from one from each
House and 4 from Senate). congressional district

appointed by the Gov. and
12 legislators (6 members
from each House and
Senate including chairs or
designees of four policy
committees and four
finance committees, and
four minority members
appointed by House and
Senate).

20 members; 16 legislators 11 members; 6 year
(8 House and 8 Senate) staggered terms. No more
and 4 citizens. Select own than 6 members from one
chair. political party. At least one

from each congressional
district.

11 citizen members; Chair
selected by Gov., Vice
Chair by membership

.,... -.' ~m.r:::=""".. "'. ~-" .'~ ...... ..~".... ~. '~'l' -m~' ~ ');', ~"1 :~ ....·~·7"....~ "'I

« . ." Commissioners and Legislative: House and Legislative: Minority Legislative: House and Legislative: House and . Expertise and experience Expertise in natural
c:: Category Committee chairs Senate designated chair representation in Senate designated chair Senate appoint. Citizen: in science, policy, or resource management and
~ and must have knowledge and minority representation Legislative appointments. and minority representation Citizen appointments with practice of....protection, not be a paid employee of
c:: and understanding of Citizen: expertise and Citizen: Citizen members Citizen: expertise and expertise in protection, etc. etc. as stated in a natural resource
o category. experience in science, expertise and experience in experience in science, as stated in constitutional constitutional amendment management organization.

C policy, or practice science, policy, or practice policy, or practice of...... amendment for the Trust for the Trust Fund.
of.. ..protection, etc. as of.. ..protection, etc. as protection, etc. as stated in Fund. Term limits for both.
stated in constitutional stated in constitutional constitutional amendment
amendment for the Trust amendment for the Trust for the Trust Fund.
Fund. Fund.
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Governor appoints citizens,IGovernor appoint Cit.izen
not more than four from members. Legislative
each political party members appointed by

House and Senate with
minority representation.
No committee chairs
specified. Minority
representation in
Legislative appointments.
Governor selects citizen
chair.

Citizen appointments made Gov. appoints citizens.
by the Governor from each House and Senate appoint
congressional district, not legislative. Term limits for
more than 5 from the same both.
political party. Legislative
appointments are
designated or appointed by
House and Senate.
Council selects own chair
and vice chair.

cn>
I-lD
Zwwe
:!:<C
~~
o
0.
0.
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o

1 2
Gov. appoints
Commissioners.
Appointment of Category
Committees unknown

3
Legislative chair designees
and House and Senate
Appointments. Governor
appoints Citizen
Committee.

4 5 6 7 8
Govemor, including
selection of the Chair

Governor
9

1) Decide and make 11) Adopts strategic plan,
funding decisions, 2) Adopt makes expenditures, and
Strategic Plan rulemaking if necessary.

Dollars can be used for
debt service.

1) Adopt an annual budget
plan for projects, 2)
Recommends to the
legislature

1) Recommends project
funding to legislature, 2)
Adopts Strategic Plan for
expenditures

Strategic Plan (including
percentages for categories
of funding). Citizen
members ONLY decide on
project expenditures.

1) LCMR and CAC develop 1) As in 116P: makes
Strategic Plan, 2) LCMR project recommendations
and CAC proposal and to legislature, 2) Adopts
project evaluation, 3) CAC strategic plan
Advisory to LCMR on Plan
and proposal funding, 4)
LCMR advisory to
Legislature on Project
funding

Resources Council
(Commissioners) approve
funding and oversight of
category funding level. In
addition, with a 2/3 vote
can reallocate legislative
established category
budgets for funding.
Resource Council
(Category Committees)
rank and evaluate project
proposals and recommend
to Council

1) Award Grants, 2)
Establish and use review
committees of advocates,
experts, policy makers to
make recommendations to
Board, 3) Independent Staff,

E 1
4) Presents project funding
benefits.outcomes:
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W W 1) Appropriates funds to the Determine categories for 1) Review and appropriate 1) Membership: confirm 1) Appropriates Trust Fund Appropriates Trust Fund 1) Reviews and 1) Appropriate Trust. Fund IStatutory appropriation toi= ~ Board - could designate funding and related project funding, 2) Receive citizen appointments, 2) to the Council, 2) Receives after recommendation appropriates the budget to the Council, 2) Receive the Conservation account
LL I- project funding as part of budgets. Strategic Plan, 3) Receive reviews and appropriates the strategic plan, 3) plan for projects after reports on expenditures, 3) for the Foundation
o <C appropriation, 2) Develops Biennial Report of LCMR. project funding Receives report on recommendation Receives Strategic Plan, 4)
W ~ strategic plan and priorities, accomplishments. Confirms Council
<5 c:s F 3) Establish a percentage appointments
0:: W for funding in issue areas to

..J be balanced over time, 4)
Performs evaluation and
review of completed
projects.
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Discussions - 1 (12/30/05)- 2 Structure- 3 Amendment to House Council in House

file 902 (5/5/05) - 4 Language June 2005. Conference Committee
Discussion -8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
WW:I: Appoints Council Appoints CAC Appoint citizen members, Appoints citizen members Appoints citizens. Veto Appoints citizen members. Makes Appointments Appoints
:I: >0 Receives Funding at least one from each and chair. Authority. Veto authority. Gov. must sign'-j::Z
u..~~

Recommendations for congressional district. Veto appropriation to Council

OOm G
inclusions in Budget Authority

WW Veto Authority
...1><
OW
c::: .

.
W Two year for large grants, ? Every two years. Funding Same as 116P. So could At least on an annual basis At least an annual basis Annual ~ At least once a year.
...I one year for smaller. of some ongoing grant be annual or biennial0
>- Process of minigrants programs for funding
0 through an agency?, Admin. available throughout the
C) H Costs for small groups two years. Projects
Z provided? funding can be
0 appropriated for longer
Z
~ than two years. Annual
u.. funding could be done.

Z Adopted by Legislature, Consists of the approved 6 year. Advisory only. 6 year, advisory, every two 10 years with categories 10 year and must be 6 year, advisory, update 10 year plan. Plan is NOT 10 year, must be updated
< establsih percentages for Division Plans within the Must be reviewed and years. As in 116P (no and percentages for updated every two years. every 2 years, may specify advisory only. every two years. Funding
...I
C. priority areas to be balanced DNR revised every two years. changes made) funding. Receive other Plan is NOT advisory only. a proportional distribution allocation decision must be

0 over a period of time. Could information and plans. among priority funding according to the plan. The

C) specifid funding of specific areas. plan is submitted to the
W ongoing projects, e.g. CBS. Legislature..-

I Vs. 6 year plan. Joint
~. legislative/Citizens. Use.- plans of state agencies,
(J'J

NGOs, and LGUs. Give
clear direction. LCMR
provides implementation of
plan.

~
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Discussions - 1 (12/30/05)- 2 Structure- 3 Amendment to House Council in House

file 902 (5/5/05) - 4 Language June 2005
Conference Committee
Discussion -8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
-z Match Required? Administrative budget A limit 4% of amount 4% cap (as current) on Caps admin. Expenses at
.J-
<~ capped at 4% of appropriated for admin. Admin. expenses. $500,000. Adds other
00 appropriation budget. funds for expenditure,
~« J including some of the
U. critical habitat license plate

dollars and lottery in lieu
funds.
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OTHER
Annual

K
yes, not specified as Same as 116P, not yes yes yes yes yes

Legislative annual specified as annual

Technical yes Same as 116P Yes -yes yes yes yes
Advisory L

Committee
Work Program M

Same as 116P, yes Same as 116P, yes yes yes yes yes

required
Peer Review N yes Same as 116P, yes Same as 116P, yes yes yes yes yes optional

Conflict 0 0
Same as 116P, yes Same as 116P, yes yes yes yes yes

Interest
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ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

Recommended Structural Plan for
The Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources

From

Wayne Enger
Advisory Task Force Member

Legislative Responsibilities

*
*
*

Shall determine the project categories for funding.
Shall determine the budget
Shall determine the category budgets.

Commissioner on Minnesota Resources Council

*
*

*

Shall consist of 7. Commissioners, appointed by the Governor.
Authorized to reallocate category budgets with 2/3 majority vote by the
Commissioners.
Shall provide a final evaluation ofranked projects, approve applications, and
authorize appropriate project funds.

Resource Council Category Commissioners

*

*
*

Shall Chair a Category Committee based upon demonstrated knowledge ofthe
category.
Shall provide.oversight for category funding and project ranking.
Shall forward ranking and project selection to the Commission.

Resource Council Category Members

\

*
*
*

*
*
*
*

Shall consist of 7 members in each category.
Shall demonstrate knowledge and understanding of the category.
Members shall consist of: 1 Appointed Commissioner

2 Legislative Representatives
2 Gov. Agency StaffRepresentatives
2 Non-profit Organization Representatives

Shall hold a membership on only 1 Category CoIIlIhittee.
Shall evaluate the project proposal for funding.
Shall rank all application for project funding. .
Shall submit project ranking and recommend funding within the budget through
the Category Chair.



Categories

*
*
*
*
*
*

Water
Forest
Wildlife
Fish
Parks & Trails
Research (relevant to the other 5 categories)

Commission on Minnesota Resources Staff

Shall accept complete project applications.
Shall present applications to the Commissioners for Category Committee distribution.
Shall monitor and provide oversight for approved project applications.
Shall provide project status reports to the Commission and Committees.

Process

The Legislature shall establish Category Budgets within established guidelines.
The Category Chairs shall provide oversight of the Committee.
The Commission, through the staff, shall publicize categories and budget.
The Staff accepts completed applications and delivers to the Commission.
The Commission shall assign applications to the appropriate Category Committee.
The Committees shall rank applications & submit to Commission with recommendations.
Commission approves category projects within budget.
Staffprovided communication, project support, & funding oversight for applicants.
Staffprovides research, and support services to the Commission.
Committee chairs provides progress reports to the committee members.

Long Range Plan

The long range plan shall consist of the approved Division Plans within the Department
ofNatural resources. .

Structural Justification

*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

Maintains Legislative involvement.
Increases participation while reducing the number of decision makers in the
project selection process. .
Increases the integrity of the project selection process.
Increases the level of expertise involving project selection.
Increases the speed and efficiency ofproject selection.
Uses already establish long range planning guidelines.
Decreases the appearance of improper proj ect selection.
Maintains the basic premise of the Environmental Trust Fund.



Draft 12/9/05. DRAFT - For Discussion Purposes only
Outline is based on Task Force Nov. 17 issues identified - Only Background of

report outline is included.

Report of the
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

ADVISORY TASK FORCE

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

II. ADVISORY TASK FORCE

•A Authorizing Legislation
B. Appointments
C. Summary of Fact finding (Process and deliberations of the Task Force)

III. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND

A. Trust Fund Establishment Background:

Trust Fund Constitutional Amendments and MN Statutes 116P.

Purpose and Assets
The amendments to the Minnesota Constitution and MN Statutes provide the legal
framework that establishes and defines the purpose and assets of the Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund (Trust Fund).

The Trust Fund was established as it is today through three Constitutional Amendments
adopted in 1988, 1990 and 1998.

The 1988 amendment proposed the first constitutional amendment to the voters to set
up an environmental and natural resources trustfund. MN Statutes 116P,enacted
prior to the amendment passage, established the governance structure for the fund
expenditures and further defined allowable expenditures.

The 1990 and 1998 amendments constitutionally dedicated a portion of MN lottery
proceeds restated the purpose of the fund and the requirement to appropriate the
assets by law. The 1998 amendment also amended the amount available for
expenditure.

MN Constitution, Art. XI, Sec. 14
The complete text of the current constitutional language as adopted by the 1998
amendment is:

Art. XI. Sec. 14. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES FUND. A
permanent environment and natural resources trust fund is established in the
state treasury.
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Loans may be made of up to five percent of the principal of the fund for water
system improvements as provided by law.

The assets of the fund shall be appropriated by law fot the public purpose of
protection, conservation, preservation, and enhancement of the state's air, water,
land, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.

The amount appropriated each year of a biennium, commencing on July 1 in
each odd-numbered year and ending on and including June 30 in the next odd
numbered year, may be up to 5-1/2 percent of the market value of the fund on
June 30 one year before the start of the biennium.

Not less than 40 percent of the net proceeds from any state-operated lottery
must be credited to the fund until the year 2025. [Adopted, November 8, 1988; .
Amended, November 6, 1990; November 3, 1998J

• The phrase "other natural resources" is defined in MS 116P.02, Subd. 5 as:
"includes the outdoor recreation system under section 86A.04 and regional
recreation open space systems as defined under section 473.351, subdivision 1."
These definitions include the state park and trail system, state historic sites and the
metropolitan regional park and open space system.

• MS 116P.03 states that the Trust fund is not to supplant existing funding, but shall
supplement the traditional sources used to support the criteria in section 116P.08.

• 116P.08 as adopted in 1988, further defines the allowable expenditures of the
constitutionally dedicated dollars in the Trust Fund. MS 116P.08 has not been
changed since the initial legislation establishing the Trust Fund.

MS 116 P.08 states:

116P.08 Trust fund expenditures; exceptions; plans.

Subdivision 1. Expenditures. Money in the trust fund may be spent only for: (1) the
reinvest in Minnesota program as provided in section 84.95, subdivision 2;
(2) research that contributes to increasing the effectiveness ofprotecting or

managing the state's environment or natural resources;
(3) collection and analysis of information that assists in developing the state's
environmental and natural resources policies;
(4) enhancement ofpublic education, awareness, and understanding necessary for
the protection, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of air, land, water,
forests, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources;
(5) capital projects for the preservation and protection of unique natural resources;
(6) activities that preserve or enhance fish, wildlife, land, air, water, and other natural
resources that otherwise may be substantially impaired or destroyed in any area of
the state;
(7) administrative and investment expenses incurred by the State Board of
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Investment in investing deposits to the trust fund;
and (8) administrative expenses subject to the limits in section 116P.09.

Subd. 2. Exceptions. Money from the trust fund may not be spent for: (1) purposes
of environmental compensation and liability under chapter 1158 and response
actions under chapter 115C;
(2) purposes ofmunicipal water pollution control under the authority of chapters 115
and 116; (3) costs associated with the decommissioning ofnuclear power plants;
(4) hazardous waste disposal facilities;
(5) solid waste disposal facilities;
or (6) projects orpurposes inconsistent with the strategic plan.

• A history of the Trust Fund appropriated dollars is in Appendix xx.

III. GOVERNANCE - FUNDING DECISIONS FOR EXPENDITURES

A. Background on Current Governance:

The MN Constitution directs the purpose, assets and appropriation of the Trust Fund.
MS 116P further defines the governance of the fund expenditures. 116P defines the
role of the executive and legislative branches of government as well as the specific
advisory roles of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) and the
Citizen Advisory Committee for the Trust Fund (CAC).

Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR)

The LCMR is advisory to the legislature (116P.05). The LCMR adopts a strategic plan
for Trust Fund expenditures using the advice of the CAC and recommends project
expenditures from the Trust Fund assets.

The LCMR is a 20 member bicameral/bipartisanlegislative body composed of 10
members from the House and 10 members from the Senate. They are appointed by the
House and Senate. Six of the 20 positions are designated committee chairs. The
membership of the LCMR at the time of adoption of the 1988 amendment was 16
members. It was expanded to 20 members in 1998.

MN laws 2005, First Special Session, Chapter 1, Art. 2, contains a sunset provision.
"The duties of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources to recommend
expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust fund expire on June
30, 2006."

If no action is taken by the 2006 Legislature, the Trust Fund expenditures will be
determined by the House and Senate Environment Finance Committees without
recommendations by the LCMR or CAC. The Governor can currently propose
expenditures to the Legislature from the Trust Fund and could continue to do so in the
future.
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Legislature and Governor
The funding recommendations must be appropriated by law by the legislature and
signed by the Governor (116P.08, Subd. 4 - Budget Plan). Currently, specific line item
expenditures are proposed to the legislature by the LCMR for funding consideration.
LCMR funding recommendations are forwarded to the Governor for inclusion in the
biennial budget. In addition, the Governor has line item veto authority of the
appropriations adopted by the legislature.

Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC)
The Citizen Advisory Committee for the Environment and Natural Resources Trust
Fund is an 11 member committee, with at least one from each of the 8 congressional
districts appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate (116P.06) The Citizen
Advisory Committee is advisory to the LCMR on the Strategic Plan for the Trust Fund
expenditures and the funding expenditures.

Conflict of Interest
MS 116P.09 Subd. 6 establ,ishes guiding principles for conflict of interest for LCMR
members, CAC and LCMR staff. Rules established by the legislature further define
legislative conflict of interest. The CAC has adopted its own conflict of interest
procedures.

IV. GRANT ADMINISTRATION

A. Background of Current Process for Grant Administration

• Appendix X provides a flow chart diagram of the current funding process and
schedule

• The following presents this information in a chronological order:

Request for Proposal
A RFP, adopted by the LCMR, with funding priorities, evaluation criteria, schedule and
eligible costs is issued every two years to line up with the biennial budget process.
Typically, the proposal process is open for 2..;3 months from the issuance ofthe RFP to
the proposal deadline. The RFP deadline is usually February or March in the even
numbered year of the biennium.

Anyone is eligible to apply. The proposal format requested consists ot' a 3 page
maximum. There is not a predetermined geographic allocation or per capita allocation.
There is no minimum or maximum dollar amount that can be requested.

Upon request, LCMR staff provides assistance to project funding proposers and review
drafts of their proposals in advance of the final submission.

Once proposals are received they are sorted and ranked by LCMR staff according to
the criteria in the adopted strategic plan/RFP. Outside technical assistance is
periodically sought during this proposal review process.

\,
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Eligible/ineligible costs are stated in the RFP and dollars are administered on a
reimbursement basis for non-state agency entities, as required by MN law.

• Current eligible/ineligible costs are in Appendix xx.

Funding Deliberations

Initial Proposal Review
The CAC reviews the proposals and recommends proposals for further consideration
(hearing).

The LCMR using the CAC advice, the LCMR staff ranking and other outside advice
received decides how many proposals and which proposals to ask in for an interview~

Since the number of proposals received and the dollar amount requested far exceed the
money available (about 7 dollars requested for each dollar available) a portion of the
proposals received are eliminated from further consideration. Projects chosen for
further consideration are those determined to best meet the funding criteria. This does
not mean that proposals eliminated would not meet the funding criteria, but rather they
are determined to be a lower priority or they have possibly received other funding since
the time of submission (e.g. state bonding dollars).

During the most recent biennium (FY 06-07) 221 proposals were received requesting
over $240 million. 93 proposals requesting over $182 million were chosen for further
consideration. Approximately $39 million was available for funding.

Proposal Review ,
Proposers (project managers) are invited to appear before the LCMR to explain their
proposal and respond to questions. Typically, about 30 minutes is spent per proposal
during this interview'process. During LCMR deliberations, the Commission might again
seek additional outside assistance in the review of groups of proposals on specific
topics. The CAC is authorized to attend the hearings to ensure the members have
more information (beyond the initial 3 page proposal) to assist in making their funding
recommendations to the LCMR.

Funding recommendations:
The CAC develops a set of project funding recommendations to the LCMR.

The LCMR, using the CAC advice, then develops a set of recommendations to the
legislature in the form of a draft appropriation law.

It is about 6 months from the proposal deadline to the determination oLan initial funding
recommendation by the LCMR.

Part of the LCMR funding recommendations are the funding of ongoing grant programs
for projects such as local and regional parks, small community and habitat projects,
metro habitat corridor restoration and acquisition, and local water plan implementation.
Funding of these programs enables access to funding for these types of projects
throughout the biennium. The LCMR reviews the specific funding allocations of these
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programs during the biennium.

Enhanced Proposed Scope of work
After the LCMR funding deliberations are completed more detailed work programs
based on the dollars recommended for funding are requested of proposers (116P.05,
subd. 2c). Often, projects are not funded at the full dollar amount requested either in
the CAC advice to the LCMR or in the final LCMR recommendation. LCMR staff works
with the project proposers to ensure that the dollar amount recommended provides for a
viable project. If the reduced dollar amount recommended negatively impacts the
project proposal, the LCMR is informed before it completes its advice to the legislature.

Peer ~eview
A formal peer review process on research projects or projects with research elements
takes place on projects recommended for funding by the LCMR. The peer review
(116P.08, subd. 6) is required to take place before the appropriation is made. The peer
review is conducted on the full project work program, not the initial proposal. The peer
reviewers are required to comment on the methodology and need for the research.
Peer review is also required on completed research projects. The peer review panel is
appointed by the LCMR and its findings are reported to the LCMR and the CAC. Peer
review takes place prior to the final recommendation of the LCMR to the legislature.

Legislative Review of Proposed Funding
The Trust Fund is appropriated on a biennial basis for each year of the funding available
to coincide with the biennial budget process.

Projects proposed to receive funding are presented to the legislature in the odd year of
the biennium in appropriation law form and are reviewed by the funding committees.

At times, the funding recommendations have been considered by the legislature as a
separate piece of appropriation legislation. This process has often allowed adoption of
the funding recommendations early in the legislative session. However, in recent years,
the recommendations have been held for inclusion in the omnibus Environment
appropriation bill, which is usually adopted in the last days of the legislative session.
Consequently, the time from LCMR recommendation to full legislative action and
signature by the Governor can be up to one year. In total the time from the proposal
deadline to availability of the dollars can be approximately 18 months.

Project Duration
Projects typically take 3 years to complete due to field season work and complexities of
acquisitions. Some projects are authorized over longer periods of time and some
receive funding over several biennia with review of spending capability.

Evaluation
The work program is again reviewed and approved by the LCMR after legislative action
and before the project funding begins. Periodic progress reports (semiannual) are
reqUired during the project funding period for evaluation. Oversight is conducted by
LCMR staff and periodically by LCMR members during factfinding activities. Final
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reports are required for all projects funded.

V. LONG-RANGE PLANNING

A. Background

MS 116P.08 requires a strategic plan. The first strategic plan for the Trust Fund was
adopted in 1990. The statute text is as follows:

MS 116P.OB, Subd. 3 Strategic plan required. (a) The commission shalf adopt a
strategic plan for making expenditures from the trust fund, including identifying the
priority areas for funding for the next six years. The strategic plan must be updated
every two years. The plan is advisory only. The commission shalf submit the plan, as
a recommendation, to the house of representatives Ways and Means and senate
Finance Committees by January 1 of each odd-numbered year. (b) The commission
may accept or modify the draft of the strategic plan submitted to it by the advisory
committee before voting on the plan's adoption.

• According to MS 116P.08, the six-year plan for priority areas for funding must be
updated every two years and the plan is advisory only.

• Originally a separate strategic plan and RFP were adopted. The plan is currently
published as a detailed RFP and is revised every two years. The original adopted
Trust Fund Vision and Mission from 1990 remains in place (Appendix xx). Priorities
for funding, proposal evaluation criteria and the timetable for decision making are
listed in the RFP.

• In developing the strategic plan, advice on emerging issues is sought from natural
resources experts from local units of government, private and nonprofits and state
and federal agencies. In addition, public forums have been held to get more general
citizen input. In the last two biennia there has also been a web questionnaire
seeking advice on priorities for funding. In 2003, over 480 individual responses were
received.

• In MS Chapter 1160, Environmental Policy, 1160.10, an Energy and Environmental
Strategy Report is required each even numbered year.

See Appendix xx
1160.11, Each department or agency of the state is required to assist in the
report preparation. In Subd 2, the Environmental Quality Board has the
responsibility to prepare the report.

IV. FISCAL/ADMINISTRATIVE - Broad fiscal issues affecting natural resource
funding

A. Background:
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• Discussion of matching funds, history, etc.
• History of the funds mentioned in the Nov. 17 discussion - (Cigarette Tax (MFRF),

in-lieu of sales tax money, unclaimed prize money, vetoed project money, 3/16
legislation, general fund, bonding)

• Appendix xx, Projections of Assets in the Environmental Trust Fund, Nov. 14,2005,
State Board of Investment
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ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV, DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.leg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, January 31,2006

Time: 10:30 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda

10:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

1. Review and approve minutes from January 10, 2006
2. Advisory Task Force continued discussion (see meeting objectives)

This committee will break for lunch at approximately 12:00 - noon.

Meeting Objectives

1. Present and discuss options (common understanding).
2. Evaluate options (pro's and con's).
3. Narrow the field (test areas of consensus).

4:00 p.m. Adjourn

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Charlie Berg, Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, January 10, 2006
. Time: 10:30 - 4:00 p.m.

Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Members Present:
Dave Bishop
Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Wayne Enger

Members Absent:
Joe Duggan
Ryan Heiniger

Meeting Minutes

Ron Erhardt
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz
Pam Landers

Gary Laidi.g
Earl Renneke

Steve Morse
Craig Shaver
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner .

LCMR members present: Rep. Lyn Carlson, Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, Rep. Pete Nelson, Rep. Denny
McNamara, Rep. Thomas Huntley, Sen. David Tommassoni

Meeting called to order: 10:37 a.m.

Loren Solberg wanted members to know that he had talked with Earl Renneke and that he requested
to resign due to family health related problems. There was a card passed around for members to sign
and mail to Earl.

The following presentations were heard by the Advisory Task Force and presenters answered
questions posed by members.

1. National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Donn Waage [8: 15, Q&A: 17:25]
2. The McKnight Foundation, Ron Kroese [33:47, Q&A: 47:38]
3. MN Arts Board, Sue Gens & Jim Dusso [56:30, Q&A: 1:14:08]
4. MN House of Representatives Research Staff, John Helland [1 :24:14]

• North Carolina Trust Fund (see Attachment A for notes)
• Other states-Trust Funds

Break for Lunch / Resume [1 :51 :05]
Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner

Task Force Members: Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,
Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke, Craig Shaver,

Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



Approval of the Minutes from 11/29/2005:
Motion by Karen Bowen to approve the 11-29-2005 minutes as presented. Seconded by Pam
Landers. Motion passed.

Advisory Task Force continued discussion on the Meeting Objectives

Meeting Objectives

1. Refine and confirm desirable qualities identified during the December meeting.
2. Develop possible alternative approaches to governance
3. Evaluate alternative approaches

Ryan asked members to look at the spreadsheet titled "Proposals for the Environment Natural
Resources Trust Fund" and to specifically look at row E - Responsibilities of the Board/
Commission/Council and row F - Role ofthe Legislature. Members were asked to identify the verbs
or actions listed in those two rows.

Members came up with the following list of Duties / Tasks of a Future the Board/ Commission/Council

Duties/Tasks

1. Adopt strategic plan (a.k.a. long-range plan).
2. Appropriate funding from the Trust Fund.
3. Evaluate (screen) proposals.
4. Establish and use review committees.
5. Follow constitutional mandate.
6. Determine categories for funding and related budgets.
7. Award grants.
8. Determine membership.
9. Review, monitor, and report expenditures.
10. Ensure open/public process (outreach and active public involvement).
11. Managing (Le., hiring and firing) staff.
12. Fundraising.
13. Marketing and public relations.
14. Participate in member deliberations.

Members were then asked who they wanted to do each of the Duties/Tasks. Members spent much
time discussing this and seemed to get dead-locked on the composition of the Decision-Making
Board/ Commission/Council. The chart on the following page shows the discussion of the members.

The following charts shows the results of the brainstorming session and discussion of the members.



Roles and responsibilities:

Initial screen

Review and
recommend
Evaluate and
award grants

Responsible

Responsible

. Responsible

Ryan asked the group is they would be comfortable if the two co-chairs, staff and himself worked to
create one or more proposal, hopefully feWer than nine, so that the group can start to compare and
contrast the proposals at the next meeting.

Wayne Enger asked if it was possible to have a list of possible choices for each of the activities.

The committee discussed additional dates, and they came to the conclusions that on Jan 31 st and Feb
i h they would start at 10:30 a.m., extending the time rather than to try and schedule additional
meeting dates.

Dave Bishop suggested that there is no sanction in going beyond the Feb. 15th due date, and in his
mind the date was the first of March when the legislature convenes. He stated that he feels that the
date was arbotrarily chosen as they did not know when session was going to start.

Loren Solberg also stated that theFeb. 15th deadline is a goal, but not necessarily "the magic date".

4:37 p.m. Adjourn



j.

Attachment A - John Helland, MN House Research - Notes of Presentation

THE NORTH CAROLINA ENVIRONMENT. & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUNDS

1) Natural Heritage Trust Fund: Governed by a 12-member board, with four appointees each by
the Governor, the General Assembly (House), and the Senate. Board members are private
citizens who must be knowledgeable in the acquisition and management ofnatural resources.

The Fund was created by statute in 1987 and is funded by 25% of the state deed tax revenues,
along with revenue received through environmental license plate sales. In the last year, grants have
been given out in qoth the Spring and the Fall, totaling $19 million annually.

None of the North Carolina trust funds have a peer review process, and coordination between them
for projects proposed and grants given is not always achieve& At times, during budget shortfalls,
their governor and legislature have intercepted deposits intended for the trust funds and diverted
them for other purposes, but this is a rare occurrence.

The Heritage Trust Fund concentrates on protecting large tracts of land within environmental
corridors, and use connectors to link separate tracts ofland. When land is acquired, the Board may
direct up to 20 percent of the acquired land value to be placed in a specific stewardship account for
management of the land. Awards have been given to the North Carolina Zoological Park and the
Dept. of Agriculture's plant conversation program, as well as for historic preservation projects.

2) Parks and Recreation Trust Fund: Governed by a II-member citizen board, with three appointees by
the governor, and four each by their house and senate. Funded by 75% ofthe state deed tax revenues,
the money in the trust is allocated at 65% to state parks for acquisition and development (state has 30
state parks); 30% as dollar-to-dollar matching grants for local government park and recreation purposes;
and 5% for coastal water access along the Atlantic coast beaches. Awards are given out twice a year,
since this trust fund's inception in 1994.

3) Clean Water Management Trust Fund: Established in 1996 and governed by a 2I-member board, with
seven citizens each appointed by their governor, and state and senate. This fund receives money
through legislative appropriations and is now awarding $100 million in grants annually.

Grants are awarded to state agencies, local governments and non-profit conservation groups to:

a) Enhance or restore degraded waters;

b) Protect unpolluted waters from degradation;

c) Contribute toward a network of riparian buffers and greenways for environmental, recreation
and educational benefits.

Matching grants up to 20% of a project's costs are required for locals and non-profits. The trust fund
funds about one-third of the requests it receives. It attempts to assist in achieving clean water quality, as the
"Clean Water Legacy" effort in Minnesota is trying to do. The trust fund board estimates that over $15 billion is
needed to protect and restore water quality in North Carolina. .

For further information on these trust funds,go to (in order) w\vw.ncnhtf.org; www.partf.net; and
vvww.cwmtf.net.



• Trust F1!JIIIId Governance Structure Decision Tree
The Trust Fund must be appropriated by the legislature
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Potential Constitutional Issue:
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OPTIONS

Tentative Proposal by the Co-Chairs of the
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force

GOVERNANCE:

Joint Board/Commission/Council
• Makes final project funding recommendations to the Legislature.
• Decisions require a two-thirds majority vote of the full membership (11

members).
• Establishes and uses expert advisory panels.
• Adopts and regularly reviews the long-term strategic plan.
• Operates within current administrative structure (LCC)
• Sunset: June 30, 2016 - applies to all recommendations

Membership of the Joint Board/Commission/Council
• Total of 16 members

- 6 citizen
- 5 House
- 5 Senate

• Appointment process
- Legislative members appointed by the House and Senate.
- Citizen members appointed by the Governor (2), House (2) and Senate (2),

.based on recommendation ofCitizen Selection Committee.
• Selection of Chair and leadership

Elected by membership, chair rotation between citizen membership and
legislative membership

• Membership Terms
Recommend the legislature consider development ofterm limits for the citizen
and legislative appointees, such as;
- Citizen Membership: Staggered 3-year terms, with a maximum oftwo terms
- Legislative Membership: 2- year terms, with a maximum of3 terms.

Citizen Selection Committee
• Total of 5 - 8 members, representing a geographic balance and diversity in natural

resource interests, appointed by the Governor.
• Selection Committee:

- Identifies citizen Joint Board/Commission/Council member candidates from
the open appointments process "pool."

- Requests and reviews special application for citizen
Board/Commission/Council member candidates.
Interviews and recommends a "pool" of individual member candidates to the
Governor, House and Senate.



Membership Criteria for Joint Board/Commission/Council
Citizen Membership

• Criteria for citizen members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council includes:
- Demonstrated expertise and experience in the science, policy, or practice of

the protection, conservation, prevention and enhancement ofthe State's air,
water, land, fish, wildlife and other natural resources (as defined in 116P).

- Demonstrated ability to work in a collaborative environment.
- A strong knowledge ofthe natural resource issues in the variety ofgeographic

regions of the state.

Legislation Membership
• Criteria for legislative members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council includes:

- Limit automatic appointments to be the chairs of the environment
finance/budget committees in the House and the Senate, or the Chairs'
designees.

- At least 2 of the 5 must be minority members.

REGIONAL GRANTS

The Co-Chairs discussed the possibility ofcreating regional mini-grant program that
would seek to:

• Take advantage ofan existing administrative structure that has strong citizen
involvement.

• Leverage local and federal funding.
• Help build local capacity for natural resources activities, education and

awareness.
• Address unique needs of areas served.
• Capture potentially high-return, local citizen efforts.

Key elements include:
1. Block grants are recommended by the Joint Board/Commission/Council to

existing regional organizations such as the Resource Conservation and
Development Councils.

2. Funding expenditures must follow:
a. Constitutional and statutory authorizations.
b. Long-range plan.

3. Grant recipients must report their grant awards and evaluation results to the
Board/Commission/ Council.

4. Must maximize funding to projects and minimize the administrative dollars.



OTHER OPTIONS RECOMMENDED

LONG RANGE PLANNING
• Provide adequate funding for Task Force recommendations for additional long range

planning activities.

GRANT ADMINSTRATION
• Recommend a stronger role of staff in the screening and initial evaluation of

proposals.

OTHER FUNDS TO ENHANCE TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES
• Encourage the Governor and Legislature to recognize the need for natural resource

project funding in the capital bonding considerations.

MISCELLANEOUS
• Provide adequate funding for Task Force recommendations for increased outreach

and communications.
• Name ofthe Joint Board/Commission/Council

Ideas:
Environmental Trust Fund Joint Commission (ETFJC)
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Joint Commission (ENRTFJC)
Environment Joint Commission (EJC)



Trust Fund Governance Structure Definitions

Board/Commission/Council

Board/Commission/Council: A fonnal body that either: (1) has the authority (granted
by the legislature) to expend legislative appropriations; or (2) advises the legislature,
directly.

• All Legislative Board/Commission/Council: Body composed exclusively of
senators or representatives, currently holding office.

• All Non-Legislative Board/Commission/Council: Body composed exclusively of
persons not currently holding office as a senator or representative.

• Joint Board/Commission/Council: Body composed of some combination of
legislative and non-legislative members.



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcmr@cornmissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, February 7,2006

Time: 11 :00 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - St. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Agenda

1. Review and approve minutes from January 31,2006
2. Review key points raised at the January 31 st Advisory Task Force meeting
3. Review revised co-chair's proposal
4. Advisory Task Force action on draft Final Report

Co-chairs: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Charlie Berg, Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND
ADVISORY TASK FORCE

100 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. - ROOM 65
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155-1201

PHONE: 651/296-2406 FAX: 651/296-1321
TTY: 651/296-9896 OR 1-800-657-3550

EMAIL: lcrnr@commissions.1eg.state.mn.us WEB: www.lcmr.leg.mn

Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force
Tuesday, January 31, 2006

Time: 10:30 - 4:00 p.m.
Location: Room 5, State Office Building - 51. Paul, MN

Co-Chairs: Loren Solberg and Dave Zentner

Meeting Minutes

Members Present:
Dave Bishop
Charlie Berg
Karen Bowen
Jeff Broberg
Joe Duggan
Wayne Enger

Members Absent:

Ron Erhardt
Gary Laidig
Ryan Heiniger
Phyllis Kahn
Jane Krentz (via phone)
Pam Landers

Steve Morse
Craig Shaver
Loren Solberg
Dave Zentner

LCMR members present: Rep. Lyn Carlson, Rep. Kathy Tingelstad, Rep. Pete Nelson, Rep. Denny
McNamara, Rep. Dennis Ozment

** Attached to the minutes is the "Common Understandings" & the "Co-Chair Proposal" which
members cJiscussed as working documents at the meeting. **

Meeting called to order: 10:38 a.m.

Loren Solberg welcomed new member Charlie Berg. Loren stated that Charlie is replacing Earl
Renneke. He also stated that Pam Landers is in Albertville with a flat tire. Susan Thornton stated
that Jane Krentz will be joining the group this afternoon via phone.

Approval of the Minutes from 1/10/2006
Motion by JeffBroberg to approve the 1-10-2006 minutes as presented. Seconded by Joe Duggan.
Motion passed.

Each chair made a statement regarding the deliberations over the week, those statements are
transcribed below.

Co-chaiJ;s: Loren Solberg & Dave Zentner
Task Force Members: Charlie Berg, Dave Bishop, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ron Erhardt,

Ryan Heiniger, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary Laidig, Pam Landers, Steve Morse, Craig Shaver,
Ex-Officio: Kathy Tingelstad and Bob Schroeder



[4:47] Dave Zentner: (transcribed)
We have spent a great deal of time, last Thursday and yesterday trying to work out some
recommendations for you. Before I get to that I do want to say these things: Loren Solberg's
reputation preceded our working together and his reputation I got is that he is straight shooter and
collegial person. I want to acknowledge, I know we are not done with our work Loren, but it has been
a great joy for me to work with you and we have had as different view on this subject as you could
have to begin the discussions. I really appreciate the straight shooter that you have been. I think we
need to also acknowledge the help that Loren and I got from John Velin, Susan Thornton and especial
by Ryan Church, our facilitator - greatly appreciative of that.

The context for our recommendation this morning is going to be as co-chairs is that we felt our
. responsibility was to provide leadership and yet not be dictators and to try and narrow the choices so
that we could meet the deadline that both Chairman Solberg and I remain committed to that we and
have our report to the legislature by Feb. 15 and to do that without being too prescriptive we
attempted to re-examine what we mean by consensus. We have agreed hopefully from Chairman
Solberg's point of view and mine we are not going to do a lot of voting and we are going to operate
with a strong majority. What does that mean? It means by that with 16 of us we may have 14 people
that agree to our recommendation or at least 10 or 11 people that agree to a recommendation we are
going to attempt that.

[7:00] As we have tried to focus all along, we need to end up with a result that is not predictability
dead on arrival when it reaches the legislature. We need to balance that need with our challenge to
bring real change to this process and to this system. We need to show improvement in the grant
cycle, and the administration and we think the recommended proposal does that.

We need to deal with this in a fashion that Loren and I feel is successful in reducing the taint around
the pork barrel politics and charges about special interests. We do this in a way that reduces or
eliminates the taint of what you hearvery frequently that what this is all about is a contest between
legislative and executive

Both are founded in trying to develop a process here that really improves the delivery ofthese dollars
to our natural resources. We need to keep the legislature involved. We need to put citizens in a
decision making process, we need to have very strong criteria for Citizen appointments, we need to
have a governance system that is a hybrid, and that is what we are recommending, that requires
rotating chairs and a super majority. The legislative appointees come from areas of natural resources
interest, either personally or the appropriate committee.

I said at the start, we are trying to lead, not be dictators. We realize that there may be strong
difference around the table, but we do support the recommendation that we bring forth today. This is
not something that we got together for two days and say oh well, I really believe in my heart that if this
were to be the final proposal that it would be meaningful change for this process and a substantial
improvement. And also as Loren and I have met,1 have had no little concern that this meets the

. original proposal that Governor Pawlenty proposed - meets constitutional purpose, be focused and
that it empower citizen expert and that it be disciplined around a strategic plan. And I believe that this
does that. I think that would concluded chairman Solberg where I sit this morning

[9:40] Loren Solberg: (transcribed)
Thanks Dave, I want to react or give a few of my perspectives as well. As I stated before, Dave and I
have spent a great deal of time with Ryan and others. We trying to come up with some sort of
recommendation we can live with I think on all sides and accomplish the goals that we set out. I didn't
get the opportunity of hearing or knowing Dave Zentner's name before. Over the course of these
negotiations I have a new friend that I hold with the highest and highest respect. He is a man of
integrity and deep convictions and a tough negotiator and he carries the message to bring to the table

, ,



that we wanted to bring to the table very articulately. Dave has also proved another thing and that is
to be fair and understanding. I will also say one thing, when I first can into the legislative process that
there is one thing that someone told me: your word is the only thing you are going to leave with, that is
what your bring here and going to leave with. Haven't got anything else that you are going to leave
with. Dave I will say that I have a great deal of respect for your integrity and your work at this is the
highest regards.

Our negotiations had two things in common at all times. To try and build consensus and to try and
find some kind of middle ground, that can be as Dave said, accepted by and passed by the legislature
as well. I want to also thank Ryan Church, our facilitator and the staff. Particularly Ryan. Staff was
there to take notes, gave us some history, they never gave us advice or inserted their views on things.
We did ask them some questions once in a while.

Ryan said many times, "what I heard both of you say was...1" He would articulate what we were
saying, it took Dave and me a long time to say that, but Ryan was able to pick those things out that he
heard both of us say. That is kind of where we got the common ground, As we left the meeting, both
of us were a little bit mad, I think, because we didn't get our way. A little mad and a little happy - that
is where we should be, that is where most people would want us to be. As we go through this I hope
everyone leaves the table today a little bit mad. Both leave a little mad and a little happy. I think the
recommendations, we are looking at are the middle ground concepts.

We tried to make sure we weren't being too prescriptive at times. New concepts that were brought in,
Ryan said I heard both of your say... and then he would ask how can we accomplish what you both
said. I think there are some things in here where Ryan brought us to say "Oh" Many times I think
Dave and I were both thinking with our mouth open and we would say something and then we would
say that was a stupid thing for me to say, because when I thought about what I was saying, that was
not where we wanted to go. Get that in the forefront. Not everyone gets everything that they want.
Looking for the middle ground and something that can be accepted. I think it also brings forth
meaningful reform to the forefront and meaningful change. After we left yesterday after a long
session, Dave stated something that struck me and it was, "10 years from now, will this make a
difference, will we say we have accomplished something that made a difference?" And that hit me
when you said that.

Because I never thought of that as a goal, but I think as I reflect on that I think thatthe changes that
we are recommending will make a huge difference in the mission, and the purpose of the Trust Fund
10 years from now. Any kind of a recommendation that comes from this isa recommendation to the
legislature and we want to be able to sell that in a very positive way and I think that we dan..
Additionally the judgement, of course, of all of our work on this will be what happens to the
environment and environmental protection 10 years from now, we also wanted to keep in mind too to
make sure we were supplementing and not supplanting. And we thought out some ideas and
sometime we had to back up on some of the things we brought forward. In fact I don't think it will take
10 years when we re-Iook at something that we brought forward. The long term with some of these
recommendation would be a positive effect. I didn't corne to this conclusion rthought everything was
fine to be honest with you. I was happy with everything we were doing but sometimes perception is
reality and if it was perceived that it was pork barrel and it was perceived that it wasn't doing the job
then we have to make those changes. I think these are positive changes. So with that for the rest of
the day, we are going to turn it over to Ryan

I am turning the meeting over to Ryan.

Loren emphasized that this needs to be a recommendation and not a prescription.

Ryan reviewed the meeting objectives:



Meeting Objectives

1. Present and discuss options (common understanding).
2. Evaluate options (pro's and con's).
3. Narrow the field (test areas of consensus).

A list of common understanding I tentative agreement was passed out to members. Ryan explained
that they looked at the nine options, and summarized them into 3 options. Secondly, they made a
decision tree diagram. Ryan handed out a list of items that seemed to have agreement (common
understandings). Ryan asked members if the things on this list clear, does anyone have serious
reservations with this and is there anything to add.

Tape paused while people reviewed this list.

Phyllis Kahn - very important are the definitions in 116.02 the language regarding the Outdoor
Recreation. Wants to specifically add this back in addressing this and adding it to the bullets under
"Common Understanding". Jeff Broberg wanted her to clarify the controversy around that. She
stated that some people do not want recreation funded under this. Dave Bishop stated that 116.02
need to be reviewed and see if any changes need to be made to those definitions. Phyllis Kahn said
the definitions in 116.02 clearly stated that this clearly stated that the outdoor recreation system be
included with the possible funding. Ryan - need to look at 116.02 and look at those definitions.

Steve Morse stated that the issue of grant administration is to simplify the process, not just shorten
the process, but to simplify it. We are the only process that.has this 2 stage process, the extensive
hearing process and the legislative process. Simplify for the citizens. Dave Bishop the criticism of the
process is that it is closed, not open, cut and dried and not opportunities for review and that is wrong.
Dave Bishop believes that this process is a good one. Steve said it is open and accessible, but it is
not simple, too many steps. Jeff Broberg - the legislature is open and also closed, it is complicated - .
needs to be simplified to get the money on the ground. Dave Bishop - if we wanted to simplify than
we should have done unicameral and that was not embraced. You do not want to simplify the
legislative process that is full of danger. Dave Zentner - all of the common understanding are relative
to this task force and we need to move on. Stated that a veteran legislator has a different view that
the citizens - his world view is very different. Loren Solberg - the grant portion of it have been
addressed by Dave and himself the simplicity has been addressed. Ryan Heiniger on the point of
simplicity the pre-:-screeningprocess would be initial in helping with this. Ron Erhardt - the LCMR
already does that. Are you talking about simplify are you talking about, simplify the grant review and
selection process?

Presentation and Discussion of Co-chair Proposal
Ryan passed out the Co-chairs proposal for discussion. Ryan read the Proposal. Ryan went back to
the decision tree chart.

Citizen Selection Committee Discussion
Members discussed the open appointment process and the Citizen Selection Committees. Dave .
Zentner stated that it was important the appointment of the wrong citizens could end up being a
disaster. Need to be serious on how we select them. Bishop the political impact of large member
groups putting pressure on this reform process and that those groups would want someone on this
board. Is this your way of getting around the political impacts of this. Ryan asked the chairs to
articulate why this was important to them? Lorens concern was that a process be open and people
know about it. Want a screening process and to articulate their expertise. He feels that the Regents
process took power away from the legislature. The governor appointing this committee has a ob to



do. He didn't wantthis process to be low hanging fruit for the special interest / non-profit groups.
Reduce the impacts and perception of pork-barrel from the non-profit groups.

Steve Morse - How long would a grant cycle take from RFP issue to money available to spend.
Loren Solberg - we envisioned the commission can make that determination. Small grants may lose
focus. Small grants of local significance - go through the regional program. If large dollar amount go
through the process the take no more than a year.

Phyllis Kahn - When you look at how little the recommendations change from July to end of session
when incorporated into a bill. You could pass the LCMR appropriation bill on the first day of session
not lose a whole field season. Get agreement to not be used for a bargaining tool, you could cut 5
months off of the process. There are very crucial set of months for a project to get started - need to
get an agreement to get it done first.

Karen Bowen - wanted confirmation that the two pieces go in tandem (common understandings & co
chair proposal) and work together. Ryan Church stated that it is up to himself and staff to put this
together into one document.

Loren Solberg - They tried their best to not get to prescriptive on who was appointments. Only
specified the appointments from the environment finance committees. May have an interest and not
be on that committee because of the certain chair controls etc. Dave Zentner - want the legislature to
give peqple who have expertise in NR also, probably need to state that clearer.

Jeff Broberg - questioned the governance - what does LCC mean?
Loren Solberg -Didn't want to create a totally new administration for paychecks etc. The wanted to
use one that is already in place in the legislature. LCC is Legislative Coordinating Commission.

Joe Duggan - asked if this maintains the current 2 step process for screening? Board and then go
through the legislature and signed by the governor?' Dave Zentner - that is correct, Phyllis Kahn 
except for the regional grants?

The funding should be in a separate bill standing alone so that it can go through fast.

Dave Bishop - Governor still has a line item veto power on these projects. Negative power not the
power to appropriate.

Ron Erhardt - Clarified an annual cycle.

Dave Zentner - staff and technical review would be more aggressive group than it currently is.

Steve Morse - This is really a dual recommendation / structure. Melded proposal and also have
regional groups that are appointed at the local level.

Loren Solberg passed out a map of the Resource Conservation and Development Councils. Oneof
the recommendations is for citizen driven group. This would be just one example of how that can be
done. Regional body, citizen driven, this is just one example of an existing system that could be used.

Ryan Heiniger - Would they operate under a governance system under the legislature or their own?
Loren Solberg under their own plan, still need to report back, limits on the money and must follow the
strategic plan. .

Phyllis Kahn - mentioned the distribution of the arts board regional councils.



Pam Land~rs - stated similar to the initiative foundations that are regional distributed around the
state. .

It was asked who are the people who make up of the Rc&D board? Response was government, local
volunteer, elected and civic appointments form the governing group and the staff is provided.

Phyllis Kahn - looking over the 40 years history. Stand alone bill have more visibility than if it gets lost
in the larger bill.

;5,.··.;rn!n~tEi~r~i3,k __ ;2:2q:4i .

Dave Bishop - stated more comfortable if operates in a legislative framework.

Ryan Heiniger - environment is a passionate subject. Legislative has influence over state agencies
and can work in that way.

Phyllis Kahn -like the advisory committee and screening. Regional arts board model- decide how
much money that would get. The legislature does not have much control over funding. Trust Fund is
the only discretionary funding for the environment.

Craig Shaver - bonding is absolutely discretionary.

Wayne Enger - MN people are passionate about conservation. Citizens can make good decisions
about conservation. They won't let anyone down, not in there nature, they get stuff done because that
is what they do.

Karen Bowen - MN arts board, divides the different media into visual, music etc.

Jane Krentz joined by phone: 2:44:30

Ryan Church asked to clarify what the group likes about the arts board is the specific areas of
funding.

Steve Morse - use the citizen portion to be like the arts board, and keep the LCMR as is it is. Arts
board model gets a direct appropriation. One group will be overwhelmed to keep track of this amount
of money in the future growth.

Pam Landers - likes Steve Morse idea. Like the arts board model to be able to use all of the citizen
input. Arts board does not say anything about a long-range strategic plan. Someone makes sure the
committees are following the strategic plan.

Loren Solberg - proposal needs to come before the legislature and pass. The arts board model
would be difficult to get legislative adoption. They incorporated the arts board model in the regional
block grant part of the proposal. It could be big money, could end up giving it all the those regional
areas.

Ryan Heiniger- stated that the legislature should be more willing to listen to us if we come forward
with a model, even if it is the Arts Board, because we have studied it.

Ryan Church asked members to articulate the strengths of the various models before them.

These ideas were recorded on flip chart paper.



Dave Zentner - need to present a clear idea, so that when this report hits the road, it is clear who
does what and what the recommendation is.

Ryan Heiniger - stated he likes the arts board idea. Doesn't like the regional block grants. More
temporal projects that way than long term stuff - wants an all Citizen board and see where that takes
us for the next 10 years.

Jane Krentz (via phone) - how do you create focus on each of the regional areas? How coordinated?

Karen Bowen -The big group is to make sure that these groups are talking to each group and
communicating.

Charlie Berg - asked the group if the Co-chair proposal has enough merit to consider working on it?

Steve Morse - he doesn't want it going back to the legislative process when it is awarded. That would
be considered a great improvement.

Discussion was to take the Co-chair proposal incorporate the block grant pieceand the regional piece
and piece the agreement together. Phyllis Kahn citizens could form the 501c3 group.

Ryan Church spoke to getting some consensus so that we can take this to the next step.

Ryan Heiniger requested a hypothetical funding cycle. Who decides how much money goes where?

Kathy Tingelstad commended the Task Force on their work.

Bob Schroeder addressed the Task Force and asked for clarification and suggested they needed to
draft legislative language. Members discussed that the main charge of the Task Force was the report
recommendations. There was further discussion about meeting one more time to review legislative
language. No conclusion was reached. .

4:00 p.m. Adjourn

See the attachments:

• Co-Chair Proposal
• Common Understandings



OPTIONS

Tentative Proposal by the Co-Chairs of the
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Advisory Task Force

GOVERNANCE:

Joint Board/Commission/Council
• Makes final project funding recommendations to the Legislature.
• Decisions require a two-thirds majority vote of the full membership (11 members).
• Establishes and uses expert advisory panels.
• Adopts and regularly reviews the long-term strategic plan.
• Operates within current administrative structure (LCC)
• Sunset: June 30, 2016 - applies to all recommendations

Membership of the Joint Board/Commission/Council
• Total of 16 members

- 6 citizen
- 5 House

5 Senate
• Appointment process

- Legislative members appoiIited by the House and Senate.
- Citizen members appointed by the Governor (2), House (2) and Senate (2), based on

recommendation of Citizen Selection Committee.
• Selection of Chair and leadership .

Elected by membership, chair rotation between citizen membership and legislative
membership

• Membership Terms.
Recommend the legislature consider development of term limits for the citizen and legislative
appointee$, such as;
- Citizen Membership: Staggered 3-year terms, with a maximum oftwo terms
- Legislative Membership: 2- year terms, with a maximum of3 terms.

Citizen Selection Committee
• Total of 5 - 8 members, representing a geographic balance and diversity in natural resource

interests, appointed by the Governor.
• Selection Committee:

- Identifies citizen Joint Board/Commission/Council member candidates from the open
appointments process "pool."

- Requests and reviews special application for citizen Board/Commission/Council member
candidates.

- Interviews and recommends a "pool" of individual member candidates to the Governor,
House and Senate.



Membership Criteria for Joint Board/Commission/Council
Citizen Membership

• Criteria for citizen members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council includes:
- Demonstrated expertise and experience in the science, policy, or practice ofthe protection,

conservation, prevention and enhancement of the State's air, water, land, fish, wildlife and
other natural resources (as defined in 116P).

- Demonstrated ability to work in a collaborative environment.
- A strong knowledge of the natural resource issues in the variety of geographic regions of

the state.

Legislation Membership
• Criteria for legislative members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council includes:

- Limit automatic appointments to be the chairs of the environment finance/budget
committees in the House and the Senate, or the Chairs' designees.·

- At least 2 of the 5 must be minority members.

REGIONAL GRANTS

The Co-Chairs discussed the possibility of creating regional mini-grant program that would seek to:
• Take advantage of an existing administrative structure that has strong citizen involvement.
• Leverage local and federal funding.
• Help build local capacity for natural resources activities, education and awareness.
• Address unique needs ofareas served.
• Capture potentially high-return, local citizen efforts.

Key elements include:
.L. Block grants are recommended by the Joint Board/Commission/Council to existing regional

organizations such as the Resource Conservation and Development Councils.
2. Funding expenditures must follow:

a. Constitutional and statutory authorizations.
b. Long-range plan.

3. Grant recipients must report their grant awards and evaluation results to the
Board/Commission/ CounciL

4. Must maximize funding to projects and minimize the administrative dollars.



OTHER OPTIONS RECOMMENDED

LONGRANGEPL~G

• Provide adequate funding for Task Force recommendations for additional long range planning
activities.

GRANT ADMINSTRATION
• Recommend a stronger role of staff in the screening and initial evaluation ofproposals.

OTHER FUNDS TO ENHANCE TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES
• Encourage the Governor and Legislature to recognize the need for natural resource project funding

in the capital bonding considerations.

MISCELLANEOUS
• Provide adequate funding for Task Force recommendations for increased outreach and

communications.
• Name of the Joint Board/Commission/Council

Ideas:
Environmental Trust Fund Joint Commission (ETFJC)
Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Joint Commission (ENRTFJC)
Environment Joint Commission (EJC)



Common Understandings and Points of Tentative Agreement
Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund Advisory Task Force

COMMON UNDERSTANDINGS
• The Trust Fund expenditures must follow the constitutional "mandate".
• The Trust Fund must be appropriated by the Legislature.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must provide a long term benefit to Minnesota's environment and

natural resources.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must supplement and not supplant other natural resource funding.

GOVERNANCE..,.. FUNDING DECISIONS FOR EXPENDITURES
• Ensure open public process in the development of the strategic plan and project funding review.
• Increase the involvement of MN citizens in the Trust Fund strategic plan and expenditure

decisions. .
• Increase the public outreach for reporting the funding accomplishments.
• Require participation of members appointed to the Board/Commission/Council in all meetings

related to funding decisions recommendations.
• Require a Conflict of Interest process for members of the Board/Commission/Council.
• Establish and use technical review committee(s) in proposal evaluation and project outcome

evaluation.
• . Peer review for research proposals.
• Expenditures for research should be directlyfocused on the natural resources identified in the

Trust Fund Constitution and long-range plan.

LONG RANGE PLANNING
• The strategic plan required in M.S. 116P.08, Subd. 3, should provide measurable outcomes for

expenditures and determine areasof emphasis for funding.
• The development of the long-range plan should include strong citizen input.
• The long-range plan (strategic plan) adopted by the Board/Commission/Council must

reflect the Trust Fund Constitution, M.S. 116P. 08, Environmentand Natural Resources
Trust Fund allowed expenditures.

GRANT ADMINISTRATION
• Increase the frequency of the funding cycle in consideration of dollars awarded to more than

biennial (annual).
• Streamline the administration of the project expenditures for recipients.
• Continue to allow for direct administrative expenses for the project expenditures, as needed.

OTHER FUNDS TO ENHANCE TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES

• Seek to maximize the leveraging of non-state dollars in project funding.
• Restore the funding for MN Future Resources Fund for environment and natural resource

expenditures.

1/30/20064:46 PM
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Task Force Authorizing law, appointments and membership

Minnesota Constitution Article XI, Sec. 14

Sec. 14. ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES FUND. A permanent environment and natural
resources trust fund is established in the state treasury. Loans may be made of up to five percent of the
principal of the fund for water system improvements as provided by law. The assets of the fund shall be
appropriated by law for the public purpose of protection, conservation, preservation, and enhancement of
the state's air, water, land, fish, wildlife, and other natural resources. The amount appropriated each year
of a biennium, commencing on July 1 in each odd-numbered year and ending on and including June 30 in
the next odd-numbered year, may be up to 5-1/2 percent of the market value of the fund on June 30 one
year before the start of the biennium. Not less than 40 percent of the net proceeds from any state
operated lottery must be credited to the fund until the year 2025. [Adopted, November 8, 1988; Amended,
November 6, 1990; November 3, 1998]

Per ML 2005. First Special Session. Chapter 1. Article 2. Section 156:

Sec. 156. [ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND; ADVISORY
TASK FORCE.]
Subdivision 1. [ESTABLISHMENT.] (a) An advisory task force to examine the process for making
recommendations on expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust fund is created,
consisting of:
(1) four former members of the current Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources from the house
of representatives, appointed by the executive committee of the commission;
(2) four former members of the current Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources from the senate,
appointed by the executive committee of the commission; and
(3) eight public members who are not current or past members of the Legislative Commission on Natural
Resources or the Citizens Advisory Council, established under Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.06, but
who have submitted trust fund proposals for funding, appointed by the governor.
(b) The members of the task force shall select a chair who shall preside and convene meetings of the
task force. At least two house members and two senate members appointed must be from the minority
caucus. Current legislative members of the task force are entitled to reimbursement for per diem
expenses plus travel expenses incurred in the services of the task force. Public members of the task force
shall be compensated as provided in Minnesota Statutes, section 15.0575.
(c) The task force shall examine the current process for recommending appropriations from the
environment and natural resources trust fund and make recommendations for changes in the process. (d)
By February 15, 2006, the task force shall report on its recommendations to the governor and the
legislative committees and divisions with jurisdiction over environment and natural resources policy and
finance.
Subd. 2. [SUNSET.] The duties of the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources to recommend
expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust fund expire on June 30, 2006.

Advisory Task Force Membership
Governor Pawlenty appointments
David Zentner - Co-chair, Karen Bowen, Jeff Broberg, Joe Duggan, Wayne Enger, Ryan Heiniger, Pam
Landers, Craig Shaver

LCMR Executive Committee appointments
Loren Solberg - Co-chair, Charlie Berg**, Dave Bishop, Ron Erhardt, Phyllis Kahn, Jane Krentz, Gary
Laidig, Steve Morse, Earl Renneke**

** Earl Renneke resigned on January 6, 2006. He was replaced by Charlie Berg.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Advisory Task Force for the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
("Task Force") was established in ML 2005, First Special Session, Chapter 1,
Article 2, Section 156 to "examine the process for making recommendations on
expenditures from the environment and natural resources trust fund ...."

The Task Force was composed of sixteen members with many years of
legislative and citizen expertise in natural resource and governance issues.
Although Task Force members had diverse perspectives, they shared a common
goal of assuring the preservation and enhancement of Minnesota's natural
resources through the best possible stewardship of Trust Fund expenditures.
This report reflE?cts the consensus views of the Task Force on how this goal can
best be achieved.

The Advisory Task Force held its first meeting on Sept. 27, 2006, and met an
additional seven times before the report deadline of February 15, 2006.

. The Task Force deliberations served to balance two overriding interests:
• The interest in providing meaningful citizen involvement in the

environment and natural resources Trust Fund decision making process;
and

• The interest in maintaining the constitutional responsibility of the
legislature to appropriate money and oversee the spending of any
appropriation.

The Task Force concluded that the goal of increasing citizen input could be
achieved by:

• Adding non-legislative citizen appointments to make final funding
recommendations by creating a Joint Board/Commission/Council.

• Regularly rotating the Chair between the citizen and legislative members.
• Requiring a two-thirds majority vote for all final funding decision

recommendations.
• Creating a Citizen Selection Committee appointed by the Governor to

make recommendations for the citizen appointments.
• Providing for the establishment and use of technical expert advisory

committees to assist in strategic plan development and proposal review
and evaluation.

• Allocating a portion of theTrust Fund dollars to regions, to engage citizens
at the local level and to invest in projects that address the unique needs of
the area served.

1
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The Task Force also concluded that the constitutional responsibility of the
legislature to appropriate money and oversee the spending of any appropriation
could be assured by:

• Maintaining legislative members on the Joint Board/Commission/Council
to determine final project funding recommendations.

• Recommending final project funding recommendations to the full
legislature for review and appropriation.

Key Findings of the Task Force:

• The Trust Fund expenditures must follow the constitutional "mandate" as
defined in MS 116P.02 and allowed in MS 116P.08.

• The Trust Fund must be appropriated by the Legislature.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must provide a long-term benefit to

Minnesota's environment and natural resources.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must supplement and not supplant other

natural resource funding.

Summary of Task Force Recommendations:

The Advisory Task Force Recommendations for changes to the process used for
expenditures from the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Funds are in
the four major areas of:

• Governance
• Long Range Planning
• Grant Administration
• Other Funds to Enhance Trust Fund Expenditures

The Task Force Recommendations include:
The full recommendations are on page xx.

Governance:
In order to provide increased citizen involvement the Task Force recommends
replacing the current Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR)
and Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) process for making recommendations for
the Trust Fund expenditures to the Legislature with a 4-9 17 member Joint BCC
composed of citizen and legislative appointed membership.

The 4-9 17 members would be composed of: eZcitizen appointees, 5
House members and 5 Senate members. The citizen members would be
appointed by the Governor (~) @, the Senate (~) Wand the House ~)
ill
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The citizen members would be appointed by the Governor, House, and
Senate from recommendations received by the Citizen Selection
Committee appointed by the Governor. The House and Senate appoints
legislative members. •

The chair of the Joint BCC would be elected by the membership and
rotate between citizen and legislative members. A super majority of 44 12
of the 4e 17 members (two-thirds}would be required for Trust Fund
expenditure recommendations.

Technical Advisory Expert Committees should be established to assist in
long range planning for expenditures and proposal review and evaluation.

The legislature would receive the Joint BCC recommendations for review and
appropriation to forward to the Governor for signature.

Long Range Plan:
The Joint BCC should adopt a strategic long range plan for Trust Fund
expenditures with measurable outcomes and determine areas of emphasis for
funding.

Grant Administration and Funding Cycle
To make the funding available on a more timely basis, the funding cycle would
be:
(1) Changed from biennial to annual;
(2) The Legislature would be encouraged to review the funding recommendations

at the beginning of its annual legislative session for adoption;
(3) Regional Block Grants are encouraged; and,
(4) An account should be set up to fund emerging issues outside of the proposed

annual grant cycle with final approval by the Governor.

Other Funds to Enhance Natural Resources
• Trust Fund Expenditures should seek to maximize leveraging of non-state

dollars in project funding
• The Governor and the Legislative should restore the funding for the MN

Future Resources Fund for environment and natural resource
expenditures.

111
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INTRODUCTION
Advisory Task Force Charge

The Advisory Task Force for the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
was established in ML 2005, First Special Session, Chapter 1, Article 2, Section
156 to "examine the process for making recommendations on expenditures from
the environment and natural resources Trust Fund ... "

Draft Note: Membership appointments and full Text of section 156, authorizing
legislation, to be on inside cover page.

Advisory Task Force Meetings

The Advisory Task Force held its first meeting on Sept. 27, 2006, and met an
additional seven times before the report deadline of February 15, 2006.
All materials distributed at the Advisory Task Force meetings and meeting
minutes are available on the web at www.lcmr.leg.mn. In addition, the audio of all
Advisory Task Force meetings is located at this web site.

Facilitation of the Advisory Task Force was conducted under contract with the
Department of Administration.

Information Gathering

The Task Force reviewed the Constitutional amendments for the Trust Fund and
MS 116P, the statute that implements the constitutional amendment. Various
constitutional issues related to governance structures and expenditure options
were provided by House and Senate Research for discussion.

The Advisory Task Force also reviewed the current process for Trust Fund
expenditures and programs and processes used by other states, local and
national foundations and other state grant programs. Included in the review were
presentations from:

• House, Senate and the Office of the Governor. House and Senate
conference committee members and a representative from the Governor's
office shared their thoughts on the establishment of the Advisory Task
Force and its charge.

• Public Testimony. The public was invited to share comments and
suggestions to improve the process for Trust Fund expenditures. On
November 17, 2005, twenty-three people presented testimony. An
additional sixteen written comments were received.

1
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• Citizen Advisory Committee for the Environment and Natural
Resources Trust Fund (CAC).
All current and former CAC members were invited to share their
perspectives with the Task Force during the November 17, 2005 meeting.
Three CAC members provided testimony. In addition Nancy Gibson, Chair
of the CAC, provided written comments.

• States with Constitutionally Dedicated Natural Resource Funding
and/or Established Trust Funds.
Representatives of Great Outdoors Colorado, the Nebraska
Environmental Trust, and the Missouri Department of Conservation
presented overviews of the programs and activities in their states. House
Research provided an Issue Brief on "State Environmental Trust Funds"
(Appendix xx).

• Foundations and State Grant Programs. The McKnight Foundation, the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, and the Minnesota Arts Board
presented overviews of their funding governance and process.

2
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The Task Force deliberations served to balance two overriding interests:

• The interest in providing meaningful citizen involvement in the
environmentand natural resources Trust Fund decision making process;
and

• The interest in maintaining the constitutional responsibility of the
legislature to appropriate money and oversee the spending of any
appropriation.

The Task Force concluded that the goal of increasing citizen input could be
achieved by:

• Adding non-legislative citizen appointments to the make final funding
recommendations by creating a Joint Board/Commission/Council.

• Regularly rotating the Chair between the citizen and legislative members.
• Requiring a two-thirds majority vote for all final funding decision

recommendations.
• Creating a Citizen Selection Committee appointed by the Governor to

make recommendations for the citizen appointments.
• Providing for the establishment and use of technical expert advisory

.committees by the JBCC to assist in strategic plan development and
proposal review and evaluation.

• Allocating a portion of the Trust Fund dollars to regions, to engage citizens
at the local level and to invest in projects that address the unique needs of
the area served.

The Task Force also concluded that the constitutional responsibility of the
legislature to appropriate money and oversee the spending of any appropriation
could be assured by:

• Maintaining legislative members on the JBCC to determine final project
funding recommendations.

• Recommending final project funding recommendations to the full
legislature for review and appropriation.

The Task Force identified the following additional findings and conclusions,
based on the results of their information gathering and deliberations.

Guiding principles for Trust Fund Expenditures:

• The Trust Fund expenditures must follow the constitutional "mandate" as
defined in MS 116P.02and allowed in MS 116P.08.

• The Trust Fund must be appropriated by the Legislature.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must provide a long-term benefit to

Minnesota's environment and natural resources.
• The Trust Fund expenditures must supplement and not supplant other

natural resource funding.

3
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Governance

• Ensure an open public process in the development of the strategic plan .
and project f~nding review.

• Increase the involvement of MN citizens in the Trust Fund strategic plan
and expenditure decisions.

• Increase the public outreach for reporting the funding accomplishments.

Long Range Planning

• The long-range plan (strategic plan) must conform to the Trust Fund
Constitution andM.S. 116P. 08, Environment and Natural Resources
Trust Fund allowed expenditures, and definitions in M. S. 116P.02.

• The strategic plan required in M.S. 116P.08, Subd. 3, should provide
measurable outcomes for expenditures and determine areas of emphasis
for funding.

Grant Administration

• Increase the frequency of the funding cycle.
• Provide for regional grants to address unique needs of the regions.
• Increase responsiveness to emerging issues.

Other Funds to Enhance Trust Fund Expenditures

• Additional state and non-state sources of funds should be leveraged to
enhance and maximize the impact of Trust Fund expenditures.

4
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RECOMMENDATIONS. .

The Advisory Task Force Recommendations address four major areas including,
• Governance
• Long Range Planning
• Grant Administration
• Other Funds to Enhance Trust Fund Expenditures

The Advisory Task Force also recommends that a sunset of June 30, 2016, apply
to all of its recommendations.

Governance Structure and Membership

• A 49 11 member Joint Board/Commission/Council (JBCC) composed of
legislative members and citizen appointed members should be established
to make final recommendations on the Trust Fund expenditures to the
legislature.

• The JBCC should consist of a membership size that can provide for
streamlined decision making and represent diverse points of view and
opinions of elected and non-elected citizens.

• All appointments made to the JBCC should take into consideration the
appointee's qualifications and interest in the mission of the Trust Fund.

• Members would be expected to participate in all meetings related to
funding decision recommendations.

• A conflict of interest process would apply to all members of the JBCC.

Composition and Duties
• A Joint BCC of 49 11 members composed of legislative and non

legislative citizen members should be established:
- e- Z citizen members
- 5 House members
- 5 Senate members

• The Joint BCC would make final project funding recommendations from
the Trust Fund to the Legislature.

• Funding decision recommendations would require a two-thirds majority
vote of the full membership (44-12members).

• As appropriate, the Joint BCC should establish and use technical expert
advisory panels.

• Citizen appointed members would be selected to chair the technical expert
advisory panels.

• The Joint BCC should adopt and regularly review a long-term strategic
plan.

• The Joint BCC would operate within the current legislative administrative
structure.

5
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Membership
• Appointment process

- Legislative members would be appointed by the House and Senate.
- Citizen members would be appointed by the Governor~) @, House

~) C1} and Senate ~),C1} based on the recommendations of
Governor's appointed Citizen Selection Committee.

• The Joint BCC chair should be elected by Joint BBC membership. The
Chair would rotate between citizen membership and legislative membership.

• Membership Terms
The Task Force recommends that the legislature develop term limits for
the citizen and legislative appointees, such as:

- Citizen Membership: Staggered 3-year terms, with a maximum of two
full terms

- Legislative Membership: 2- year terms, with a maximum of 3 full terms.

Citizen Membership Criteria
• Criteria for citizen members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council should

include:
- Demonstrated expertise and experience in the science, policy, or

practice of the protection, conservation, prevention and enhancement
of the State's air, water, land, fish, wildlife and other natural resources
(as defined in 116P).

- Demonstrated ability to work in a collaborative environment.
- A strong knowledge of the natural resource issues faced across the

variety of geographic regions of the state.

Legislative Membership Criteria
• Criteria for legislative members to the Joint Board/Commission/Council

should include:
- Limiting automatic appointments to be the chairs of the environment

finance/budget committees in the House and the Senate, or the Chairs'
designees.

- At least 2 of the 5 appointments from the House and Senate must be
minority members.

Citizen Selection Committee Composition and Duties
• A committee totaling 5 - 8 members, representing a geographic balance

and diversity in natural resource interests, should be appointed by the
Governor to recommend citizen members for appointment to the Joint
BCC.

• The Citizen Selection Committee Duties would include:
- Identification of citizen Joint BCC member candidates from the open

appointments process "pooL"
- Requesting and reviewing special applications for citizen member

candidates.
- Interviewing and recommending a "pool" of member candidates to the

Governor, House and Senate.
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Long-Range Plan

The Joint BCC should recommend adequate funding for the Advisory Task Force
recommendations for increased citizen outreach and communications as part of
the long-range planning and grant-making functions. Additionally, the Advisory
Task Force recommends that:

• The strategic plan required in M.S. 116P.08, Subd. 3, should provide
measurable outcomes for expenditures and determine areas of emphasis
for funding.

The long-range plan (strategic plan) adopted by the Joint BCe must
conform to the Trust Fund Constitution, M.S. 116P.08, Environment and
Natural Resources Trust Fund allowed expenditures, and definitions in
M.S. 116P.02.

Grants Administration

The Legislature would be encouraged to review the project funding
recommendations from the Joint BCe for adoption at the beginning of the annual
legislative session. Additionally, it is recommended that the Joint BCC should:

• Increase the frequency of the funding cycle to an annual cycle (Example
of annual cycle in Appendix xx).

• Continue to allow for direct administrative expenses for the project
expenditures, as needed

• Establish and use technical review commitlee(s) in proposal evaluation
and project outcome evaluation.

• Continue to conduct peer reviews for research proposals.
• Focus expenditures for research directly on the natural resources

identified in the Trust Fund Constitution and long-range plan.
• Simplify the grant application and review process.
• Streamline the administration of the project expenditures for recipients.
• Continue to ensure the accountability of the expenditures and provide for

the auditing of the expenditures.

The Advisory Task Force also recommends that staff of the Joint BCe be given a
stronger role in the screening and initial evaluation of proposals.

In addition to making specific project funding recommendations, the Joint BeC
should consider recommending funding for Regional Block Grants and an
Emerging Issues Account.

Regional Block Grants
The Joint BBC should consider establishing Regional Block Grants (on a
nonformulaic basis) for a portion of the funding to:

• Take advantage of an existing administrative structure that has strong
citizen involvement .

• Leverage local and federal funding.

7
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• Help build local capacity for natural resource activities, education and
awareness.

• Address unique needs of areas served.
• Capture potentially high-return, local citizen efforts.

The Joint BCC should consider providing the block grants to existing regional
organizations, such as the Resource Conservation and Development
Councils.

The Regional Block Grant expenditures would need to conform to
Constitutional and statutory authorizations and the adopted long-range plan.

Grant recipients wo.uld report their grant awards and evaluation results to the
Joint BCC and would be expected to maximize the funding provided to
projects, minimize the administrative dollars, and leverage additional funds.

Emerging Issues Account
The Joint BCC is encouraged to establish an emerging issues account to be
appropriated by the legislature for the JBCC to respond rapidly to emerging
issues brought to their attention. Expenditures would need to conform to the
adopted strategic long-range plan. Recommendations for the account
expenditures would be subject to approval by the Governor.

Other Funds to Enhance Trust Fund Expenditures

• Trust Fund expenditures should seek to maximize the leveraging of non
state dollars in project funding.

• Recipients of funding should be encouraged to partner with 501 c (3)
organizations, such as the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

• It is recommended the Governor and the Legislature restore the funding
for the MN Future Resources Fund for environment and natural resource
expenditures.

• The Governor and Legislature are encouraged to recognize the need for
natural resource project funding in the capital bonding considerations.

8



Advisory Task Force on the Trust Fund
Appendix to report - Possible Annual Funding Calendar
For further determination by the JBCC. Note the first year will be more difficult because of
appointments and organizational issues

Early to mid fall -issue RFP

Late fall to early winter - deadline date and evaluate proposals

Winter Legislature considers and approves a stand alone
bill early in the session

July I of each year - first date money can be spent by recipients by
Constitution

From the deadline for proposals to money available to spend is 6 to 7
months once the cycle matures

J:\Share\Workfile\2005 Task Force\Appendix- annualfunding cycle simple.doc



Minnesota Statutes 2005, Chapter 3.

3.305 Legislative Coordinating Commission; bicameral
legislative administration.

Subdivision 1. Definitions. (a) "Legislative
corrunission" means a joint corrunission, corrunittee, or other entity
in the legislative branch composed exclusively of members of the
senate and the house of representatives.

(b) "Joint offices" means the Revisor of Statutes,
Legislative Reference Library, the Office of Legislative
Auditor, and any other joint legislative service office.

Subd. la. Approval of budgets; compensation. The
budget request of a legislative corrunission or joint office shall
be submitted to the Legislative Coordinating Corrunission for
review and approval before its submission to the appropriate
fiscal corrunittees of the senate and the house of
representatives. In reviewing the budgets, the Legislative
Coordinating Corrunission shall evaluate and make recorrunendations
on how to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of bicameral
support functions and services and on whether there is a
continuing need for the various legislative corrunissions. The
executive director of the Legislative Coordinating Corrunission
shall recorrunend and the corrunission shall establish the
compensation of all employees of any legislative corrunission or
joint office, except classified empioyees of the Legislative
Audit Corrunission.

Page 1 of2

Subd. 2.
Corrunission may
appropriations

Transfers. The Legislative Coordinating
transfer unobligated balances among general
to the legislature.

fund

Subd. 3. Employees. All employees of legislative
corrunissions and joint offices are employees of the legislature
in the unclassified service of the state, except classified
employees in the legislative auditor's office.

Subd. 4. Administrative'staff·"forcommissions. The
executive director of the Legislative Coordinating Corrunission
shall provide and manage office space and equipment and hire,
supervise, and manage all administrative, clerical, and
secretarial staff for all legislative corrunissions, except the
Legislative Advisory Corrunission and the Legislative Audit
Corrunission.

Subd. 5. Repealed, lSp2003 c 1 art 2 s 136

Subd. 6. Bicameral working groups. The Legislative
Coordinating Corrunission may establish joint corrunissions,
corrunittees, subcorrunittees, task forces, and similar bicameral
working groups to assist and advise the coordinating corrunission
in carrying out its duties. The customary appointing authority
in each house shall appoint the members of any such entity. The
coordinating corrunission may delegate· to an: entity, in writing,
specific powers and duties of the coordinating corrunission. All
entities established by the corrunission under this subdivision
expire on January 1 of each odd-numbered year, unless renewed by
affirmative action of the corrunission.

Subd. 7. Membership on legislative commissions. The

http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.uslbin/getpub.php?pubtype=STAT_CHAP&year=current&... 217120tJ6



Minnesota Statutes 2005, Chapter 3.

appointment of a member to a legislative commission, except a
member serving ex officio, is rendered void by three unexcused
absences of the member from the meetings of the commission. If
an appointment becomes void, the legislative commission shall
notify the appointing authoritY-'ot thisi:ind request another
appointment.

Page 20f2
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Environmental Trust Fund Advisory Task Force

February 6,2006

Co~ChairsSolberg and Zentner:

We want you to know that the time and effort that each of you have put into this Advisory
prOcess is greatly appreciated. This is an important issue that we are addressing and your
focused attention and commitment is critical to making progress on behalf of the state's
resources.

After our meeting last week there remained considerable uncertainty as to what constituted
the consensus of the group. For example, several of us were of the understandingthat the
citizen members of the Commission/Council would total more than six, as was reported in
the media.

When we left the discussion last Tuesday, the proposal included three separate allocation
and grant processes for ETF dollars. 1) A regional grants program; 2) A joint commission
process that would require subseq:uent legislative approval and; 3) a block grant allocation
that would fund projects·considered and awarded by the citizen members of the
Commission. It is very uncertain that this will speed up and simplify the process.

The amount of the block grant allocation is unclear as is its process..It may be very
confusing to grant applicants to know to which program they should apply. Yet this
concept was proposed and discussed to address some very specific issues that are part of
the common understandings that were adOPted by the group. These include: 1) Increase the
involvement of citizens. This gives the appointed members direct responsibility for a
portion of the ETF dollars. 2) Increase the frequency of the project awards. Although the
legislature could do annual appropriations, this is inconsistent with the usual and
customary practices of biennial budgeting, and the practice may well fallout of favor with
legislators, but an, appointed panel could easily do this. 3) Simplification of the process.
This meansa§J1<>rter process with fewersteps. A key to achieving this is to not have a
dual step proqessthat requires approval through a hearing process, followed by a complete
legislative process~ 4) Maximize the leveraging of non-slate dollars. This is different from
the traditional practice of the LCMR of trying to leverage project dollars. This new model
would be most successful i~,done through a 501c(3) organization that could have the ETF
dollars that they could then:useto secure additional private funds before grants are
awarded. '

As worthy as the above goals are, it is very uncertain that the proposal that was discussed
on January 31st will achieve these objectives. We would like to suggest some
modifications to the Co-Chairs model to move us closer to realizing the goals that are laid
out in our Common Understandings document. Specifically these would result in a true
partnership between the legislative and appointed members of the governing board and a
clearer and faster grant award process for applicants.



Joint Board/Commission/Council Governing Panel Membership

Goal: Reflect·a true partnership between the appointed members and elected officials.

• Equal citizen and legislative representation.
• 16 member maximum

The desire for the majority party political party in each chamber to always hold most of the
Seats appointed from that chamber runs contrary to the desired non-partisan nature ofthe
envisioned panel. The legislative appointments can approximately represent the political
make up of each chamber. This political concern should not override the need for equal
representation of appointed citizens in the process.

Joint Board/Commission/Council Governing Panel Responsibilities

Goal: Simplify and Increas{} funding cycle frequency

• The full panel would recommend to the legislature appropriation of ETF funds
allocated amongst the issue priorities contained in the strategic plan.

• The appointed members of the panel would be. responsible for hearing all specific
project proposals and awarding grants.

• All actions would require support of a super majority of members present.

• Grants would be awarded at least annually.

• The duration of the process from initial project application until the funds are
awarded and available would not exceed six months.

This strUcture could allow for the appointed members of the governing panel to foim a
501c(3) to be uSed to leverage other funding sources. .

This process would allow the legislative-members of the panel to focus on the critical
policy level tasks of devising and updating the strategic plan, appropriating the ETF
resources to the priority areas of that plan, and overseeing results and outcomes of the
projects and programs. The legislature would always retain the right to directly
appropriate ETF dollars to specific projects that are consistent with the constitution. This
plan would provide the desired increased involvement of citizens in the expenditure
process, while following the plan and parameters defined by the legislature.

This entire process should sunset again in six years
effectiveness at that time.




