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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL C
o ..Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1634
Phone (612) 291-6359 TDD (612) 291-0904 FAX (612) 291-6550 Metro Info (612) 229-3780

RESOLUTION NO. 95.85

APPROVING THE METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
~ AND 1996 CAPITAL BUDGET

WHEREAS, Minn Stat. section 473. 13 subd. 1, reqmres that the Council, aﬂer its Truth in Taxation publ:c” -
: hearmg, shall adopt a final budget covering 1ts antlclpated reeelpts and dlsbursements for the
ensuing year; and . , .

' WHEREAS, Minn. Stat. section 473.13, subd. 1, reqmres that the budget shall state in detail the capltal o
expenditures of the Council for the budget year, based ona ﬁve-year capital program adopted -
by t.he Council; and '

WHEREAS, the Council adopted a proposed unified 1996-2000 capital unprovement program and 1996
- capltal budget for public hearmg on November 9, 1995; and. _

WHEREAS,  the Council held its Truth in Taxauon heanng on December 4,1995.
‘THEREFORE, BEIT RESOLVED, THAT |
The Meu'opohtan Council:

1 Adopt the 1996-2000 Capltal Improvement Program as the ﬁve-year capltal plan for cap:tal investment
s and ﬂnancmg '

2.~ Approve $ 51,660 319 in new mult:-year oapltal program authonzatlons as the 1996 Capltal Program,
' including: _

- $ 48,542,093 for Environmental Serwoes and
- 803, 118,226 for Transit.

3. Approve a 1996 Capltal Expenditure Budget of $110,555, 899 for previously approved capital pro_]ects '
. and new capltal projects authorized in the 1996 Capital Program, mcludmg "

$ 55 954 ,954 for Environmental Services,
" $40,936,745 for Transit and
$ 13,664,200 for Parks and Open Space.

Approve new capital program authorization for design of the Empire Wastewater T;eaﬁnent Plant
expansion, contingent on Council approval of the project facility plan. o

>

Adopted this 21st day of December, 1995

‘CuttJotmison, Chair




 BUDGET MESSAGE |

[ : N b
-




| 'METROPOLITAN COUNCIL |
Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1634
Phone (612) 291-6359 TDD (612) 291-0904 FAX (612) 291-6550 Metro Info (612) 229-3780

" DATE:. November 2, 1995

TO: _ Curt Johnson, Chair and Metropolitan Council Members
FROM:  Jim Solem, Regional Administrator -

SUBJECT: Proposed Capital Improvement Program for 1996 2000, and 1996 Annual
- . Capital Budget

This is the first year the Council is preparing a unified capital budget, which brings together in

- one document the capital programs for wastewater, transit, and parks. The unified capital budget
- reflects the newly organized Council as specified in the 1994 State legislation. Under the new

- _structure wastewater capital planning originates within the Metropolitan Council Environmental

Services Division, and transit within the Council’s Transportation Division. “The Parks and Open

Space Commission develops the recommended Parks and Open Space Capital Improvement

Program. :

The unified budget presents the following information:

1) 1996 annual capital budgets; and - -

2) a fiscal impact assessment which considers the combined capital costs of the

- proposed CIP in the context of the Region’s. ab111ty to pay, and in the context of
the other metro systems.

3) a detailed list of all major projects proposed in the wastewater and parks capital
CIPs, including cost estimates.

The Transit CIP is under development and will not be completed until the first quarter 1996. We
have completed an assessment of financial resources available to support transit capital spending,
and are recommending a financing program for the 1996-2000 period. However, requests for
transit capital projects exceed available resources for the period by greater than $100 million.
Beginning in the fourth quarter 1995, a transit capital planning team began evaluating and -
prioritizing transit capital requests. This process, along with the resuits of transit redesign will
bring capital expenditures within available resources. A summary of the capital projects
requested by transit providers is included in the transit section along with an analy51s of ﬁnancml
resources. .
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Objectives of unified capital budget and CIP

The major objectives of the unified capital planning prbcess are:

. To ensure that regional priorities are reflected in the capital plans of functional areas.

. To provide a consolidated summary of recommended capital expenditures and capital
financing plans; and to include information on capital spendmg by categories, and by
program area. )

= To provide information on the fiscal impacts of capltal plans, including assessment of the
impact on debt issuance, annual debt service payments, annual property taxes, and user
fees.

. 'To document and systematize capital budget policies and procedures for all Council
operating units.

. To document and systematlze a con51stent cap1t31 budget approval process for all Council

operatlng units.

'.Flscal Impact Assessment

L The unified budget contams a fiscal impact analysis. 'We have completed a fiscal assessment for
each component, and for the combined affect of all components. Fiscal impact is assessed with
respect to: 1) the combined total of proposed capital expenditures, 2) property taxes required to
provide for debt service, and 3) projected increases in sewer service fees. We also presenta

~ projection of the total property taxes and user fees needed to support both the capital and
operating budgets of the Council.

The fiscal impact section compares the projected property taxes and user fees required to support
the capital program with the projected growth in total regional income. The proposed unified
CIP, in combination with projected Council operating costs, results in moderate cost increases to
the average homeowner in 1996 and 1997, and relatively stable costs for 1998-2000, on a
‘constant dollar basis.

Financial Resources Supporting Capital Projects

Each of the three components of the capital budget (transit, wastewater and parks) is supported
by unique revenue sources that are based upon specific relationships and State legislative
authority. For example, in the Environmental Services Division, customers in the form of cities
pay sewer service fees and Service Availability Charges (SAC) which is used for debt service on
sewer bonds and loans. Sewer bonds and long term loans are used to provide funds for capital
expenditures related to wastewater collection and treatment. Cities, in turn, collect fees for
wastewater processing from households and businesses. '
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_“Transit capital expenditures are financed partly through federal grant revenues from the U.S.-
Department of Transportation, and from property taxes levied within the Transit Taxing District.
Federal grants are diminishing, and consequently local property taxes will pay for a greater
proportion of transit capital spending in the future than in previous years. The Council has
limited statutory authority for issuing transit debt. On a biennial basis the Council requests
statutory authority to issue transit debt to support its transit capital plan.

Parks capital expenditures are financed through the issuance of Regional parks bonds, and State
appropriations. Debt service on Regional parks bonds is provided by a Metropolitan wide

" property tax levied by the Council. The Council has limited authority to issue regional parks
debt. On a biennial basis the Council requests state funding in support of its parks capital plan.

Financial Summary

The 1996 Annual Capital Budget and the 1996-2000 CIP are a unified, coordinated plan which
provides for the capital needs of the Region’s transit, parks and wastewater systems.
Considerable resources are needed to ensure the Council continues to provide the level and
quality of service that have earned national praise. The wastewater management system has an
operating record that is among the very best in the country, and the regional parks and open space
system is unique among major metropolitan areas. With the transit redesign project, a major
1996 work program effort, we intend to better target transit services and transn capltal '
investments to maximize efficiencies and improve service.

Declining federal funds means that a greater portion of capital expenditures must be paid from
regional sources.- This particularly affects the transit capital program. The proposed transit CIP
includes funding from regional bonds at a level of $25 million per year for the period 1996-2000.
This is above the level of bonding for transit that has occurred in recent years. Total funding
sources proposed for the transit CIP are $257 million for the 1996-2000 period. Of the $257
million, approximately 59 percent ($152 million) is from regional bonds, 28 percent ($72 |
million) is anticipated federal grants, 12 percent ($30 million) is state funding, and 1 percent ($3
million) is from other sources. ‘

Parks capital financing comes primarily from State funds and regional parks bonds. External
funding from the Federal government accounts for about 5.5 percent of total parks capital
funding sources. State funding provides approximately 60 percent of the local resources, and
regional bonds provide 40 percent. The recommended parks CIP supports the financing levels,
regional-state cost sharing, and debt issuance levels developed between the Council, the Parks
and Open Space Commission and State of Minnesota in 1994. The total recommended parks
capital expenditures for the 1996-2000 period is $84 million.
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| Wastewater capltal expenditures in the CIP total $385 m1lhon for the 1996-2000 period. There .
are no external revenues to support wastewater capital prOJects, so that regional sewer bonds and
long term loans are used to finance the program. Debt service is repaid from sewer service fees,
which accounts for about 76 percent of all sewer debt payments, and revenues from Sewer
~ Availability Charges (SAC) which covers about 24 percent.

Regional Policy Establishes Guidance for Capital Exp_enditures

CIP requests are mlually developed by the individual operatmg units of the Council. The
Council’s Transportation Division develops the Transit budget proposal with the assistance and
input from transit providers. The Parks and Open Space Commission develops the Parks and -
Open Space CIP with the assistance of the parks implementing agencies. The Metropolitan
Council’s Environmental Services Division develops the wastewater capital proposal through the
work of an internal capital planning team. )

Council guidance for capital development is provided by the Council’s Regional Blueprint,
which was adopted in 1994. The Blueprint serves as a framework of ideas, and program of
action for metropolitan area development. It provides regional directions and strategies; roles,
actions, policies and steps needed for the short-term and long-term health of the region.

The Councﬂ provides additional system management direction through its policy plans for
transportation, water management, aviation and parks. These policy plans guide the Council’s
decisions involving the four systems and provide guidance for the system’s operating
management. As they are updated, alt of the Council policy plans will reflect the policies of the
Blueprint. The policy plans provide the Council’s most specific policy direction for cap1ta1
planning for metropolitan systems.

Capital Budgeting Process

The Metropolitan Council’s organization, resulting from 1994 legislation, is composed of four
organizational units: Community Development Division, Environmental Services Division,
Transportation Division, and Regional Administration and Policy. Capital expenditures planning
for transit occurs within the Transportation Division, wastewater management within the
Environmental Services Division, and parks capital planning by the Parks and Open Space
Commission within the Community Development Division of the Council.

‘Capital budget requests originate in the agencies that provide parks, transit services and
wastewater services. Transit providers include: Metro Mobility, Metropolitan Council Transit
Services (MCTO), Opt Out communities, and rural and small urban transit programs. The
Council’s Transportation Division is newly established and is organizing a broad based team to
begin assessment and prioritization of transit capital requests.
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Parks providers are the parks implementing agencies. The Parks and Open Space Commission
develops its CIP proposal in cooperation with park implementing agencies, and uses assessment
and prioritization procedures from the Council’s Recreation Open Space Policy Plan.

Environmental capital projects are proposed by plant and interceptor O&M department,
regulatory compliance, interceptor inspection and planning units of the Council’s Environmental
Services Division and by cities and others. The Environmental Services Division has developed
its capital planning procedures based on extensive prioritization and assessment reviews done by
MCES teams.

Draft CIP’s and annual capital budgets were presented to the Regional Administrator’s Office for
review and assessment in September. In October Council committees received presentations on
the proposed CIP’s and the capital budgeting process. Aiso during October, the Regional
Administrator’s Office and the Budget and Evaluation unit of the Council developed the draft
unified CIP and 1996 Capital Budget for Public Hearing. This draft was presented to the Council
early in November. The public hearing on the Draft CIP and Annual Capital Budget will be on
December 7, 1995. Final adoption of the CIP and Annual Capital Budget is scheduled for
December 21, 1995. - ,

‘Annual Capital Improvement Program, and Capital Spending Authorization

The annual capital budget lists projects, estimated costs, and estimates of available funding for
the upcoming year. Projects in the capital budget are authorized to proceed if funds become
available as planned in the budget, and within the approval process speaﬁed by the Council’s
administrative procedures including the Procurement Policies.

Parks grants and transit capital contracts are provided through agreements with parks
implementing agencies and transit providers respectively. Agreements are not compieted and
approved until funding is available, most notably, after state legislation authonzmg state funding
or regional bonding is enacted and signed into law.

Conclusion

Additional local funds are needed to support the unified CIP due to increases in the level of
capital expenditures requested, and to reduced federal funding. Financial resources match the
proposed capital expenditures for wastewater and parks CIP’s. This is not the case for transit.
The cost of capital projects requested by transit providers exceed the identified funding available
based on a number of measures of the Region’s ability to pay.



Fiscal impact analysis indicates that issuing $25 million in transit bonds per year for the period
1996-200 results in cost increases to the average homeowner that are within acceptable limits,
when viewed in the conszxt of all the Council’s capital and operating costs. On a constant doliar
basis, the proposed local costs to support the unified CIP, in combination with projected Council
operating costs, increase moderately in 1996 and 1997, and are relatively unchanged from 1998
through 2000. The significant cost increases associated with increased transit debt service are
partially offset by projected cost decreases for Council operations--on a constant dollar basis.

Additional information on the capital improvement programs and annual capital budgets for
- parks, and environmental services is available in the following documents:

-Regional Recreation Open Space Capital Improvement Program, 1996-2005, June 1995.
-Metropolitan Council Environmental Services Proposed Capital Improvement Program,
October 1995.

-Metropolitan Council Environmental Services Proposed 1996 Capital Budget, October
1995. '

Information on the Recreation Open Space CIP is available from Ame Stefferud, Parks Planner,
at (telephone) 291-6360. Information on the Environmental Services documents are available
from Bryce Pickart, Operational Planning and Engineering Manager, at (telephone) 229-2091.

~ Any other questions about capital budgeting should be addressed to Alan Morris, Senior Planner, -

at 291-6446.
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MISSION AND ORGANIZATION

The j)roposed Metropolitan Council 1996 Work Progratn‘ and Budget addresses Council priorities

- . outlined in the Regional BIuepnnt the policy document adopted in September 1994 that directs

. the Council’s work.

- This proposed budget is the first developed under the new structure for the Councﬂ, which _
resulted from the Metropolitan Reorganization Act of 1994. This legislation dramatically changed
regional government by merging four separate regional agencies — the Metropolitan Council, the
Regional Transit Board, the Metropolitan Transit Commission and the Metropolitan Waste
Control Commission ~ into one new Metropolitan Council. The goal of this legislation was to
combine and strengthen regional planning and delivery of services. The new Metropolitan
- Council now has broader responsibilities than in the past, but must accomphsh its goals in an
atmosphere of dnmmshmg resources.

| The primary objective of the new, merged Metropolitan Council is to maintain and enhance the
service of the regional agencies to their respective customers, clients and stakeholders while -

unprovmg accountablhty to the Ieglslature and governor and improving the cost effecuve delivery . - o

of service.
Roi_e

The Minnesota Legislature created the Metropolitan Council in 1967, defining the agency’s role in-
MS 473. The Council’s role was broadened as 2 result of 1994 leglslatmn, under which the h
Council now conducts long-range planmng and operates direct services in transit and wastewater
collection and treatment. The agency’s area of jurisdiction, under MS 473, is the Twin Cities
area, consnstmg of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepm, Ramsey, Scott and Washington Counties. '

The Council now performs the roles prewously carried out by four regional agencies: The :
Council, the Regional Transit Board, the Metropolitan Transit Commission and the Metropolltan
Waste Control Commission. The Council’s responsxbxlmes include:

. Conducting long-range, comprehensive planning (for airports, economic _

development, housing, land use, regxonal finance, parks, water quahty and supply,
‘ and transportation).

. Working with other local unity of government and approving their comprehenmve_ '
plans to ensure that their planning is consistent with the Council’s plans and the
plans of their neighbors.

. Operating the regional sewage collection and treatment system

. Operating the regional transit system.

‘¢ Administering the Metro Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) and
' formmg joint powers agreements with other housing redevelopment agencies
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Regional Blueprint

- In September 1994, the Council adopted the Regwnal Blueprint, a planmng policy document that
- serves as both a roadmap for the future and a call for action designed to achieve the follomng
goals:

. Econormc growth and job creation through a reglonal economic strategy.
* ~  Reinvestment in distressed areas of the region.

»  Expanded life-cycle housmg opportunities and housing choices for lower-income =~~~
people throughout the region.

. A strengthened sense of community.

. Preservation of the natural environment. '

. Sound regional public infrastructure investments supportmg business growth and -
overall regional development.

By seeking out partnerships and looking for opportunities to collaborate with other governmental
units and the private sector, the Council implements its Blueprint. The Council sets policy on the
provision of transit and sewer service, and on land use through long-range plans. Other regional
‘agencies must, by law, follow the Council’s policies and local governments must prepare -
comprehensive plans consistent with the Council’s plans. '

Membership
The Council has 16 members, hppointed by the governor from equal;poplﬂati_on districts

. throughout the seven-county metropolitan area. Members serve at the governor’s pleasure and
must live in the district they represent. The governor also appoints the Council Chair, the 17th

- member, which is an at-large position that also serves at the governor’s pleasure. Current

Metropolitan Council members are listed on page 2-4.
Policy-making Structure )

- Page 2-5 shows is a chart of the Council’s policy-making structure. The Council accomplishes its
goals by working through its standing committees: Transportation, Community Development,
Environment and Finance. The Council receives input on policy issues through its advisory
committees. In addition, the Council works closely with the Metropolitan Radio Board and other
regional commissions, Metropolitan Sports Facilities Commission, Metropolitan Airports
Commission and Parks and Open Space Commission.

Metropolitan Council Organization
The Council is organized into four major divisions: Transportation, Community Development,

Environmental Services, and Administration with the Chair and Regional Administrator providing

22



the direction and leadership to the organization. The policy unit develops the procedure and
monitors the implementation of the Regional Blueprint. The Transportation and Environmental
Services divisions contain the Council’s operating units: transit operations and wastewater
services.

The Community Development Division includes the Metro Housing and Redevelopment
Authority (HRA), Parks and Open Spaces, Local Assistance, Housing Planning, and the Public
Safety Radio project. The Council’s organization is shown in the chart that follows. Page 2-6isa
chart of the Council organization.-
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" The Council members and their districts are as follows: Chair — Curtis Johnson

1 —- Roger Scherer, 5 — Neil Peterson, 9 — David Hartley, 13 — Diane Z. (DeDe) Wolfson,
Plymouth Bloomington St. Paul

2 — Bill Schreiber, 6 — Martha M. Head, - 10 — Rick Packer, 14 ~- Stephen B. Wellington, Jr.,

" Brooklyn Park Minneapolis Coon Rapids St. Paul '

3 — Mary H. Smith, 7 — Barbara Butts Williams, 11 — Esther Newcome, 15 — Kevin Howe,
‘Wayzata Minneapolis ' White Bear Lake Mendota Heights

4 — Julius C. Smith, 8 — Carol A. Kumnmer, 12 — Charles Arnason, -16 — Terrence F. Flower,
Chaska Minneapolis - Marine Hastings
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rMetropolitan Council Policymaking Structure

February 1995

Chalir's
Advisory Committee ' ' R
Metropolitan Council Regional Commissions
17 members
Curt Johnson, Chair
Regilonal
Administrator
. Metropolitan Metropblltan
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Standing Committees :
Parks and
Open Space * -
Community - _ :
Development Transportaﬂo# Environment Finance
Advisory Committees
Transportation .
Minority Issues MeFro HRA Advisory Board Land U,sg

¢ Staff support provided lo Commission hy Metropolitan Council.

** The Metropolitan Council has budget approval and Issues bonds for the commission.
*** The Metropolitan Council reviews the capital budget and approves certain projects,

q: Metropolitan Council

Mears Park Centre

230 East Fifth Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1634
{612) 291-6359  Fax 291-6464
TDDATTY 291-0904

Metro Info Line 229-3780
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—Metropolitan Council Organization .

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Administrative Assistant
J. Opsahl

Chalir, Curt Johnson

Intergovernmental Relations

Metropolitan Council

Legal-General Counsel
J. Heffern

* Internal Audit |

Sally Evert ] R. Rahiman
|
Equal Opportunity Regional Administrator M— Office of Commuriications
Diversily Team J. Solem J. Hohmann
Assoclate
Iluman Resources Reglonal Administirator Administration
B. Auld (rcung " R. Johnson R. Johnson
Finance Budget and
B, Widstrom- Evaluation
Policy /Blueprint Anderson T. Fleetham
Development and
Implementation Infor mation Administrative
- Research f{e*r:c:: Services
- GIS — :
Transportation Community Development Environmental Services
C. Rapp ‘ H. Boyer
| Transportation HRA and Local Environmental
Transit ) Parks and Wastewaler
and Transit Operations Housing Open Space Assistance Planning and Services
Development T. McElveen - C. Ballentine Evaluation
T. Sather B. Moore
N. Diaz D. Madore (Acting :
Economic
7 , Development Radio Board" Management
Metro Mobility implementation Services

J. Erickson (Acting)
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
PROPOSED 1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FINANCIAL SUMMARY/FISCAL ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

Two objectives of the unified capital planning process that are addressed in this section are:

. To provide a consolidated five-year summary of recommended capital expenditures and
capital financing plans; and
. To provide information on the fiscal impacts of the recommended capital plans.

A consolidated summary of recommended 1996-2000 capital expenditures and capital ﬁna}ncing
is presented first, followed by an analysis of the fiscal impacts of the recommended capital plans.

Capital impfovement programs have been prepared for parks and open space, transit and
environmental services by the appropriate operating division of the Council. Information from
these individual capital improvement programs has been summarized in this section.

. Capital improvement programs are in various stages of development. The Environmental
Services Division has a well established capital planning process that develops a long-range 20-
year capital improvement plan, a five-year capital improvement program and an annual capital
budget. Likewise, the Council and the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Comunission have a
well established process for identifying and prioritizing capital projects for the regional
recreation open system and biennially prepare a ten-year capital improvement program that
provides the basis for state funding requests. The capital planning process for transit facilities is
undergoing change. The Transportation Division is currently developing a process for soliciting
and prioritizing transit capital projects. A list of transit capital funding requests has been
assembled from transit providers, but the total requests exceed anticipated capital funding by a
substantial margin.- ' :

Capital spending and capital financing through regional debt have a direct, although delayed
impact on the Council’s operating budget and operating revenues, particularly property taxes and
sewer service charges. The fiscal impact analysis looks at the impact of the recommended capital
expenditures and capital financing on annual debt service requirements and on the property taxes
and sewer service charges that need to be raised by the Council. The fiscal analysis also looks at
the ability of the region’s households to pay for these capital investments using two ability to pay
measures. ‘
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SUMMARY OF CAPITAL' EXPENDITURES AND CAPITAL FINANCING

This section provides a consolidated picture of proposed 1996-2000 capital expenditures and
capital financing. The graphics also provide information on capital expenditures and capital
financing back to 1988 so that long-term trends are illustrated.

Proposed Capital Expenditures -

The combined 1996-2000 capital improvement programs for parks and open space, transit and
environmental services propose investing $726 million in regional facilities over the next five
years.

Figure 1 shows the proposed capital expenditures for each functional area. Environmental
services capital projects account for 53 percent of the total, transit projects account for 35 percent
of the total and parks and open space capital projects account for the remaining 12 percent.

Figure 2 shows the trend in capital expenditures between 1988 and 2000, based on the proposed
capital improvement programs. Capital spending tends to fluctuate from year to year, depending
on the need for particular capital projects and on construction or procurement schedules.
Proposed annual capital expenditures between 1996 and 2000 range between $120 million and
$179 million, and average $145 million per year.

The Environmental Services Division is proposing to invest $385 million in capital facilities in
the 1996-2000 period, an average of $77 million per year. Annual capital expenditures range
between $56 million and $99 million. Capital investments are made to develop and maintain a
system of regional interceptors and treatment works and related facilities. During the 1996-2000
period, approximately 69 percent of the proposed capital spending will be on treatment works
projects and 31 percent on interceptor projects. An estimated 28 percent of the capital
investment during the five year period will be on rehabilitation projects to maintain existing
facilities.

‘The Transportation Division is proposing to invest $257 million in transit capital equipment and
facilities in the 1996-2000 period, an average of $51 million per year. Annual capital
expenditures range between $67 million and $33 million. The proposed capital expenditures for
transit are resource constrained and are based on regional borrowing of $25 million per year
between 1996 and 2000. The Transportation Division has received requests from transit
providers for 1996-2000 capital investments totaling approximately $366 million, or $109
million more than would be available if the Council issued $25 million per year in regional
transit bonds. Capital investments are made to replace transit vehicles and to develop and
maintain public facilities and support facilities/equipment. Public facilities include transit hubs,
park and ride lots, shelters, lighting and other facilities aimed toward providing safe and
convenient access to transit services and enhancing transfer opportunities. Support facilities and
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Metropolitan Council
1996-2000 Proposed Capital Investments

Parks (83,933,000)

Transit (257,259,000)

‘Envir Serv (384,685,000)

Figure 1
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Metropolitan Council
1988-2000 Capital Spending by Purpose

200

Dollars
(Millions)

Transit
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Year

Figure 2
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equipment include garage and office facilities, computer and communication equipment and
other capital equipment.

The Community Development Division prepared a 1996-2005 Regional Recreation Open Space
Capital Improvement Program that was adopted by the Council in mid-1995. The ten-year CIP
covers the next 5 legislative bienniums and is resource constrained to reflect anticipated federal
and state funding and regional bonding. Based on the first half of the ten-year capital
improvement program, the Community Development Division is proposing to invest $84 million
" in regional recreation open space capital facilities, an average of $17 million per year. Capital
projects include land acquisition, development of new park facilities and redevelopment of
existing regional park facilities. An estimated 22 percent of the capital investment during the
five year period will be on redevelopment projects to maintain existing facilities.

Proposed Capital Financing

Capital financing for the Council’s capital improvement program comes from federal and state
capital grants, regional borrowing and other sources. Regional borrowing includes the issuance
of long-term general obligation and revenue debt and loans from the state Public Facilities
Authority for wastewater services facilities.

Figure 3 shows the relative importance of each funding source in financing the proposed 1996-
2000 capital investments. Federal and state capital funds each provide approximately 11 percent
of the necessary capital financing, while other miscellaneous sources provide less than 1 percent.
A substantial portion of the capital ﬁnancmg (78 percent) will need to be raised through regional
borrowing. :

The Council anticipates receiving approximately $76.4 million in federal capital grants to fund
transit capital projects and, to a lesser extent, parks and open space projects. The Transportation
Division estimates that $72 million in federal funding will be available to fund transit facilities in
the 1996-2000 period. Federal funding for regional transit facilities is expected to decline over
the five year period, reducing the level of capital investment that the Council will be able to
make annually. The recreation open space capital improvement program assumes that the
Council will receive approximately $4.4 million in federal transportation funding during the five
year period to finance regional park trails.

The combined capital improvement programs include approximately $77 million in state capital
funds to finance transit and parks and open space projects. The transit capital improvement
program includes a replacement garage for the Snelling Garage, contingent on receiving $30
million in state funding. The recreation open space capital improvement program was developed
based on funding partnership between the State and the Metropolitan Council. The combined
capital improvement program includes $47 million in state funding from state bonds and from
the Environmental Trust Fund.
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The Environmental Services Division capital improvement program assumes no federal or state
funding and is financed entirely through reglonal borrowing and, to a lessor extent, transfers of
positive annual (operating) budget variances. :

‘The Transportation Division capital improvement program assumes approximately $72 million in
federal funding (28 percent), $30 million in state funding for the Snelling Garage replacement
(12 percent) and $3.2 million from other miscellaneous sources (1 percent}. The remaining $152
million (59 percent) of capital financing would be provided through regional borrowing.

The Recreation Open Space capital improvement program for the 1996-2000 period assumes
approximately $4.4 million (5 percent) federal funding and $47 million (56 percent) state

- funding, with the remaining $33 million (39 percent) in capital financing provided by regional
borrowing.

Figure 4 shows the trends in capital financing between 1988 and 2000. Federal, state and other
funding sources tend to fluctuate somewhat from year to year, but regional borrowing ﬂuctuates
the most in response to annual changes in capital spending and investment.

Proposed Regional Bbrrowing

To the extent that the Council must borrow to finance its capital improvement programs, capital
investments in regional facilities affect annual debt service payments as the Council makes
principal and interest payments on the bonds and loans. In turn, annual debt service payments
affect the Council’s operating budget and the amount of property taxes and sewer service fees
that need to be collected from the region’s households.

' A substantial portion (78 percent) of the proposed 1996-2000 capital investments by the Council
will need to be financed with regional borrowing. Figure 5 shows the relative share of regional
borrowing by each of the areas with capital investments. The combined capital improvement
programs proposed regional borrowing between 1996 and 2000 of $574 million, an average of
$115 million per year. Environmental Services borrowing accounts for 67 percent of the total
borrowing, transit borrowing accounts for 26 percent and parks and open space borrowing
accounts for the remaining 6 percent. Because the Environmental Services Division capital
investments are financing almost entirely through regional borrowing, the Division’s share of
total regional borrowing is higher than its share of capital expenditures.

Figure 4 shows the trend in regional borrowing between 1988 and 2000. Regional borrowing for
environmental services capital projects tends to fluctuate from year to year. While transit and
parks borrowing is more consistent during the 1996-2000 period, average annual borrowing for
transit and parks is proposed at levels higher than have occurred in the recent past.
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The Environmental Services Division capital improvement program requires regional borrowing
of approximately $383 million during the 1996-2000 period, an average of $77 million per year.
The Division utilizes loans from the state Public Facilities Authority (PFA) to the maximum
extent possible to take advantage of lower interest rates. During the five year period, an
_estimated $258 million in PFA loans will be utilized, providing financing for 66 percent of the
- capital program. The remaining $125 million in capital financing will provided through the
issuance of general obligation bonds supported by sewer serv1ce revenues.

The Transportation Division capltal improvement program includes $152 million in regional
bonding.  The total includes $125 million ($25 million per year) in new regional transit bonding -
that would need to authorized by the State Legislature and $14 million in existing regional transit
bonding authority. The total also includes $13 million in regional bonding authorized to finance
the Metropolitan Council Transit Operations’ share of the backbone elements of the 800
megahertz radio system. :

The Recreation Open Space capital improvement program includes $33 million in regional
borrowing, an average of $6.6 million per year. The regxonal borrowing provides a 40 percent
match for state funding for reglonal parks.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF REGIONAL BORROWING

This section provides a consolidated picture of the fiscal impacts of the proposed 1996-2000
capital improvement program on the Council’s operating budget and on taxes and fees paid by
the region. When the Council undertakes long-term borrowing, it repays principal and interest
over a period of from 3 to 20 years. As a result, the borrowing affects the debt service
-component of the annual operating budget and the level of property taxes and user fees raised by
the Council. Because there tends to be a one-year lag in the impact of a particular issue on debt
service payments, this section looks at the impact of the 1996-2000 capital 1mprovement program
over the 1997 to 2001 period.

Changes in the Council’s annual debt service, property taxes and user fees need to be considered
in the context of inflation and regional growth in households, income and market values.
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The foreéasts for these measures for the five-year period from 1997-2001 are:

1997-2001 Forecast

_ (Annual Average Change)
Households | / | L 141%
Consumer Price Index _ . 3.52%

- Personal Income per Household 3.52%
Total Personal Income - 4.98%
Market Values per Household | 3.52%
Total Market Value ' | 4.98%

Annual Debt Service Payments

Figure 7 and Figure 8 show the impact of the proposed 1996-2000 capital improvement program
on annual debt service payments. Figure 7 shows the impact of existing and new (post-1995)
regional borrowing on debt service. Figure 8 shows the impact of each component of the capital
improvement program on annuai debt service payments.

The Council’s annual debt service payments are expected in increase faster than inflation
between 1997-2001 as a result of proposed regional borrowing from 1996-2000. Overall, annual
debt service payments are expected to increase from $82.8 million in 1996 to $120 million in
2001, reflecting an annual percentage increase of 7.6 percent. This annual percentage increase in
significantly above the projected annual inflation rate over the period of 3.5 percent.

Each of the components of the capital improvement program contribute to this increase in the
Council’s annual debt service payments, although in differing degrees. Both the transit and parks
and open space capital programs proposed regional borrowing at levels higher than in the past,
resulting in increased debt service levels. '

The parks and open space capital improvement program anticipates that the Council will issue
approximately $6.5 million each year in five-year bonds, creating a revolving borrowing program
that provides a 40 percent match to state parks funding and utilizes the Council’s existing
regional parks bonding authority. Annual debt service resulting from this capital financing
program will increase from $3.5 million in 1996 to $9.3 million in 2001, an annwal percentage
increase of 22 percent.

The transit capital improvement program assumes that the Council will receive legislative
authority to issue $125 million in transit bonds over the five-year period and will use that
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authorization to finance transit capitai projects. Annual debt service resulting from this capital
financing program will increase from $16.8 million in 1996 to $27.7 million in 2001, an annual
percentage increase of 10.5 percent.

The environmental services capital improvement program will increase annual debt service |
payments from $62.6 million in 1996 to $82.1 million in 2001, an annual percentage increase of
5.6 percent.

Annual Property Taxes and User Fees for Operations and Debt Service

Figure 9 and Figure 10 show the impact of the proposed 1996-2000 capital improvement

program on Council property taxes and sewer service charges. These are the Council taxes and
fees that impact the typical household in the region. To get a complete picture of trends in '
property taxes and sewer service charges, these figures look at the combined effect of operations
and debt service on taxes and fees. The Environmental Services Division forecasts operating
expenses and current sewer service charges as part of its fiscal analysis of the capital
improvement program. Property taxes for transit operations and general operations were forecast
for the 1997-2001 period to estimate the final component of the tax and user fee picture. -

Figure 9 shows the impact of operations and debt service on property taxes and sewer service
charges.

The combinéd total of Council property taxes and sewer service fees is forecast to increase faster
than inflation but slower than total regional income between 1997-2001 as a resuit of proposed
regional borrowing from 1996-2000. Overall, property taxes and sewer service charges are
expected to increase from $251 million in 1996 to $313 million in 2001, reflecting an annual
percentage increase of 4.5 percent. This annual percentage increase is.above the projected annual
inflation rate over the period of 3.5 percent but less than the projected annual growth in regional
personal income of 5 percent. - :

Projected changes in annual debt service payments have a greater impact on property taxes and
sewer service charges than projected changes in operations. Property taxes and sewer service
charges supporting Council operations are expected in increase at a moderate 2.9 percent annual
rate, from $185 million in 1996 to $213 million in 2001. Property taxes and sewer service
charges supporting Council debt service are expected to increase at a 8.4 percent annual rate,
from $67 million in 1996 to $100 million in 2001.

Figure 10 shows the impact of each component of the Council where capital improvement
program activities affect taxes or user fees.

_ Property taxes for the general operations of the Council are expected to increase from $20
million in 1996 to $23 million in 2001, a moderate 2.6 percent annual rate. General operations
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property tax levies include the Council’s levy for general operations, levies for the Livable
Communities program and levies for debt service on ontstanding solid waste bonds. Property
taxes for parks debt service are projected to increase from $3.5 million in 1996 to $9.3 million in
2001, an average annual rate of 22 percent. Combining parks debt service levies with other
Council general levies, the average annual increase between 1997-2001 is projected to be 6.4
percent. :

Transit property taxes include separate levies for transit operations and debt service. Overall,
transit property tax levies are projected to increase from $88 million in 1996 to $111 million in
2001, a 4.8 percent increase. Debt service property taxes are projected to increase 10.5 percent
annually, from $17 million in 1996 to $28 million in 2001, while the transit operating levy is
projected to increase 3.2 percent annually, from $71 million in 1996 to $83 million in 2001.

Current sewer service charges raised by the Environmental Services Division are projected to
increase from $140 million in 1996 to $170 million in 2001, an average annual increase of 4
percent. The increases in sewer service charges comply with the sewer rate policy. Current
sewer service charges supporting annual debt service are projected to increase 6.1 percent
annually, while sewer service charges supporting operations are projected to increase at a 2.8
percent annual rate. -

Impact on the Region’s Ability to Pay

Two indicators were used to measure the region’s ability to pay property taxes and sewer service
charges resulting from the proposed 1996-2000 capital improvement program. The first forecasts
growth in regional personal income and looks at taxes and user fees as a percent of regional
income. Personal income is a broad measure of income and represents the regional income base
available to pay taxes and user fees. Total regional personal income is projected to grow at an
average annual rate of 5 percent between 1997 and 2001 as a result of both regional economic
growth and inflation. The forecast is conservative in that it assumes no real growth in personal
income per household. The second estimates the impact of the Council’s property taxes and
sewer service charges on a typical household in constant 1995 dollars.

Table 11 and Table 12 measure Council property taxes and sewer service charges as a percent of
regional personal income. The percent has fluctuated around 0.35 percent (one-third of one
percent) since 1988 and is projected to stay at that level through 2001. The percent related to
annual debt service has grown slightly over the period, but the overall change has been
moderated by a reduction in the percent attributable to operations.

Table 13 and Table 14 measure the impact of Council property taxes and sewer service charges
on a $100,000 residential homestead in constant 1995 dollars. This measure shows increases in
the annual tax and user fee payments by this typical household in constant 1995 doliars, although
the impact is small. Council property taxes and sewer service charges totaled approximately

P
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$172 in 1995 and are projected to increase to approximately $194 dollars (constant 1995 dollars)
in 1999. The increase reflects increases in annual debt service payments, as well as increases
resulting from implementation of the Livable Communities Act. The components affecting the
1995 to 1999 change (in constant 1995 dollars) are shown in the table on the next page. Property
taxes and sewer service charges supporting debt service account for over 90 percent of the $21.23
increase between 1995 and 1999. The major components causing an increase are transit debt
service ($12.82), Livable Communities ($7.23), environmental services debt service ($3.88) and
parks and open space debt service ($3.24).
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Components of 1995-1999 Change in
Council’s Tax and User Fee Impact on
$100,000 Residential Homestead

General:
Livable Communities
Parks Debt Service
Solid Waste Debt Service
General Operating
Subtotal

Transit:
Operations

| Debt Service
Subtotal

- Environmental Services: .
Operations
Debt Service
Subtotal

Combined:
Operations
Debt Service

Total

1995-1999 Change
(Constant 1995 Dollars)

$ 7.23
3.24
(0.33)

0.28)
9.86

12.82

13.63

(6.14)
3.88

(2.26)

1.62
19.61
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‘Table 1

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS
.
_ Five-Year
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Federal _ ‘
Transit 27,512,000 19,500,000 11,500,000 6,500,000 7,000,000 | 72,012,000
Parks and Open Space 965,000 965,000 430,000 430,000 1,570,000 4,360,000
Subtotal-Federal 28,477,000 20,465,000 11,930,000 6,930,000 8,570,000 § 76,372,000
State
Transit (Snelling Repl.) _ 0 10,000,000 15,000,000 5,000,000 0| 30000000
Parks and Open Space 10,262,000 10,262,000 9,450,000 9,450,000 7,555,000 | 46,979,000
Subtotal-State 10,262,000 20,262,000 | 24,450,000 14,450,000 7,555,000 | 76,979,000
Regional Borrowing
Transit
Existing Authority 14,000,000 0 0 ¢ 0 14,006,000
Nevw Authority 25,000,000 25,000,000 | 25,000,000 25,000,000 | 25,000,000 125,000,000ﬂ
800 Megahertz Radio 0 2,000,000 11,000,600 0 0 13,000,000
Environmental Services
General Obligation Bonds 15,900,000 13,400,000 | 39,100,000 32,000,000 | 24,300,000 124,700,000
PFA Loans 38,000,000 50,000,000 | 60,000,000 60,000,000 | 50,000,000 | 258,000,000
Parks and Open Space 8,365,000 6,550,000 6,550,000 6,550,000 4,825,000 | 32,840,000
Subtotal-Reg. Borrowing 101,265,000 | 96,950,000 | 141,650,000 | 123,550,000 | 104,125,000 | 567,540,000
Other Sources
Transit 602,000 699,000 643,000 649,000 649,000 3,247,000
Environmental Services 2,000,000 ¢ 0 0 0 2,000,000
Subtotal-Other Sources 2,602,0od 699,000 648,000 649,000 649,000 5,247,000
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Table 1
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS

Five-Year
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total
Total Capital Financing
Transit 67,114,000 | 57,199,000 | 63,148,000 | 37,149,000 32,649,000 | 257,259,000
Envir(;nmental Services 55,900,000 | 63,400,000 | 99,100,000 | 92,000,000 | 74,300,000 | 384,700,000
Parks and Open Space 19,592,000 | 17,777,000 16,430,000 16,430,000 | 13,950,000 | 84,179.000
Total Sources 142,606,000 | 138,376,000 | 178,678,000 | 145,579,000 | 120,899,000 | 726,138,000
Total Capital Expenditures
Transit 67,114,000 | 57,199,000 | 63,148,000 | 37,149,000 | 32,649,000 | 257,259,000
Environmental Services 55,900,000 ‘63,400,000 99,100,000 | 92,000,000 | 74,300,000 | 384,700,000
Parks and Open Space 19,542,000 17,727,600 | 16,378,000 | 16,378,000 13,908,000 | 83,933,000
Total Expenditures 142,556,000 | 138,326,000 | 178,626,000 | 145,527,000 | 120,857,000 { 725,892,000
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Table 2

ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE PROJECTIONS

_ 1996-2001
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Annual Rate
Transit
Existing 12,393,718 11,856,097 10,148,406 9,541,189 9,325,378 3,732,268 3,734,177
New 0 4,946,517 1 1,743,20(; 14,536,240 19,210,735 22,317,698 23,942,284
| Subtotal-Transit 12,393,718 16,802,614 21,891,606 24,077,429 28,536,113 26,049,966 27,676,461 10.50%
Environmental Services
Existing 58,310,464 62,550,644 64,926,167 63,722,250 61,388,229 58,109,791 53,319,648
New 0 0 1,386,_234 6,568,372 13,119,307 20,867,674 B 28,816,567
Subtotal-Envir Serv 58,310,464 62,550,644 66,312,401 70,290,622 | 74,507,536 78,977,465 82,136,215 5.60%
Parks and Open Space
Existing 2,710,787 2,721,696 2,712;996 2,719,099 2,596,448 1,399,973 1,382,333
New 0 722,876 ' 2,720,039 4,303,960 5,901,154 7,502,260 7,932,189
Subtotal 2,710;787 3,450,572 : 5,433,055 7,023,059 8,497,602 8,902,233 9,314,522 '21.97% .
. Solid Waste
Existing 917,189 ] 460,622 . 464,901 462,564 464,160 459,120
Combined B
Existing 74,332,158 77.134,437 78,248,191 76,447,439 73,772,619 63,706,192 58,895,278
New 0 5,669,393 15849473 § 25,408,572 | 38,231,196 50,687,632 60,691,040
Total 74,332,158 82,803,830 .94,097;664 - 101,856,011 112,003,815 114,393,824 119,586,318 7.63%




Table 3

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
PROPERTY TAX AND USER FEE PROJECTIONS

1996-2001
1995 1996 1997 . 1998 1959 2000 2001 | Annual Rate
General
General Operations 8,924,609 9,024,609 9,205,101 9,389,203 9,576,987 9,768,527 9,963,898 2.00%
Livable Communities - 0 11,289,890 | 11,500,353 11,81'1,809 12,132,101 12,460,093 12,698,816 2.38%
1 Solid Waste Debt Service 917,189 0 460,622 464,901 462,564 464,160 459,120
{ Subtotal-Genesal 0,841,798 | 20,314,499 | 21,166,076 | 21,665913 | 22,171,652 | 22,692,780 | 23,121,834 2.62%
'fransit
- Operations 68,344,726 | 71,077,583 | 73,447,031 ' 75,812,188 | 78,275,061 80,745,869 | 83,337,666 3.23%
Debt Service 12,393,718 16,802,614 | 21,891,606 24,077,429 28,536,113 | 26,049,966 | 27',676;461 10.50%
Subtotal-Transit 80,738,444 | 87,880,197 ] 95,338,637 | 99,889,617 | 106,811,174 | 106,795,835 | 111,014,127 4,78%
Environmental Services
Operations 91,041,230 | 93,373,124 | 96,246,451 96,820.471 98,298,305 { 101,594,857 | 107,302,747 2.82%
| Debt Service 43,703,854 | 46,426,670 | 49,844,233 | 53,524,203 | 57,878,259 | 59,861,554 | 62,531,158 6.14%
Subtotal-Envir Serv 134,745,084 . 139,799,794 | 146,090,684 150.344,674 156,176,564 | 161,456,411 | 169,833,905 397%
Parks and Open Space
Debt Service - 2,710,787 3,450,572 5,433,035 7,023,059 | 8,497,602 8,902,233 9,314,522 21.97%
Combined ~
Operations 168,310,565 | 184,765,206 | 190,398,936 | 193,833,672 | 198,282,453 | 204,569,347 | 213,303,127 291%
Debt Service 59,725,548 | 66,679,856 | 77,629,496 | 85,089,592 | 95,374,538 | 95277513 | 99,981,261 8.44%
Total 251,445,062 | 268,028,432 | 278,923,264 | 293,656,991 | 299,847,260 | 313,284,388 4.50%
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Tabie 4

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
_ PROPERTY TAXES/USER FEES AS A
PERCENT OF REGIONAL PERSONAL INCOME

: ‘ A 1996-2001
1995 1996 1997 1998 | 1999 2000 2001 | Annual Rate
Regional Income ($Billions) 66.395 | 69466 | 72741 | 76.154 | 79.632 | 84.065 | 88.553 4.98%
Reg Income per Household 70,558 -72,815 75,145 | 77,550 | 80,032 | 83,233 { 86,562 3.52%
General
-Operations 0.013% | 0.029% | 0.028% | 0.028% | 0.027% | 0.026% | 0.026%
Debt Service 0.001% 0.000% 0.001% { 0.001% | 0.001% | 0.001% | 0.001%
Subtotal-Generai 0.015% | 0.029% | 0.029% | 0.028% | 0.028% [ 0.027% | 0.026%
Transit _
Operﬁﬁons 0.103% | 0.102% | 0.101% | 0.100% | 0.098% | 0.096% | 0.094%
Debt Service 0.019% | 0.024% | 0.030% | 0.032% | 0.036% | 0.031% | 0.031%
Subtotal-Transit 0.122% | 0.127% | 0.131% | 0.131% 6.134% 0.127% | 0.125% )
| Environmental Services |
| Operations 0.137% | 0.134% | 0.132% | 0.127% | 0.123% | 0.121% | 0.121% |
Debt Service 0.066% | 0.067% | 0.069% | 0.070% | 0.073% { 0.071% | 0.071%
Subtotal-Envir Serv 0.203% 0.201% | 0.201% | 0.197% | 0.196% | 0.192% { 0.192%
Parks and Open Space
. Debt Service 0.004% | 0.005% | 0.007% { 0.009% | 0.011% | 0.011% | 0.011%
Combined _
Operations 0.254% | 0266% | 0.262% { 0.255% | 0.249% | 0.243% | 0.241%
Debt Service 0.090% | 0.096% | 0.107% | 0.112% | 0.120% | 0.1 13% | 0.113%
Total 0.343% | 0.362% | 0.368% | 0.366% | 0.369% | 0.357% 0.354%
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PROPERTY TAX/USER FEE ANNUAL IMPACT ON

Table 5
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL.

A $100,000 RESIDENTIAL HOMESTEAD

‘ 1996-2001

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 | Annuat Rate
Market Yaluem 100,000 { - 103,200 | 106,502 | 109,910 | 113428 | 117,057 | 120,803 3.20%
Taxable Value 1,280 1,344 1,410 1,478 1,549 1,621 1,696 4.76%
General
Operations 5.98 5.88 5.82 5.76 571 5.55 5.41 -1.67%
Livable Communitiés .0.00 7.36 7.27 7.25 7.23 7.08 6.89 -1.30%

| Solid Waste Debt 0.61 0.00 0.29 .0.29 0.28 0.26 0.25 ..

Subtotal-General | 6.59 13.24 13.39 13.30 13.21 12.89 12.55 -1.07%
Transit )
Operétions 50.03 50.57 | 5067 50,74 50.83 5002 49.29 0.51%
Debt Service 11.86 14.58 19.42 21.40 24.68 . 22.23 2245 9.02%
Subiotal-Transit: 61.88 65.15 70.08 72.14 75.51 72.25 71.74 1.95%
Environmental -
Services
Operations 68.95 67.76 66.94 64.54 62.81 61.89 62.24 -1.69%
Debt Service 33.10 33.69 34.67 35.68 36.98 36.46 . 36.27 1.49%
Subtotal-Envir Serv 102.05 101.46 101.60 100.22 99.79 98.35 1 98.51 -0.59%
Parks and Open Space .
Debt Service 1.82 2.25 3.44 4.31 5.06 5.06 5.05 17.59%
Combined
Operations 124.96 131.57 130.70 128.29 126.57 124.53 123.83 -1.21%
Debt Service 47.39 50.‘52 57.81 61.68 67.00 64.01 64.02 4.85%
Total 172.35 182.09 188.51 189.97 193.58 188.55 187.85 0.62%
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Metropolitan Council
Unified 1996 Capital Program

The 1996 Metropolitan Council Capital Program includes capital budget authorizations for
Transit, Environmental Services and Parks and Open Space . Capital authorization is maintained
for each active capital project until the project is completed, although capital expenditures on the
project may occur over several years. Requested changes in capital authorizations include new
capital projects and adjustments to previously approved projects.

The 1996 capital program is summarized as follows:

Environmental Parks and
Transit Services Open Space Combined

1995 Capital Program

195,899,121

145,495,200

29,067,500

370,461,821

Projected 1997+ Expenditures

21,216,895

79,067,256

1996 Proposed Capital Program 199,017,347 194,037,293 29,067,500 422,122,140
Projects on Hold (41,196,518) 0 0] (41,196,518)
1996 Active Capital Projects 157,820,829 194,037,293 29,067,500 - 380,925,622
Expenditure Schedule:

Estimated Expenditures through 1995 95,667,189 59,015,083 12,012,500

3,390,300

166,694,772

103,674,951

Total Expenditures, Active Projects

157,820,829

194,037,293

29,067,500

380,925,622

Requested changes in capital program authorizations for 1996 total $ 51,660,319, including
$ 9,627,133 in new capital projects and $ 42,033,186 in adjustments to previously authorized

capital projects.

Based on cash flow projections, an estimated $166,694,772, or 44 percent of the 1996 active
capital program authority will have been expended by the end of 1995. New requests and

existing anthorizations will lead to an estimated $214,230,850 in future capital expenditures,
including projected 1996 capital budget expenditures of $110,555,899.
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Metropolitan Council Capital Program Summary

Current 1995 Proposed 1996 Active Projected Projected
Capital Program Requested | Capital Program | Authorization | 1996 Capital | Expenditures | 1996 Budget 1997+
Authorization Changes Authorization On-Hold | Authorization | through 1995 | Expenditures | Expenditures
Transit:
MCTO
Fleet Modernization 84,265,948 3,654,800 87,920,748 0 87,920,748 56,510,748 | = 18,810,000 12,600,000
Support Facilities 135,339,495 598,740 35,938,235 | (30,713,489) 5,224,746 4,322,168 | 902,578 0
Public Facilities 33,573,167 | (2.917,122) 30,656,045- (10,227,815) | - 20,428,230 12,912,100 6,646,130 370,000
Computerization 16,589,639 | (2,472,712) 14,116,927 (255,214 13,861,713 5,990,803 2,442,910 5,428,000
Other Cﬁpital Equip. 14,109,365 | (1,709,613) 12,399,752 0 12,399,752 7.455,009 4,944,743 0
Subtotal-MCTO 183,877,614 | (2,845,907) 181,031,707 | (41,196,518) | 139,835,189 87,190,828 33,746,361 18,898,000
Metro Mobility -
Fleet Modernization 0| 5964133 5,964,133 0 5,964,133 459,729 4,524,288 980,116
Other Providers |
Fleet Modernization 3,073,502 0 3,073,502 0 3,07'3,502 2,675,544 . 38,560 359,398
Public Facilities 8,948,005 0 8,948,005 0 8,948,005 5,341,088 2,627,536 979,381
“Subtotal-Other 12,021,507 0 12,021,507 0 12,021,507 8,016,632 2,666,096 1,338,779
Providers .
Total-Transit 195,899,121 (41,196,518) | 157,820,829 95,667,189 21,216,895

199,017,347




Metropolitan Council Capital Program Summary

Current 1995 Proposed 1996 Active Projected Projected
Capital Program Requested | Capital Program | Authorization | 1996 Capital | Expenditures | 1996 Budget 1997+
Authorization Changes Authorization On-Hold | Authorization | through 1995 | Expenditures | Expenditures
Environmental Services:
‘Previously Auth. Projects 89,065,700 0 89,065,700 0 89,065,700 37,584,691 27,944,361 23,536,648
Projects with Changes: |
Step II Design 8,900,000 | (4,900,000 | 4,000,000 0 4,000,000 1,898,989 1,400,000 701,011
Moving to Step II Design 200,000 1,400,000 1,600,000 0 1,600,000 136,731 650,000 813,269
Step III Construction 2,250,000 (300,000) 1,950,000 0 1,950,000 1,825,000 75,000 50,000
Moving to Step III Const 21,200,000 | 55,700,000 76,900,000 0 76,900,000 13,013,136 15,544,500 48,342,364 |
New Projects: 0 1,600,000 1,600,000 0 1,600,000 0 1,265,000 335,000
Ongoing/Special Projects 23,879,500 | (4,957,907) 18,921,593 0 18,921,593 4,556,536 9,076,093 5,288,964
Subtotal-Proj. w/ Changes 56,429,500 | 48,542,093 104,971,593 0| 104,971,593 21,430,392 28,010,593 55,530,608
Total;Envir. Serv. 145,495,200 | 194,037,293 0| 194,037,263 59,015,083 79,067,256
Parks and Open Space
04-95 State Bond Projects 22,866,700 0 22,866,700 0 22,866,700 12,012,500 10,854,200 0
96-97 Environmental 6,200,800 | 0} 6,200,800 0 6,200,800 0 2,810,000 3,390,800
Trust Fund Projects :
Total-Parks/ Open Space 29,067,500 -. 29,067,500 01 29,067,500 12,012,500 i 3,390,800
Grand Total 422,122,140 | (41,196,518) | 380,925,622 | 166,694,772 103,674,951
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget
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Metropolitan Council Environmental Services

. Introduction

The MCES, or Metropolitan Council Environmental Services is a regional agency
responsible for the collection, treatment and disposal of municipal wastewater
and residuals in the seven-county Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. In 1994 the
Metropolitan Council adopted the Regional Blueprint, its action plan for the
region. It includes short and long-term strategies to meet the challenges of
enhancing economic growth and development, bolstering reinvestment,
strengthening environmental protection, and building stronger local and regional
communities. The Regional Blueprint presents goals for the region and outlines
policies and action steps to guide the Council's decision-making. It provides
leadership to sustain and improve the livability of the region in the following key
areas: .
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services

As shown in Figure 1, the Water Resources Management Plan prowdes the
policies and action steps needed to achieve the Regional Blueprint goals. The
Water Resources Management Plan provides a framework to manage capital
investments and services of the regional sewer system. It establishes the
responsibility to safeguard our current human and physical resources, as well as
to meet growing environmental demands and changing population needs. This
year will be a transition year, since the Water Resources Management Plan is
stil in its early stage of development. Policy issue discussions on the Water
Resources Management Plan and the Capital Improvement Program are being
coordinated. '

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is comprised of projects, facility plans,
studies, program costs and support activities that are planned over the next five
year period. The dnvmg forces for the Capital Improvement Program and Capital
Budget are shown in Flgure 2. The major categories of need addressed by the
CIP are as follows:

it should be noted that planning is an important component in the development of
the Capital Improvement Program. As shown in Figure 2, both master planning
and facility planning provide input into the CIP. The annual Capital Budget carries

‘out the capital investment component of the CiP. It provides the funding
authorization for project planning, design and construction. -

. 1 ] .
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Process Overview
Building Wastewater Conveyance
and Treatment Facilities
Regional I
Blueprint Goals
Water Resources e
Management Plan Po{:c:es
P Capital |
Improvement Programs
Program '
Funds
Project Planning, .
Design, and Implementation
Construction

-Figure 1

m
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Major Inputs |
Capital Improvement Program
and Capital Budget

1996-2000
Capital
Improvemerit
Program

Figure 2
Il. Capital Budget Approval Process

The Capital Program is comprised of various studies, projects, and capital
support activities. Individual projects are described in terms of timing and costs
as they relate to the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Proposed capital
improvement projects go through a highly structured review process before
inclusion in the CIP and the subsequent authorization in the capital budget. In
developing program budgets, each project goes through a series of intemnal cost
reviews and analysis. The proposed 1996-2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget
approval process and schedule is shown in Figure 3.
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The budget process started in June, 1995 with the initial budget preparation. The
public participation program will include public input sessions in September and
October, 1995. The Metropolitan Council Environment Committee is slated to
discuss the proposed CIP and capital budget and associated policy issues at its
meetings in September and October, 1995. The Metropolitan Council Board will
discuss the Unified CIP and Capital Budget at its October and November, 1995
meetings. A public hearing is scheduled to be held on December 7, 1995. The
Metropolitan Council Board will act on the Unified CIP and Capital Budget at its
December 21, 1995 meeting.

Proposed Review and Approval Process
1996-2000 Capital Improvement Program
and 1996 Capital Budget

- - Deweiopment of Proposed

June - August 7 OO aod Capital |
September - Committae Discussion Public
October on Pollcy issues and- input

Proposad CIP/CB . _ Sasgaiona
October - . Council Discussion
November of Unified CIP/CB

Council Authorizstion for Public
November Sth Hearing on Unified CIPICE |
Pubiic Hearing on
Decembaer 7th Unifiod CIPICS
' Councll Approval

December 21t . of Unified CIP/CB

-Figure 3
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Il. 1996 Changes in Authorization
/

A. Overview

The proposed 1996 Capital Program covers only new authorizations. The new
authorizations are either for new projects or are adjustments to previously
approved capital projects. Wastewater treatment facilities typically require seven
to ten years to plan, design, and construct. The proposed 1996 Capital Program
" consists of changes to the authorization of 14 major projects. All but two of the
projects in the 1996 Capital Program were authorized prior to 1996. The
proposed authorization changes to the Capital Program can be summarized. as
follows: ‘

Proposed 1996 Capital Program

1. Approves Facility Planning and
Authorizes Two (2) New Projects:
o Apple Valley Interceptor $700,000

o Battle Creek Siphon Improvements ~ 900,000

2. Authorizes Design of: -
o Empire WWTP Expansion : $1,400,000
(contingent upon Facility Plan approval)

3. Authorizes Construction of:

o Elm Creek Interceptor (Phase 1) $6,000,000

o MWWTP Process Control System (Phase 1) 7,100,000

o MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improvements 42,600,000
4. Budget Adjustments to Eight (8) | ($10,157,907)

other Existing/Ongoing Projects
‘Total New Authorizations:  $48.542,093
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B. Project Steps or Phases

Wastewater treatment facility projects typically move through three steps or
phases: planning (Step 1), design (Step If), and construction (Step Iil). At the
MCES, the planning phase actually consists of preliminary planning called
Systemwide Improvement Study (SIS) followed by facility planning. The
characteristics of the different steps are summarized in Figure 4.

“Project Steps

Step I - Planning

Systemwide Improvement Study

o Preliminary evaluation of the project need
o Outlines salternatives for evaluation

o Determines need for facility plan

o Cost estimates are based on broad concepts

|

Facility Planning

Step II - Design ‘

© Design report lays out the project’s design
criteria

o Detailed plans & specifications are prepared

o Cost cstimates are based on tofal project cost

| Step II1 - Construction

o Engineering study to-:evaluate alternatives

© Assesses both monetary and non-monetary o The low bid based on the countractor's

factors . interpretation of the plans and specifications
o Economic assessment based on capital and o Actual construction costs are influenced by
O&M costs ' such factors &s timing, wesather, competition,

o Cost estimates besed on defined altematives
- limited detail

and other economic conditions

Figure 4

As noted in Figure 4, there are
different levels of cost estimates
associated with the different project
steps. As the project moves from
planning to design to construction,
the cost estimates hecome more
precise. In general, cost estimates
can range anywhere from +/- 3-50%
depending upon the level of detail.
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C. Project Breakdown

Only two projects in the Capital Program are new; the other twelve projects were
~ authorized prior to 1996 but are still "open" pending completion. Because projects
are authorized on a step-by-step basis, the current capital budget authorization
may represent only a portion of the final cost. Table 1 identifies each project in
the Capital Program that has a proposed change to its authorization, and sorts
them into the following categories:

Table 1 also provides a capsule summary of each project's financial status: its
- current authorization; proposed authorization adjustment; and estimated 1996
Capital Budget; and |ts future authorized expenditures.

The 1996 Capital Program adjustments are due to a variety of reasons including
ongoing programs that require an annual authorization; updated cost estimates;
refinement of the program scope; request for authorization to proceed to the
program's design and/or construction phase; and adjustments for as-bid costs. As
shown in Table 1, the increase is primarily attributable to the transition projects
(i.e. projects moving from one phase to the next) and to the new projects. The
1996 Capital Program provides for a total of $48.5 million in new authorizations.

Further detailed information, on each of the 14 projects that comprise the 1996
Capital Program, is included in Appendix A ~ 1996 Capital Program located at the
end of this report. An individual data sheet has been prepared for each project.
Each data sheet includes the project’s title, project number, capital budget
authorization (current, 1996 Capital Program authorization request, and future),
objectives, priority analysis, and its expenditure schedule. The expenditure
schedule includes both the current authorization and future expend:tures (If
authorized). A Iocatlon map is also provided for each project.
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Table 1

1996 Capital Program Summary

l. Continuing Prolects in Step It Design

" Total

Current Authorized
Project # Project Name C Authorization Expenditures
Authorization
to Date 1997+
9102 |Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processing $6,900,000 $3,000,000 $500,000
9208 |Rosemount WWTP Phaseout '$2,000,000 $1,000,000 | $201,011
' Subtotal: $8,900,000 $4,000,000 |: $701,011
Il. Continuing Projects in Step 1l Construction
9504 |South St. Paul Forcemain $1,200,000  $1,300,000 | $0
9502 |5t Bonifacius Interceptor Rehabilitation - $1,050,000 ~ $650,000 $50,000
Subtotal: $2,250,000 $1,950,000 } $50,000
lll. Continuing Projects moving from Step | Planning to Step Il Design
9401 |Empire WWTP Expansion $200,000 $1,600,000 | $813,269
Subtotal; $200,000 $1,600,000 | $813,269
IV. Continuing Projects moving from Step Il Design to Step lli Construction
9004 |Elm Creek Interceptor $2.,400,000 $8,400,000 $5,352,864
9108 |MWWTP Process Control System $10,400,000 $17,500,000 |: $8,990,679
9506 |MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improve, $8,400,000 $51,000,000 $33,998 821
Subtotal: $21,200,000 $76,900,000 $48,342,364




V. New Projects

Tabie 1 ('contihued)

_ Current Total Authorized
Project # Project Name Authorization Authorization Expenditures
to Date 1997+

9601 | Apple Valley Imercéptor $0 $700,000 $0
9602 |Battle Creek: Siphon Improvements $0 $900,000 $335,000
' Subtotal: $0 $1,600,000 |: $335,000

VI. Ongoing and Special Projects
9404 |Capital Planning $1,508,000 $2,000,000 $242,794
799800 |Engr/Const. Admin. - 1996 $0 $1,921,593 $0
9001 |Interceptor Inspection & Rehabilitation $5,371,500 -$6,000,000 $188,907
-~ |Small Systemwide Improvement Projects $17,000,000 $9,000,000 $4,857,263
Subtotal: $£23,879,500 $18,921,593 : $5,288,964

Summary
Current Total Authorized
Project Type Authorization Authorization Expenditures
to Date 1997+

L. Continuing Projects in Step II Design $8,900,000 $4,000,000 £701,011
1. Continuing Projects in Step 111 Construction $2,250,000 $1,950,000 $50,000
I11. Continuing Projects moving from Step I to Step II $200,000 $1,600,000 [: $813,269
‘|Iv. Continuing Projects moving from Step II to Step I1I $21,200,000 $76,900,000 | $48,342,364
V. New Projects $0 $1,600,000 $335,000
VI. Ongoing and Special Projects . $23,879,500 $18,921,593 $5,288,964
1996 Capital Program Subtotals: $56,429,500 $104,971,593 $55,530,608
Projects from Previously Authorized Capital Programs: $89,065,700 $89,065,700 $23,536,648
Grand Totals:  $145,495,200 $194,037,293 | $79,067.256
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D. Projects from Previously Authorized Capital Programs

In addition to the fourteen (14) projects that require adjustments to their funding
authorization, there are also nineteen (19) projects from previously authorized
capital programs. Although they do not require any change in authorization as
part of the 1996 Capital Program, these projects require funding in 1996. Detailed
information, on each of these projects, is included in Appendix B - Projects from
Previously Authorized Capital Programs located at the end of this report.

IV. Project Priority

A. Project Benefit Considerations

As part of the 1996 Capital Budget process, a new project priority system was
developed and implemented. The proposed system incorporates evaluation
_criteria, to rate projects by category or project benefit, and an- analysis of the
project's support for Regional Blueprint action steps. The first step in the process
was {o identify project benefit categories. The following three categories were
identified: \ \
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B. Evaluation Criteria

) The next step in the process was to evaluate each project utilizing criteria tailored
.. to the applicable category in which the proposed pro;ect provndes benefit. The
- evaluation criteria used is as follows

The evaluation criteria was further defined to guude the priority analysm These

- definitions are provided in Table 2.

It should be noted that if the evaluation criteria under a benefit category is not
applicable, the evaluation rating is zero points. The resuits of the evaluation is
summarized in Table 3
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Table 2 |
Evaluation Criteria Definitions -

Compliance

' Rehab/Replacement

Expansion

Stringent regulatory compliance schedule with
ittie room for delay. Conditions explicilly agreed
to by Councll, so that missing compllance date
has high probabiliity of enforcement action,

Regufatory compliance schedule has some room
for unforeseen delay. Regulatory clrcumstances
have some uncertainty and/or opportunity for
negotiation, so that enforcement actlon e less
probable or severe. .

Regulatory compliance schedule ls not stringent.
Enforcement action Is unlikely in near-term.

Equipment s obsolete andior unreliable.
Replacement parts are difficult or Impossible {o
obtaln. Structural condilon of faclity is poor and
has near-term potential for fallure, o.9. Impending
sower collapse due to correslon deterioration,
Fallure would disrupt sewer service and/or would
risk permit non-compllance, with potential for
enforcement actlon,

Equipment s near end of its useful life. |

Malintenance i becoming difficult and/or costly.
Struciure requires rehabilitation to insure its
integrity. Fallure ¢ould disnupt sewer service or
cause permi non-compliance, but the risk of
fallure Is less severe than above.,

Equipment and/or structure are experiencing
increased - maintenance andfor
deterioration. Rehabllfation on  proposed
schedule will extend useful life and avold severe
problems that would eventually occur.

Increased |

Project is needed as soon as possible to provide
interceptor and/or wastewater treatment plant

" capacity to meet approved community growth

needs. Collaboralion with communities to
reduce‘lre-direct growth s untikely to accomplish
deferral of project. Delay could disrupt sewer
service and/or risk permit non-compliance, with
potential for enforcement action.

-

Normal project schedule Is appropriate to provide
Interceptor andfor wastewater treatment plant
capacily to meet approved community growth
needs. Collaboration with communities provides
oppoitunity to optimize project cost,’ sizing,
location, and timing to best meet local and
reglonal needs. Delay would cause moderate risk

] of above impacts.

| Schedule fe conservative. Opportunity exists to

handie unforeseen construction conditions or
other defays and fo collaborate with governmental
units on project scope, sizing, location, cost, and
timing.

Cost savings Is high. Rapld payback Is expected, or significant long-term savinge is expected.
Potentlal operating cost savings s significant. Longer payback s expected.
Potential operating cost savings is significant, but is secondary benefit of project, Le. payback is not the major driving force for the project. - -

i

Project Is critical for Improving customer relations by improving flow metering, reducing odors, or meeting other critical community needs.
Prolect provides at least two of the following benefils, i.e. reliabllity, flexibility, working condilions, nolsefodors, safety, and flow metering.
Project provides at least one of the following benefrl-s. i.e. refiabliity, flexibility, working conditions, noise/odors, iafety. and flow mélerlng.

Rating deperdis on the relative magnitude of potential cost savings and criticality of coordination to successful Implementation. For example, if an
Interceptor project would be very difficuk to construct (e.g. sasement acquisition problems) unless it Is coordinated with imminent highway construction, the
project would receive 3 polnts under this critera. ’




Tabled3
Draft Project Priority Analysis

Compliance (Wt. = 2) Expansion (Wt.= 1)
NEREL FREREL
— G e — o — — — o
fodn g1 3 fridn| g1 is
gl g =0 = il L ‘o = O d -
5 0 o i o % g = 0 ofh | mao zs
$2 | 83| 22| 9% $3 | 83| 22| 9%
8§28 ¢ SRR O
| § | g |3 5 | & |%:3
o o o o
Program # Program Name » -
9506 MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improve® 5 0 2 0
9302 |MWWTP Centrifuge Dewatering
9407 | MWWTP Master Plan 4 1 2 0
- 9509 MWWTP RBS Sustainability
9001 Interceptor Facilities Inspectionfﬂéhab
9104  [Regulater Modifications 3 0 2 -1
9304 MWWTP Levee Expansion 3 1 2 0
9505 [Laboratory Services Failities.
9108 MWWTP Protess Contro! System
‘799870 | Program Management Support
9206 Chaska WWTP Phaseout (Stage lll) 5 2 1 1
8207 MWWTP/Mpls. Meter Improvements
—_ Small Systemwide Improve Projects
9501  |Southeast Reglonal WWTP 5 0 1 2
9004 |Elm Creek Interceptor 4 0 0 3
9102  |Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processing 4 1 2 0
9208  |Rosemount WWTP Phaseout ) 0 2 0
9204  |Waconia Improvements 3 1 1 1
9401 |Empire WWTP Expansion 5 0 1 0
. 9503 Brookiyn Park L.-S. Improve
9508 MWWTP Effluent Pump Station
9601 Apple Valley Interceptor 3 0 0 3
9602 Battle Creek Siphon Improve
9108 Ilino Lakes Improvements 3 i 0. 1

* Used hlighest rating for each criterla

Points = Total Points for Four Criteria X Weight for Category
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C. -Priority Ranking

Except for the projects already under constructlon and the EngrlConst overhead
program, all of the capital projects were rated using the new priority system.
Based on the results of the project priority analysis, the prOJects were ranked from
highest to lowest priority. The priority ranklng is as follows:

D. Blueprint Considerations

in the future, a link to the Regional Blueprint will be incofporated into the project

_ priority system. |Initially, eighteen (18) Regional Blueprint Action Steps were

identified as pertaining to the MCES’ Capital Budget. The applicable Regional
Biueprint Action Steps are provided in Table 4. Upon further guidance and
refinement of the Regional Blueprint Action Steps, each project will be evaluated .
to assess whether it supports, does not support, or has no significant impact on
each Action Step. The Blueprint considerations portion of the project priority
system is intended to provide further information on each project. It is not
anticipated that the Blueprint considerations will alter the ranking of the projects.
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Blueprint Priority Considerations

- -Action Step

Action Step

Page 12

1B Regional infrastructure for Economic Development 5A Regional Services Within the Urban Service Area
The Council will ensune that the region's infrastructure, boih The Council will provide regional services for urban-scaile
- axisting and new, is of high.quality and well maintainad to devaiopmernt only within the urban service area, including
raspond to the economic and technological changes of the the freastanding growth centers, consistent with focal
future. comprehensive plans and metropolitan system plans.
1C  Lecal Economic Development Efforts 5B Urban Service Areas Boundaries
The Council will support local aconomic daveicpment The Council will refain the curent urban service area
inftiatives that retain and foster the growth of local boundary for the year 2000, making appropriate changes
businassas, bring new businassas to the ragion, add to the after venfying fand demand and supply with Jocal
tax bass and generale new jobs for the region as a whole. govemments along the boundary line.
20  Targeted Areas 5C  Year 2005 and Year 2010 Urban Service Areas
The Council will identify targoted areas that have the . The Council will work with local communities through the
graalast need and/or polential for aconomic -deveiopment m comprahensive planning process lo dasignate areas for
ander to focus attention and rasources. ionger term future urbanizaton by establishing 2005 and
2010 urban service area boundanes.
2E  Cooperation and Information Sharing 5D Rural Service Area
The Council will work with communities in daveloping and The Council will support throe fand use types outside the
canying out redeveiopment plans by making sure that matropolftan urban sewvica ama: commercial  agricultun,
rogional servica and facilities support local actions, by being. rural centers, and general rural use.
a calalyst for focusing action on cntical needs, and by
providing local planning and technical assistance.
3C Protecting Communities S5E Land Use and Transportation
The Council will consider the effacts on axisling communities Tha Council will pian for higher-density daveiopment along
in making regional poiicy decisions and in siting regional selected transportation comidors whera major transit capital
facilities. investments are made, or at major transit transfer points
. (transit hubs and park-and-rige jots) and guide a portion of
) the region's Auture growth to such comidors and jocations.
4A  Protecting Natural Watsrcourses & Wetlands 5F Expanding Housing Oppertunities in the Region
The Council-will work te protect natural watercourses, such The Council will work with local communities in a partership
as lakes, wetlands, rivers, streams, natural drainage coursas to meet the range of housing naeds of pecple at varaus life-
and the critical adjoining land areas that affect them, o cycle stages, bmoaden localional choice and acoess
maintain and improve water quality and quantity, and fo throughout tha region for peaple of all income levels;, and
preserve their ecological functions. support use of public furds to heip achieve these goais.
-4B  Water Quality for the Futurs 5G Cluster Planning
mmﬁmipursmsropstowam‘agoaldmadvase The Council will promota a flaxiblo, tiuster' pianning process
impact on water qualily so that , by the year 2015, the quality wheraby local communities and other govemmental entities
of the water jeaving tha region is as good as when it entars, can work together to rasoive issues of regional concem in
The Council will assass this goal if # poses an unreasonable ways that are faiored ta tha neads and concems af those
cost burden for the ragion. involved.
4D Woodlands and the Urban Forest SH Pricrities for Reqional Investment
The Council will encourage the protection of the region's The Courncil wilf giva priority for funds for regional systems to
- s:gnﬁcantwood!andsandmobnq-tmmanagmntdm maintaining, upgrading and replacing systom facilities serving
. urban forast. 7 axisting wban development to make tha bast use of
investments the region has aiready made.
4E  Air Qualtty i 5J Fiscal Management of Regional Systems
' The Council will promota development and fand use and Tha Council will ensure that regional invastments are made
transportation policias and planning that protect and improve in a fiscally sourd manner and achieve their objective of
the quaiity of air, providing neogad services and facilities at minimum cost .to
taxpaysrs,
Table 4
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V. Small Systemwide Improvement Projects (SSIP)
A. Overview |

Small Systemwide Improvement Projects (SSIP’s) are projects which are
relatively small scale in terms of schedule and costs. The SSIP's are typically in .
the category of rehabilitation/replacement projects or projects that improve the

_efficiency and/or the effectiveness of the interceptor and treatment facilities.
" Expenditures for SSIP's during the last three years have averaged $3.5 million
annually (1996 prices), or approximately 9% of the total annual capital
expenditures. The proposed 1996 Capital Budget includes $9.0 miillion for Smail
Systemwide Improvement Projects (SSIP). This compares to the $17.0 million
that was previously authorized for SSIP projects.

B. 1996 SSIP Proposal

The following changes are being proposed for the SSIP program as part of the
1996 Capital Budget process:

o Consolidation of SSIP’s - The $9.0 million SSIP budget represents active SSIP -
projects from previous capital budgets and new SSIP projects. Both the existing
and the proposed new SSIP projects were consolidated into a single ongoing
SSIP program. Starting with the 1996 Capital Budget, completed SSIP projects
will be deleted from the program and new projects and funding will be
recommended. A description of each of the SSIP’s included in the 1996 Capital
Budget is provided in Append[x A.12 located at the end of this report

o0 SSIP_Planning - Currently, the SSIP planning work is done under the SSIP
program. Starting in 1996, it is proposed that the Systemwide improvement Study
(SIS) and planning activities associated with the SSIP’s be carried out under
Program #9404, Capital Planning. Depending upon the outcome of the planning
activities, the project will either be done under the Annual Budget, added to the
SSIP program, or be added to the Capital Budget as a major program.

o SSIP Priority - Beginning with this capital budget, all SSIP's will be prioritized
using the proposed priority system described above. Only the highest priority
SSIP’s will be funded within the limits of the authorized SSIP program budget.
- Due to the rehabilitation/replacement nature of the SSIP projects, blueprint
considerations will not be used in the SSIP priority analysis.
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Metropolitan Councit Environmental Services

~ C. SSIP Summary

The proposed SSIP program can be summarized as follows:

VL. interceptor Facilities Inspection Program

The ongoing Interceptor Facilities Inspection program provides a systematic
approach . for the ifspection and evaluation of the Metropolitan gravity
interceptors, lift stations, forcemains, siphons, and meter stations. Depending
upon the type and schedule requirements, the identified problem areas are either
rehabilitated directly under this program; done under the SSIP program; or added
to the capital budget as a major project. it is proposed, that starting with the 1996
Capital Budget, more of the interceptor rehabilitation work be performed directly
under this program. Proposed changes to the program include the following:

o New Name - The name of the program is being changed to the Interceptor
Inspection and Rehabilitation program. This reflects the more aggressive
approach of performing high priority rehabilitation work. directly under this
program. . |

o Rehabilitation Contracts - It is proposed that the MCES enter into unit price
contracts with several firms that specialize in interceptor rehabilitation. Then
when problem areas are encountered, the contractors are under contract and can
‘readily be mobilized to cormect the problem. Contractors would bid on types of
rehabilitation, such as slip lining pipe, in-place lining, etc. it is envisioned that
these contracts may last for several years and could cover numerous projects.
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o Funding Level - The proposed 1996 Capital Budget includes $2.0 million for
rehabilitation work that will done directly under this program. It is proposed that
each year completed rehabilitation projects be deleted from the program and
funds be replenished for further rehabilitation work.

The major benefit of this more aggressive approach to interceptor rehabilitation,
is the efficiency that will be gained in the process by having contractors under
contract and ready to proceed, as well as streamlining the administration
process, It is anticipated that the identified problem areas will be able to be
corrected in a more timely manner and at a lower cost.

VII. Projected 1996 Capital Budget

Expenditure levels rise and fall in response to the capital improvement needs of
the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. The 1996 Capital Budget,
which consists of the projected expenditures for all of the active projects in both
the 1996 Capital Program and prewously authorized capital programs, is as
follows: _

~ The entire expenditure forecast, for both the 1996 Capital Program and the

previously authorized capital programs, is summarized in Appendix C.

Fluctuations in expenditure levels are a normal operating occurrence. The actual
expenditures for a given year are difficult to predict. As shown in Figure 5, factors
that can affect capital budget expenditures include:

Assumptions - Certain assumptions are made in pro;ec't:ng annual expenditure
ievels. These judgments can be influenced by many factors such as weather or
the timing of construction, which are difficult to predict or control. Under state law,
most construction projects are contracted through the competitive bidding
process. Consequently, the business climate at the time bids are opened can
also impact construction costs and schedules.
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Anocther factor having a bearing on expenditures is the capital budget process
itself which may dictate that a construction budget be developed well in advance
of construction. It is not unusuat for a preliminary construction budget, developed
during the facilities planning stage, to be utilized until the project is designed
(refer to Figure 4 for the different levels of cost estimates).

- Capital Budget
Factors Affecting Expenditures
MCES
Capital Budget
Expenditures
Assumptions 'Financial External

plion: Policies Stakeholders
o Timing o Grants o MPCA/EPA
o Weather o Loans o PFA
o Competition =~ © Bond Sales o DNR
o Future Trends  © Interest Rates o System Users

Figure 5

Other assumptions deal with future trends and conditions in interest rates, cash
flow, alternative funding sources, population growth, and flow projections.

Financial Policies - Expenditure levels are influenced by financial policies that
may reflect the cost of borrowing money, the availability of grants and loans,

o timing of bond sales, etc. These policies may delay a project or split its

construction into phases to meet cash flow limitations. Conversely, favorable
interest rates or the availability of grant or loan funds may allow the MCES to
undertake more projects in a given year.

. _

Page 16



Proposed 1996 - 2000 and 1996 Capital Budget

L ___________________________ " UU
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External Stakeholders - The MCES' external stakeholders include the regulatory
agencies, the Public Facilities Authority (PFA), and the users of the system.
Action by the stakeholders can affect the pattemn of capital improvement
expenditure levels. These actions may result in extensive public hearings or
complex permit approvals, both of which may require additional time to be
properly addressed. Conversely, court orders in the form of a consent decree
may accelerate a project. New standards and regulations can increase project
costs and affect schedules.

Vlll. Link With Plan ‘to Control Debt Service Growth

One of the more persistent problems in recent years for the MCES Annual Budget
is the growth in debt service as a portion of the annual budget. Debt service is
currently almost 40% of the annual budget and is expected to grow at 6% per
- year for the next several years. Efforts have been focused on reducing debt
service through financial management techmques and through capltal budget
reduction.

Based on the expenditure forecasts under the current five-year Plan for Allocating
Resources (PAR), there appears to be the opportunity to change the funding
source for some capital items that have traditionally been funded by debt to the
. general fund. This can be accomplished while still adhering to the five-year rate
 policy adopted by the Metropolitan Councnl provided that it is done under
stnngent guidelines. Lo

. This effort was initiated as part of the 1995 Annual Budget process. Fleet vehicles
and computer equipment purchases that had been included in the capital budget
were moved to the annual budget. Payment for these items via a 20-year debt did
not seem fiscally prudent. As part of the 1996 Annual Budget process, further
items were transferred from the capital budget to the annual budget These

- transfers to the annual budget include the following:

o salaries of staff traditionally allocated partially to capita] budget programs

o three Wastewater Servuces Division programs tradltlonally allocated in
whole or part to the capltal budget

0 chargebacks for services from regional planning

o funding for several capital-type expenditures as included within the PAR
1996-1999 initiatives
' - Page 17 : o
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~ Under the five-year PAR, the above items would continue to be either allocated to
the annual budget, or remain in the capital budget but be funded by a transfer

~ from the General Fund. The criteria for projects which would remain in the Capital

. Budget but eligible for funding from the General Fund are as follows:

- Revised guidelines for budgeting a project in the capital budget or annual budget
have been formulated. These guidelines, which should be adhered to regardless
of the funding source, include the following:

Defining Repairs and Maintenance

o Ordinary repairs and maintenance are relatively small recurring outlays that are
essential to keep a fixed asset in normal operating condition. These repairs do
not add to the value of the asset but instead tend to restore and repair the asset -
to assure its expected useful life and operating efficiencies. These types of
repairs beiong in the annual budget.
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o Extraordinary repairs are classified in the capital budget. They occur
infrequently, involve relatively large amounts of money and tend to increase the

economic usefulness of the asset in the future due to increased efficiency, longer o

life , or both. These repairs are represented by major overhauls, complete
recondltlonmg, and major replacements and betterments.

Cap|tal Budget Pr0|ects

o Provides a physical asset whose useful life is 10 years or more, or extends the
useful life of a physrcal asset for 10 years or more through replacement andlor
rehabllltatlon

o A major capital budget project that generally exceeds $1,000,000 for plannlng,
design, and construction or acqursrtlon

0 ASSIP prOJect which is generally budgeted between $100,000 and $500,000
and up to $1,000,000 with specific Council authorization, for all steps rncludlng
plannmg, design, and construction or acquisition.

.

o Pilot plant studres plant-scale studies, and mspectlon programs thatare
needed to make planning and design decisions for capital projects. Examples
include the Interceptor Inspection and Rehabilitation program, Capn‘al Plannmg
program and the MWWTP Master Plan |

Annual Budget Prolect

o Rehabllltatlon or replacement of eqmpment and/or facllltres whrch provrdes a
useful life of 10 years or less.

o Improvements which cost less than $100,000.

o Improvements which have a payback of ﬁve years or less. |

o Studies wnich do not lead directly to construction

Any fund transfers must be viewed as part of a multi-year plan which meets the

current and any succeeding rate policies. Fund transfers should be seen as multl-
year commitment covenng the life of the project.
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IX Summary

. The proposed 1996 author:zatlon changes to the MCES Cap:tal Program result in
a net increase of $48.5 million in new authorizations. The focus of the capital
program continues to be towards the achievement of the goals and objectives of
the Metropolitan Council. Because there are ever increasing expectations for the
MCES to protect the environment, the MCES must insure that its facilities are
‘consistently maintained and upgraded to meet changing conditions. The
proposed 1996 Capital Budget is $56.0 million in projected expenditures. The

- 1996 Capital Budget conforms to the objectives of providing clean water,
improved air quality, treated solids, system reliability- and integrity, and future

readiness in responding to the needs of the Metropolitan Area.

X. Appen-dices |
‘The remainder of this sectlon on the is comprlsed of the followmg appendlxes

;Aggendx "A" - 1996 Cagltal‘ Program - Appendsx A" provides detailed
information on each of the 14 projects that comprise the 1996 Capital Program.

An individual data sheet has been prepared for each project. Each data sheet. =

includes the project's title, project number, capital budget authorization (prior,
1996 Capital Program authorization request, and future), project type, objectives,
priority analysis, and its expenditure scheduie. The expenditure schedule includes
both the current authorization and future expendltures (if authonzed) A location
“map is also provided for each pro;ect

App endix "B" - Proiects from Previously Authorized Capital Programs - This
appendix provides detailed information on each of the 19 previously authorized
capital projects. An individual data sheet has been prepared for each project.
Each data sheet includes the project's title, project number, capital budget
‘authorization (current and future), project type, objectives, priority analysis, and
its . expenditure schedule. The expenditure schedule includes both the current
authorization and future expenditures (|f authorized). A location map is also
: prov:ded for each prOJect
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Appendix "C" - Summary of Capital Program Authorizations and Expenditures -
This appendix provides a capsule summary of each project’s financial status; its -

prior authorization; current 1996 Capital Program authorization request (if any);
estimated 1996 Capitai Budget; future authorized expenditures; future
authorization request and expenditures; and total project cost. Provided for

reference purpose only, this summary mcludes all actlve capital budget | |

programs.

Appendix "D" - List of Abbreviations - This'apbendix provides the definitions of
the abbreviations that are utilized throughout the capital budget.

Appendix “E” - 1996—2000 Capital Improvement Program - This appendix
provides the MCES’ 5-year financial plan for capital expenditures. It includes,
both projects in the current capital program, and future MCES pro;ects
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1996 Capital Program

Index of Projects
Current Total

Appendix i’roject_# Name Authorization Authorization'
Al 9601 Apple Valley Interceptor 50| $700,000
A2 9602 | Battle Creek siphon Improvements $0 | $900,000
A3 9102 _ |Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processing $6,500,000 | $3,000,000
Ad 9404 __|Capital Planning $1,508,000 | $2,000,000
AS 9004  |Etm Creek Interceptor $2,400,000 | $8,400,000
A6 9401 Empire WWTP Expansion $200,000 | $1,600,000
A7 799800 |Engr/Const. Administration - 1996 $0 | $1,921,593
A8 9001~ |Interceptor Inspection & Rehabilitation $5,371,500 $6,000,000
A9 9108 |MWWTP Process Control System $10,400,000 $17,500,000
A.10 9506  |MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improvements | $8,400,000 $51,000,000
A1l | - 9208  |Rosemount WWTP Phaseout $2,000,000 | $1,000,000
Al2 - |Small Systemwide Improvement Projects $17,000,000 | $9,000,000
A3 9504  |South St. Paul Forcemain $1,200,000 | $1,300,000
A4 9502 __ {St. Bonifacius Interceptor Rehabilitation $1,050,000 $650,000
MCES Appendix A
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Previously Authorized Capital Programs

Index of Projects

MCES

B.1 9003 _[Bloomington Siphon  $9,850,000
B.2 9503 Brooldyn Park Lift Station Improvements $1,000,000
B3 9206 Chaska WWTP Phaseout 7 $20,800,000
B4 9103 |Cottage Grove Expansion ~ $4,500,000
B.5 9505 Laboratorjr Services Facilities $500,000
B.6 9106 {Lino Lakési':.nprovementls $4,100,000
B.7 9410 |Mound Intéréeptor Rehabilité,tion $600,000
B.8 9302 |MWWTP Centrifuge Dewatering $16,100,000
B.9 9508 |MWWTP Effluent Pump Station $200,000
B.10 9304 MWWTP Levee Expansion $2,000,000
B.11 9407 |MWWTP Master Plan $2,700,700
B12 | 9509 |MWWTPRBS Sustsinability $2,664,000
.' B13 | 9207 MWWTP/Mpls. Meter Improvements $7,100,000
B.14 | 799870 |Program Management Support ~ $6,100,000
B.' 15 9104 Regulator Modifications $751,000
B.16 9205  |Shakopee Improvements Phase - $2,400,000

. B.17 9501 Southeast Regional WWTP $500,000
B.IS 9204 Waconia Improvements *$6,200,000
B.19 79209 Whité Bear Lake Llﬁ Station Improvements $1,000,000
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Authorization and Expenditure Su-mmarv

All Capital Program Projects

I. Continuing Projects in Step | Planning

R : _ " Total s , Future Total
Project # Project Name , Mc“‘l el Authorization ool - Authorization & Project
: I : " toDate ¥ Expenditures - Cost
9505 | Laboratory Services Facility $500,000 | ~ $500,000 | $100,000 $9,880,505 $10,380,505
9508 [MWWTP Efflucnt Pump Station $200,000 | s200000| - $152.000 '$3.800000 | 54,000,000
9304 |MWWTP Levee Expansion $2,000,000 | s2000000 |  $1,594881 50 $2,000,000
9501 |Southesst Regional WWTP $500,000 | . $500,000 $200,000 $59,500,000 ]  $60,000,000
' Sublotal: $3,200,000 |: $3,200,000 $2,046,881 $73,180,505 $76,380,505 |
Il. Continuing Projects in Step Il Design
9102 |Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processing $6,900,000 . $3,000,000 $1,500,000 © $500000 | $45,469.457 $48,469,457
9208 |Rosemount WWTP Phascout $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $398.989 $200,011 ]  $10,116,622 $11,116,622
" Sublotal: $8,500,000 |- $4,000,000 $1,898,989 s101,011 | 55,586,079 $59,586,079
HI. Continuing Projects in Step Ill Construction
9003 | Bloomington Siphon $9,850,000 $9,850,000 $7,646,955 - $1,703,045 $0 $9,850,000
9503 |Brooklyn Park LS. Flow Detention Facilities $1,000,000 ' $1,000,000 $150,000 $150,000 | so| ~ $1,000,000
9206 | Chaska WWTP Phascout $20,800,000 520800000 | $6,654882 $10,445,118 so|  $20,800,000
9103 _|Cottage Grove Expansion $4,500,000 $4,500000 | 3,802,888 $0 $0| 34,500,000
9106 jLino Lakes Improvements $4,100,000 . $4,100,000 $874,551 $525,449 $0 $4,100,000
9410 |Mound Interceptor Rehabilitation $600,000  $600,000 $472,072 $0 s0f $600,000
9302 |MWWTP Centrifuge Dewatering® _$16,100,000 $16,100000 | 54,683,056 $1,711,844 $19,038,156 $35,138,156
_* Construction s for tho demansiration portion only. o
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1. Co'nti_tlui'ng Projects in Step Ill Construction

Project # o Project Name Auc"m Am;::l-um , Emm Expenditures Aum::izm;on& P-l:‘;'l:;

: thorization to Date 1997+ Expenditures Cost
9509 |MWWTP RBS Sustainability® : $2,664,000 $2,664,000 $664,000 $0 $0]  $2,664.000
9207 MWWerPhMa«mmvmmm $7,100,000 $7,100,000 $1,100,000 3;1.300,000 $0 's1,1ho.6ou
9104 _|Regulator Modifications - $751,000 $751,000 $160,792 " $100,000 $0 $751,000 |

| : 9205 Shakopes Improvements $2,400,000 $2.400000| $1,100,000 $1,000,000 " 50 $2,400,000
9504 |South St. Paul Forcemain - $1,200,000 $1,300,000 | - $1,275,000 so| 50 $1,300,000
9502 |t Bonifacius Interoeptor Rehabilitation | 51,050,000 $650,000 $550,000 $50,000 $0 5650,000 |
9204 Waconia Improvements = | $6200,000 s6200000] . s786,808 $3,251,192 $0 $6.200,000
9209 | White Bear Lake Lift Station Improvements | 1,000,000 $1,000,000 $793,252 sisomo} g0 $1,000,000
' \ Subtotal:  $79,315,000 $79,015,000 $30,804,256 $23,386,648 $19,038,156 598,053,156 |

" . *Funded by the 1994 Annual Budget Favorable Variance

IV. Cbntinuing Projects moving from Step | Planning to Step Il Design

$1,600000 ]~  $136,731 $813,269 $13,709,269 §  $15,309,269

9401 |Empire WWTP Expansion

Subtotal:

$1,600,000 | - $136,731 $813,269 $13,709,269 $15,309,269

V. Continuing Projects moving from Step Il Design to Step Il Construction

9004 | Fim Creek Interceptor - $2,400,000 | $8,400,000 $747,136 $5352,864 [  $309743881 539374381 |

9308 |MWWTP Process Control System | $10,400,000 $17,500,000 ] .. 5,644,621 58990679 |  $23.469052| - $40969,052

9506 |MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improve. $8,400,000 ss1000000] s6.62137 s33go8sn | ~so|  ss1,000000
o : Sublotal:  $21,200,000 $76900,000 ] 513,013,136 $48342364 ] 354403933  s131343933.

VL. New Projects
9601 }Apple Valley Interceptor $700,000 ol s  swo000]
9602 _|Battle Creek Siphon Improvements $900,000 $335,000 0 $900,060
o " Subtotal: $1,600,000 s33spo0| - .~ sof . sis600000}
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Vii. Ongoing and Special Projects

Cutrent Total Pre-1996 Authorized Future Total

Project # Project Name Authorization Authorization Expenditures Expenditures f\ulhoﬁzt_ation & Project

to Date l?97+ Expendituces Cost
9404__|Capital Planning $1,508,000 $2,000,000 $1,157,206 $242,794 $2,762,361 $4,762,361
799800 |Engr/Const. Admin. - 1996 0 $1,921,593 $0 $0 $8,135,491 510.057,034
9001 Jinterceptor Inspection & Rehabilitation $5,371,500 $6,000,000 $2,256,593 $188,907 $12,311,360 $18,311,360
9407 |MWWTP Master Plan $2,700,700 $2,700,706 $1,726,308 $0 $0 $2,700,700
799870 Program Management Support $6,100,000 $6,100,000 $4.832,245 0 $0 $6,100,000
— sma Systemwide Improvement Projects $17,000,000 $9,000,000 51,142,737 $4,857,263 $6,898,108 $15,898,108
Subtotal: $32,680,200 $27,722,293 $11,115,090 $5,288,964 $30,107,320 $57,829,613

Summary

Project Type Mmm Aummm Eg;;?:fﬁ Eﬁido:zui Auﬂll;:t;:m& PT:;:;

: : to Date 1997+ Expenditures Cost
1. Continuing Projects in Step | Planning $3,200,000 $3,200,000 $2,046,881 $200,000 $73,180,505 $76,380,505
IL Continuing Projects in Step Il Design 18,900,000 $4,000,000 $1,898,989 $701,011 $55,586,079 $59,586,079
1L Continuing Projects in Step IH Construction $79,315,000 $79,015,000 $30,804,256 $23,386,648 $19,032,156 $98,053,156
1V. Continuing Projects moving from Step [ 1o Step II $200,000 " $1,600,000 $136,731 $813,269 $13,709,269 $15,309,269
V. Continuing Projects moving from Step I to Step Iif $21,200,000 $76,900,000 $13,013,136 $48,342,364 £54,443,933 |  $131,343,91
VI New Projects ' $0 | $1,600,000 $0 $335,000 $0 $1.600,000
VI1. Ongoing and Special Projects | $32,680,200 $27,722,293 $11,115,090 $5,288,964 $30,107,320 $57,829,613
Grand Totals:  $145,495,200 $194,037,293 $59,015,083 $79,067,256 | $246,065,262 $440,102,555
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List of Abbreviations

Admin Administration
-CAB Champlin, Anoka, and Brooklyn Park Interceptor
CIP - Capital Improvement Program
" CSO Combined Sewer Overflow
DNR Department of Natural Resources
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
F&I Filtration and Incineration
I&C Instrumentation and Control
LF - Linear Feet
LS Lift Station
MCC's Motor Control Centers
-MCES - Metropolitan Council Environmental Services
MGD Million Gallons per Day
MPCA Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
MWWTP Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant
N/A - Not Applicable
NPDES . National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
O&M Operation and Maintenance
PAR Plan for Allocating Resources
PFA Public Facilities Authority
QC. Quality Control
"RAS - Return Activated Sludge
RBS Rotating Biological Surface
RCP Reinforced Concrete Pipe
RMF Regional Maintenance Facility
SIS Systemwide Improvement Study |
SSIP Small Systemwide Improvement Projects
- VCP Vitrified Clay Pipe
VFD Variable Frequency Drive
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant
MCES Appendix D |
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FIVE-YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, 1996-2000

The first five years of planning, 1996-2000, represents the Five-Year Capital Improvement Program,
the first year of which provides the basis for the 1996 Capital Budget. Work that is ongoing or
proposed for start-up include 35 projects, three Small System-Wide Improvement Projects (SSIP), one
study and four capital project support activities. The location of each project that has a specific
location is shown by a number (referring to numbers assigned each major project in Table 4-2) on the
map of the region in Figure 4-5.

The nature and timing of projects and Small System-Wide Improvement Projects are described in
Table 4-2. In the table, 24 major projects and two SSIP are ongoing in 1996. During the same
period, 11 major projects and one SSIP programs are planned to begin. The studies and capital
support activities ongoing in the period are described in Table 4-3. The ongoing MWWTP Master
Plan, required in the new NPDES permit for the Metro Plant in order to establish a long range
development plan for the Metro Plant, must be completed for submittal to the MPCA by July 1,
1997. The four capital project support activities described in Table 4-3, all ongoing, are the generally
basic continuing ones which support development and impiementation of the Capital Improvement
Program. The Program Management Support function is an intensive effort scheduled to be
completed in 1996.

In Tables 4-4 and 4-5, are provided the projected costs for major capital projects, studies, and capital
project support activities, respectively, relative to the total costs projected through 2000, and annuai

- costs beginning in 1994. Total capital costs for 1996-2000 are projected to be $385 million -— about
80 percent of total projected costs of $453 million through 2000 on all projects ongoing or initiated
after 1995. The projects to be ongoing in the last year of 2000 continue on in some instances for an
additional two years. As shown in Figure 4-6, the total cost of the program is $471 miilion when
continued costs of ongoing projects is included.

After 1993, large expenditures are projected for computer process control system replacement at the
Metro Plant, sludge processing facilities at the Blue Lake and Metropolitan plants, the elimination of
* the Rosemount,Cottage Grove, and Chaska plants, the expansion of the Empire Plant and new
Southeast Regional Plant, major interceptor rehabilitation, and sidestream phosphorus removal related
facilities and rehabilitation at the Metropolitan Plant.

The phosphorus removal facilities for the Metropolitan Plant are based on the operating permit, issued
by the MPCA on November 23, 1993. The NPDES permit requires sidestream treatment facilities by
mid-1997 to enable an effluent standard of 4 mg/l total phosphorus to be achieved and maintained. As
a result of the permit, more than $150 million in expenditures have been delayed about 5 years
relative to the requirements of the old permit to meet 1 mg/! total phosphorus in the effluent. Whereas
design of facilities was to begin January, 1994, the date for beginning design in the new permit is
delayed to mid-1998. No definite construction schedule is contained in the new permit.The short term
requirements to provide sidestream treatment for phosphorus removal to 4 mg/l as part of MWWTP
Secondary Treatment Improvements and an environmental review for associated flood levee
development are projected as about $17 million. Under MWWTP Phosphorus Removal Facilities,
monies are allotted for evaluating a revised approach and/or basis for addressing phosphorus removal
-beyond the initial 4 mg/l requirement. No costs are included for design or construction of facilities
during the period as shown for the levee and phosphorus removal project.
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- Table 4-2.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

MDS interceptor in Blaine.

1996-2000
PROJECT PROJECT PROG PROJECT DESCRIPTION DURATION  POLICY FACILITY
GROUPING BER NAME NUMBER AND PURPOSES " PLAN PLAN
{00s) PRIORITY APPROVED |
ke
GROUP I- BLOOMINGTON SIPHON 9003  Consists of a new 11600 ft river interceptor -1997 R-UC YES
IMPROVEMENTS siphon to replace the existing Bloomington
PROJECTS River Siphon in order to resolve odor and
redundancy issues in providing long term service.
JUNDERWAY
BLUE LAKE SOLIDS 9102  Consists of new sludge processing facilities for -2000 E-7 YES
BEFORE PROCESSING FACILI- thickening, dewatrring, stabilizing, and final
TIES digposition of plant sludge in order 1o meet
1995 projected long term siudge processing needs.
BROOKLYN PARK LIFT 9503  Consists of improvements to the Brooklyn -1997 R YES
STATION IMPROVEMENTS Park Lift Station to prevent potential back
up of wastewater into homes during power
or equipraent failures at the smtion. ‘
CHASKA PLANT PHASE 9206  Consists of a lift station, river crossing, -1999 E9 YES
OUT INTERCEFTOR forcemain, and gravity interceptor to phase
out the Chaska Plant by conveying flow through
Shakopee to the Blue Lake Plant.
COTTAGE GROVE PLANT " 9103 Aninterim expansion of the existing plant to -19%6 E-UC YES
INTERIM EXPANSION 2.5 mpd to ensble time o plan and complete a ‘
Southeast Regional Plant to meet the long
tenn sewer service needs of the area.
ELM CREEK 9004  Consists of & gravity interceptor system, -2002 E-7 YES
INTERCEPTOR based on a facility planning sudy of the Elm
Creek watershed, to provide long term inter-
ceptor service to the watershed consistent
with projected growth and sewer service needs.
EMPIRE PLANT 9401  Consists of a plant cxpansion from s capacity -2000 E-6 NO
EXPANSION of 9 mgd to 12 mgd int onder to meet the growth
projected in the scrvice area 1o the year 2009.
LABORATORY SERVICES 9505  Consists of new laboratory facilities to -1999 CRE-12 NO
FACILITY replace existing insdequate isboratory space
and facilities and to consolidate other
environmental functions presestly in
temporary or leased facilities.
LINO LAKES 9106  Consists of new lift station and forcemain -1996 RE-5 YES
INTERCEPTOR system serving Lino Lakes to provide jong term
BMPROVEMENTS service by conveying wastewater to the main
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Table 4-2.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1996-2000 :
PROJECT  NUM- PROJECT PROG PROJECT DESCRIPTION DURATION POLICY FACILITY
GROUPING . BER NAME NUMBER AND PURPOSES ) PLAN - PLAN
"(00s) PRIORITY APPROVED
E 2t ]
16 MOUND INTERCEPTOR 9410  Consists of rehabilitation of the gravity part -199%  R-UC YES (
REHABILITATION of the Mound Interceptor( 2500 feet) 1o correct ‘
structual damage due 10 hydrogen sulfide comosion
problems and to prevent recurrence. |
11  MWWTP CENTRIFUGE 9302  Coasists of the replacement of sludge de- -2000 R-15 YES
DEWATERING watering and related processes with eight
FACILITIES centrifuges and of addition of cogeneration
facility to use steam.
12 MWWTP EFFLUENT PUMPING 9508  Consists of the addition of one or two pumps -1998 R-6 NO
STATION IMPROVEMENTS in the Effluent Pumping Station &t the
Metropoliten Plant 1o increase the pumping
capacity to reduce the risk of bypassing
during high river flood conditions.
13 MWWTP LEVEE 9304  Consists of implemeatation of expanded flood -2002  CE-12 YES
EXPANSION protection facilities to meet long term pro-
jected plant expansion needs consistent with
the Master Plan and NPDES Permit provisions.
14 MWWTP PROCESS 9108  Consists of modifications end improvements to -2002 R-10 YES
CONTROL SYSTEM the process computer control system at the
MWWTP to deal with problems of obsoles-
cence,
15  MWWTP RBES SUSTAINABILITY 9509  Consists of rehabilitation/replacement of -1997 R-13 YES
equipment and structures in the RBS System
at the Metro piant to extend the useful life
of the facility to the year 2002.
16  MWWTP SECONDARY 9506  Consisis of improvements and rehabilitation’ -1999 CRE-10 YES
TREATMENT IMPROVE- replacement to the MWWTP secondary
MENTS treatment facilities to provide permit-mandated
phosphorus removal, to replace acration
diffuscrs with a more efficient fine bubble
system, and to rehabilitate/replace associated
aged seration tank piping and system.
17 MWWTP/MINNEAPOLIS 9207  Consists of rehabilitation/replacement of -1998 R-9 YES
METER IMPROVEMENTS meter facilities at the Metro Plant, Minne-

apolis meters, and Lake St. to provide opera-
tional reliability and any needed odor control.

10/5/95
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Table 4-2.

1996-2000
PROJECT NUM- - PROJECT PROG PROJECT DESCRIPTION DURATION POLICY FACILITY
GROUPING BER NAME NUMBER AND PURPOSES " PLAN PLAN
(00s) PRIORITY APPROVED
RN
18 ROSEMOUNT PLANT 9208  Fhase out of the Rosemount Treatment Plant -2000 'E-7 YES
PHASE OUT INTERCEFTOR by a lift station snd forcemain system to convey
wastcwalzr to the Metro Plant via & connection to
the MDS &t Inver Grove Heights. The planned
facilities are consistent with the Centralization/.
Decentratization Study Management Plan.
19 ST. BONIFACIUS INTER- 9502  Consists of rehabilittion of the St. Boni- -19%6  R-UC YES
CEPTOR REHARILITATION facius intercepior by slip-lining 3400 feet
of 42-inch RCP sewer with a piastic finer to
correct problems reiated 10 hydrogen sulfide :
corrosion of the existing pipe.
20 SHAKOPEE LIFT STATION 9205  Emprovements to the Shakopee Lift Station and -1998  R-UC YES .
AND FORCEMAIN IMPROVE- Forcemain to replace the forcemain{Phase 1) :
MENTS and to rehabilitate the Lift station{Phase 2)
10 meet long temm sewer scrvice needs.
2] SOUTHEAST REGIONAL 9501  Consists of the continuation of facility -2002 E$ NO
WASTEWATER TREATMENT planning for the Cottage Grove Plant to establish
PLANT a new regional plant for the arca consistent
) with the Wastewater Management Plan developed
in the Ceotralization/Decentralization Study.
22 SOUTH $T. PAUL FORCE- 9411 ° Consists of replacement of sbout 1000 feet -1996  R-UC YES
MAIN REPLACEMENT of 48-inch linc under raifroad tracks and '
¢leaning and inspection of the total 4.5 mile
line > enabic assessment of rehabilitation
needs and timing.
23  WACONIA INTERCEPTOR 9204  Consists of improvements to the Waconia Lift -1997  RE-+$ YES
IMPROVEMENTS Station and Forcemain system to rehabilitate '
and to provide appropriate additions} improve-
ments to meet long term: service needs.
24 WHITE BEARLIFT 9209  Conzists of the rehabilitstion of cxisting -1996 R-UC YES
STATION IMPROVE- facilitics by constructing a new Lift station
MENTS and replacing lengths of associated forcemain
and gravity intcreeptor.
Ssip A REGULATOR SYSTEM 9104 .  Msjor or minor modifications to CSO -1997  CR-12 YES
UNDERWAY MODIFICATIONS ' regulators in St. Paul and Minncapolis.
IN 1995 Help to meet NPDES permits to eliminate
OR combined sewer overflow (CSO).
BEFORE :
: B° SMALL SYSTEMWIDE = 9605  Smal systemwide improvement projects for -1998 CRE-9 N/A
‘ IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS intereeptor or treatment plant facilities

with each project less then $1,000,000.
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" Table 4-2.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1996-2000
PROJECT NUM- PROJECT PROG PROJECT DESCRIPTION DURATION POLICY FACILITY
GROUPING BER NAME NUMBER AND PURPOSES PLAN PLAN
(00s) PRIORITY APPROVED
e
o
GROUF 1I. 25 APPLE VALLEY 9601 A $100-foot section of 27-33 inch interceptor, 199 E-$ NO
INTERCEPTOR complete with a meter sttion, 1o serve south-
PROJECTS ' ceatral Apple Valley. The facility is to be
curried out by the city in conjunction with a
TO BEGIN storm sewer project for the area.
N 1996 26 BATTLE CREEK SIPHON 9602  Consists of inprovements to the Battle Creek 1996-1997 R-6 NO
IMPROVEMENTS Sipbon by replacing two barrels of the siphon
OR and updating the headhouse structure for
today’s standards and odor control.
AFTER
27 COTTAGE GROVE PLANT 9702  Consists of the interceptor facilities to phase 19972002 E-8 . NO .
PHASE OUT INTERCEFTOR out the Cottage Grove Treatment Plant and :
convey wastewater to a new Scutheast Regional
Plant.
28 MWWTP ADMINISTRATION 9601  Consists of remodeling of the existing 1998-2001 R6 NO
BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS building to update services and o enable areas
vacated by lab functions o be used by plam
29 MWWTP PHOSPHORUS 9802  Consists of biological phosphorus removal 19972005 = C-10 YES
REMOVAL FACILITIES facilities to provide additional phosphorus
: - yemnoval at the Metropolitan Pisnt consistent
with the 1993 NPDES Permit, as revised or
unrevised in requircments and timing.
30 MWWTP SECONDARY TREAT- 9301  Caonsists of the addition of two acration tanks 1998-2002 CE-10 YES
MENT ADDITION and four final tanks %o insure resment capacity to
the year 2020 for standards without phosphorus
removal beyond existing requircments at the Metro
N Plant. .
31 MWWTP SOLIDS PROCESSING 9804  Consists of solids processing improvements at 1997-2000 E-$ NO
IMPROVEMENTS the Mctro Plant consistent with the Master Plan, :
. Dow pemits, and ongoing projects to provide
sludge bandling capacity for peak sludge loading
conditions in excess of existing incineration capacity.
32 WOODBURY INTERCEFTOR 9701  Consisis of an interceptor to convey wastewater 1997.2002 E-8 NO
from eastern Woodbury o the pew Southeast
Regional Plant in southem Washington County
33 INTERCEPTOR REHABIL]- 9705  Consists of major interceptor facility re- 1997-2000 N/A N/A
TATION - MAJOR habilitation/replacement based on identifica-

tion of needs in Project 900100 or other pro-
grams. Costs based on study of projected reha-
bilitation needs to 2015 and associated costs.

10/5/95
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- Tab!e 4-2,
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1996-2000 3
PROJECT  NUM- PROJECT _ PROG PROJECT DESCRIFTION DURATION POLICY  FACLLITY |
GROUPING BER NAME NUMBER ' AND PURPOSES PLAN PLAN
(00s) ' PRIORITY APPROVED |
- [T | I
34 TREATMENT PLANT REHA- 9703 Consists of major projects © rehabilitats, 1997-2000 N/A N/A
BILITATION-METROPOLITAN update, and/or replace equipment and facilities
TREATMENT PLANT at the Metropolitan Plant as required to
maintain ¢fficient and economical operation.
-Costs based on study of projectsd rehabilitate
tion needs to 2015 and associated costs.
35 TREATMENT PLANT REHA- 9704  Cousists of major projects to rehabilitate, 1997-2000 ' N/A- NA
BILITATION- REGIONAL update, and/or replace equipment and facitities
TREATMENT PLANTS at other treatment plants as required to
mainizin an efficient and economical operation.
Costs are based on study of projected rehabilita-
tion needs to 2015 and associated costs.
SSIP € © INTERCEPTOR REHARILI- 9706  Consists of rehabilitation/replacement 19972000  N/A N/A
‘ TATION - SMALL SYSTEM of mierceptor system facilities in which
AFTER WIDE IMPROVEMENT PRO- individual project costs are projected to
JECTS be less than $1,000,000 each. -
ls9s : . e

*** The letters and numbers under Policy Plan Priovity characterize the m:_rﬁrre of the pmjeét or pmgmm.. '
The first letter(s) refers to'the category or reason for the project: C- compliance; R- rehabilitation/replacement;

and E- expansion. If the project has more than one element or purpose, more than one letter may be used.

The total designation N/A indicates a generic project in

Jor overhead or continuous planning functions.

cluded for projecting costs of yet undefined projects or

The number following the dash provides the relative priority rating of the project, higher numbers meaning higher
priority. If the letrer;_ UC appear, then the project is under construction.

10/5/95
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stle 4-3.
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
. STUDIES AND CAPITAL SUPPORT ACTIVITIES
YEARS 1996-2000 = .

PROJECT ~NUM- PROJECT " PROGRAM  PROJECT DESCRIFTION DURATION POLICY ACTIVITY

GROUPING BER  DESCRIPTION NUMBER . AND PURPOSES : _ PLAN APPROVED
(00s) - PRIORITY

. . 1
e
STUDIES ‘1 MWWTP MASTER PLAN 9407 Development of a comprehensive Master Plan -1997 CRE-14 - YES

for the Metro Plant in accordance with its
NFPDES Permit which estzblishes long range

options, plans and costs for the facility.

CAPITAL |  ENGINEERING/CONSTRUC- 7998  General administrative costs of Engineering/ 2000 N/A YES

| TION ADMINISTRATION _ Construction function for capital budget

PROJECT S related matters not related to specific

projects directly.
- {SUPPORT
ACTIVI- 2  INTERCEPTOR INSPECTION 001  Conduct continnous facility inspection 2000 RIZ YES
AND REHARBILITATION programs which provide information to : :

" {TIES PROGRAM - _ establish rehabilitation needs of various

' classes of facilities. Rehabilitate inspected
facilities which require immediate attention
to addresss problems from deterioration.

3 PLANNING - CAPITAL 9404  Preparation of system improvement studies, 2000 NA YES
: * facility plans, capital budget work, tactical
plans, capital improvement information, and
other capital planning work and coordination.

4  PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 799870  Development of state-of-the-art tools, systems, 7 <1996  CRE® YES

SUPPORT ‘ and processes 10 enhance staff's capabilities
in project planning and management.

**#* The letters and numbers under Policy Plan Priority characterize the nature of the project or program.
The first letter(s} refers to the category or reason for the project: C- compliance; R- rehabilitation/replacement; .
~. and E- expansion. If the project has more than one element or purpose, more than one letter may be used.
_ The total designation N/A indicates a generic project included for projecting costs of yet undefined projects or

Jor overhead or continuous planning functions.
The number following the dash provides the relative priority rating of the project, higher numbers meaning higher
priority. If the letters UC appear, then the project is under construction.
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: Tabie 4-4. :
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
'CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES

YEARS 1996-2000
NUM- PROJECT PROG TOTAL *  COSTS BY YEAR in $Million
BER NAME NUMBER COSTS
999
©0s) SMillion| 1994 1995 19%6 197 192 ) 2000 |
%
I  BLOOMINGTON RIVER SIPHON 9003 2347 3082 357 500 200 00C 060G .000
2 BLUE LAKE SOLIDS PROCESSING FACILITIES 9102 48465 161 251 1000 500 14229 27.562 3.679
3 BROOKLYN PARK LIFT STATION IMPROVEMENTS 9503 Lo00| 000 150 700 150 000 000 000
. 4  CHASKAFLANT PHASE OUT 9206 19355) 786 5400 3700 4000 5000 000 000
5 COTTAGE GROVE PLANT EXPANSION 9103 4500 ~2.159 1200 607 000 000 - 000 .oo0]
6  ELM CREEK INTERCEPTOR 9004 29281 008 200 2300 5654 9242 6745 4593
7  EMPIRE PLANT EXPANSION 9401 15309 006 131 650 1000 6.550 6360 613
3 LABORATORY SERVICES FACILITY 9505 10381 000 100 200 2652 5360 2069  .000
9 LINO LAKES INTERCEPTOR IMPROVEMENTS 5105 ‘4100 260 300 2700 525 000 000 .00
10 MOUND INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION 9410 00| 297 178 128 000 000 000  .000
11 MWWTP CENTRIFUGE DEWATERING 9302 30188 1390 3245 9705 1490 2222 5388  6.700
12 MWWTP EFFLUENT PUMP STATION IMPROVEMENTS 9508 4000] 000 152 048 1500 2300 000 000
13 MWWTP LEVEE EXPANSION 9304 | 2000F 550 950 405 000 000 000 . .000
14 MWWTP PROCESS CONTROL SYSTEM 9108 31.063] 1266 2591 2865 6609 5641 ST37 4567
15 MWWTP RBS SUSTAINABILITY 9509 2.664] 000 664  2.000 000 000 000 000
16 MWWTP SECONDARY TREATMENT IMPROVEMENTS 9506 SLO00] 1981 4396 10380 15039 18960 000 000
17 MWWTP/MINNEAPOLIS METER IMPROVEMENTS 9207 7000 249 650 1700 3000 1300 000  .000
12 ROSEMOUNT PLANT PHASE OUT 9208 1L117) 037 200  .400 600 5000 4000 718
19  ST. BONIFACIUS INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION 9502 $00] 000 .50 050 000 000 000 000
20 SHAKOPEE LS & FM IMPROVEMENTS 9205 2226] 492 533 300 800 026 000 .000|
21 SOUTHEAST REGIONAL PLANT 9501 41.794] 000 200 300 5757 7073 14232 14.232)
22 SOUTH ST. PAUL FORCEMAIN REPLACEMENT 9504 1200 000 1173 025 000 000 000  .000
23 ° WACONIA INTERCEFTOR IMPROVEMENTS 9204 6200f .384. 365 2162 3251 000 000  .000
24 WHITE BEAR LAKE LIFT STATION IMPROVEMENTS 9209 3s50| .124 650 057 000 000 000 000
A __ REGULATOR SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS 9104 a5 .on 100 490 J00 000 000 000
B SMALL SYSTEMWIDE IMP 9503 15898 343 800 3000 3000 2820 2910 3.026
25  APPLE VALLEY INTERCEPTOR 9601 6001 000 000 600 000 000 000 00O
26  BATTLE CREEK SIPHON IMPROVEMENTS 9602 9007 000 000 565 335 000 000 .000
27 COTTAGE GROVE PLANT PHASE OUT 9702 2718 000  .000 000 338 528 926 926
28 MWWTP ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 9801 34518 000 000 000 000 500 563 2333
2%  MWWTP PHOSPHORUS REMOVAL FACILITIES 9803 _ .s00| 000 000 .000 500 000 000  .000
30  MWWTP SECONDARY ADDITION 9802 17.895| .000 000 000 000 2460 2767 12.668
31  MWWTP SOLIDS PROCESSING DMPROVEMENTS 9804 000l 000 000 000 000 000 000 000
32  WOODBURY INTERCEPTOR 9701 6710| 000 000  .000 740 338 1536 4.0%6
33 INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION-MAJOR 9705 14.186] 000 000 000 000 3265 3796 7128
34 TREATMENT WORKS REHABILITATION-MWWTEP $703 75| 000 000 000 000 000 000 750
35  TREATMENT WORKS REHABILITATION-REGIONAL 9704 3g6s| 000 000 000 000 472 1441 1952
C  INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION-SSIP ' 9706 ooo| 000 000 000 000 000 .000 - .000|
COMPLETED PROJECTS IN 1995 16058] 9944 6114 000 000 000 000  .000
TOTAL AMOUNT 417.626| 23.538 34.825 47.537 57.741 93283 86.032 68.032
10/5/98 . 4-16



Table 4-5 |
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
STUDY AND CAPITAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY COSTS

YEARS 1996-2000
NUM- DESCRIPTION PROGRAM TOTAL COSTS BY YEAR in $Million
BER NUMBER = COSTS _
A (00'S) ~ SMillion 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
W
1 MWWTP MASTER PLAN 9407 2701 0299 1427 0974 0000 0000 0.000 0.000
ENGINEERING/CONSTRUCTION '
1 ADMNISTRATION 7998 _13.?.63 1.387 1819 1922 1930 1988 2.067 2.150
INTERCEPTOR INSPECTION '
2 AND REHABILITATION 5001 19700 0124 1142 3.555 2979 3074 3,173 3274
* PROGRAM
3  PLANNING-CAPITAL 8753 4883 0.606 0672 0600 0713 0734 0764 0.794
* PROGRAM MANAGEMENT :
4 SUPPORT 799870 6.100 1865 2968 1.268 0000 0000 0000 0.000
TOTAL CO§'I‘S 46.647 4280 8.027 8318 5622 5797 6.004 6219

1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Projected Annual Expenditures

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, $Million

140
126 Total Expenditures(1996-2003)« $471.2 Million
100 F 99.1 92 |
1996-2000 CIP
80+ Continuing Project
: Costs beyond 2000
60
429
40 rIREY
Y
Sy \ \
LN

1996 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
. YEAR :

Figure 4-6.
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PROJECT AND FUNDING ACTIONS: SVSTEM IMPROVEMENT S"I'U'DiES, FACILITY

PLANS AND OTHER CHANGES

Under the procedures for the former Implementation Plan, in order to become officially approved for
design and construction, proposed projects were first approved in system improvement studies to
allow subsequent facility planning. The resultant facility pians were then approved as part of the
Implemeryation Plan. Following approval of the facility plans, projects were cleared for
implementation without further approvais unless the project scope, costs or timing deviated
significantly from the originally approved facility plans. The projects in 1996-2000 Capital
Improvement Program fall into various stages of approval or status under this approach, as shown by
_ the information in Tables 4-2 through 4-5. ' :

The information in Tables 4-2 through 4-5 is intended to represent the latest status and assessment of
the five-year capital program nature, timing and costs. Consequently, it represents the program
proposed for future implementation. The specific approvals sought for changes to projects not
previously approved for official inclusion in the former Implementation Plan, or subsequently
approved in 1995 by the Council as part of the Capital Improvement Program, are the following:

Facility plans for two projects:

Apple Valley Interceptor, Project No. 960100
Battle Creek Siphon Improvements, Project No. 960200

The Apple Valley Interceptor is a new metropolitan interceptor that will serve central Apple Valley
and is being constructed with and as a stormwater drainage project for the area. The estimated total
cost of the project is $700,000. The Battle Creek Siphon Improvements is a rehabilitation project to
correct problems with leaks in the siphon by minimizing settiement and to renovate the headhouse
structure for the siphon by providing odor control and accommodating future addition of pumping
facilities, if needed. The estimated costs of the work is $900,000. A summary of each of the
proposed two facility plans are provided in Appendix C to provide the nature and costs of the
projects.

The projected cost of the 1996-2000 CIP to complete all projects is estimated to be $471 million, as
shown graphically in Figure 4-6. The estimated cost to compiete the ongoing and proposed new work
in the 1996 Capital Budget is $194 million. The new funding required to support the program in
1996 is $48.5 million. The actual amount of capiture expenditures in 1996 is projected as $56 million.
The basis for existing and new funding authorizations for 1996 are summarized in Appendix A.

The capital expenditures proposed to implement the 1996 Capital Budget leave about $277 million in
future funding authorizations to implement the total 1996-2000 CIP, as presently planned.
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Table5-6. . ' _
SELECTED ANNUAL SUMMARY FINANCIAL INFORMATION
‘ YEARS 1996 THROUGH 2000 AND 1996-2000 )

0 ON nless otherwise noted)  [__1996-2000 COSTS
DESCRIPTION 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | TOTAL AVERAGE
- — . — - - — |
|REVENUES
INDUSTRIAL STRENGTH CHARGE 8.04 9.05 9.34 9.64 9.95 10.34] 4832 9.66
TOTAL SAC REQUIRED 14.61 16.11 16.47 16.77 16.63 19.12] 156.02 3120
INVESTMENT EARNINGS 0.60 060 062 0.64 0.66 069 320 0.64
OTHER INCOME 0.77 121 125 129 133 138 647 1.29
SEWER SERVICE CHARGES 134.75 139.80 146.10 150.35 156.18 161.46| 753.89 150.78 .
ANNUAL CHANGE, % 445% 3.75% 4.50% 291%  3.88% 3.38% 3.69%
|-TOTAL REVENUES - 158.76 166.79 173.78 178.69 184.75 193.00] 897.00 179.40
EXPENSES
OPERATING EXPENDITURES
TREATMENT WORKS EXPENSES 65.79 66.47 68.28 7022 7.91 74.36] 35123 70258
INTERCEPTOR EXPENSES 6.83 6.84 7.08 7.34 773 807 3707 741
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 27.83 30.93 3209 30.83 30.60 31.58 156.02 3120
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 100.45 104.23 107.46 108.39 110.24 114.01| 54432 10886
ANNUAL CHANGE,% | 4.15% 3.77% 3.09% 0.87% 1.70% 342%| 0.00%  2.57%
DERBT SERVICE
LOCAL DEBT COSTS 032 024 0.18 0.06 0.03 0.00| 0.1 0.10
COUNCIL DEBT SERVICE 5420 58.52 62.35 66.46 7130 75.96] 334.59 66.92
ACQUISITION COSTS 379 379 3.79 3.79 3.18 3.02f 17.57 351
TOTAL DEET SERVICE 5831 62.55 6632 70.30 74.52 7899 352.67 7053
ANNUAL CHANGE. % 9.03% 727% 6.03% 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 626%
JTOTAL EXPENSES 158.76 166.79 173.78 178.69 18475  193.00] 897.00 179.40
' ANNUAL CHANGE,% 0.31% 5.05% 4.19% 2.83% 3.39% 4.46% 3.99%
AVERAGE SEWER RATES e I
TOTAL R.E.C'S, millions 1320 1335 1.350 1.365 1.380 1.392 1364 |
AVERAGE HOME RATE, $/REC. 102.05 104.70 10822 110.15 11320 116.02 11046
ANNUAL CHANGE, % 328% 2.60% 1.36% 1.79% 2.76% 2.50% 2.60%
AVERAGE VOLUME RATE,
$/100,000 GAL 127.72 13189 13619 138.50 142.16 145.23 138.79 }
ANNUAL CHANGE,% 185%  326%-10327  169% 265%  2.15% 260% |
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| Proposed |
1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program
and 1996 Capital Budget

Iritroduction

This section summarizes the proposed 1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program and
1996 Capital Budget. The proposed 1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program represents
a capital financing plan for transit capital investments and not a project specific capital
improvement program. The annual capital spending levels in the program is based on the
issuance of $25 million annually in regional transit bonds. This level of regional bonding is

_ significantly less than needed to fully fund the transit capital improvement requests for 1996-

2000. The 1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program seeks Council endorsement of a
regional bonding commitment and a process for prioritizing capital project funding requests

. received from transit providers.

Agency Organization

The Transportation Division is organized into two units - Transportation and Transit
Development, and Transit Operations. Transportation and Transit Development is responsible
for regional transportation planning, including planning for aviation, highway and transit
systems, and transit development. Transit development includes administration of transit
programs providing state and regional financial assistance to transit providers in the region,
including opt-out providers, community based transit providers and regular route service
providers, including the Council’s Transit Operations unit. Transit Operations is responsible for
the provision of transit services and is the principal transit provider in the region. Metro
Mobility, the principal provider of specialized transit services for persons with disabilities, is
located administratively within Transit Operations.

Regional Transit System

A-majdr function of the Metropolitan Council’s Transportation Division involves planning and
developing the transit system for the region and providing state and regional financial assistance
to transit providers. The major components of the regional transit system include:

. Regular Route service is the backbone of the regional transit system, operating on fixed
- routes and schedules for local and express service. The regular route system is structured
primarily in a radial orientation focusing on the two central business districts. In 1995
there were seven regular route service contracts with transit providers. The Council’s
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Transit Operations provides the majority of the region’s regular route transit service.

» . Metro Mobility is the principal paratransit service in the Twin Cities metropohtan area.

Door-to-door service is prov1ded to persons with dlSabllltleS on an advance reservation
basis. . : :
. Opt-Out programs were created by 1980 legislation which aliowed communities loc_atéd

at the outer limits of the regular route service area to “opt-out” or replace existing service
with substitute service the local community determined to be more responsive to local
needs. The opt-out provision was sunset in 1988 after the following communities had
elected to provide replacement service: Apple Valley, Burnsville, Chanhassen, Chaska,
Eagan, Eden Prairie, Maple Grove, Plymouth, Prior Lake, Rosemount, Savage and
Shakopee. In 1995 there were five service contracts with communities or transit
authorities providing service to several communities.

. Community-Based programs, or rural and small urban programs, are transit programs

designed to meet transit needs in lower density suburban and rural areas where regular
route service cannot be provided cost-effectively. Community-based programs typically
use smaller vehicles and provide curb-to-curb service. In 1995 there were twelve rural
and six small urban service contracts with transit providers. '

Transit Capital Investment Strategy -

" The Council’s transit capital investment strategy was developed over the last several years
through the combined efforts of the Metropolitan Council, the Regional Transit Board, the
Metropolitan Transit Commission and the Minnesota Department of Transportation, as well as
other transportation agencies and transit providers in the region.

The Regional Transit Board’s “Vision for Transit”, developed in the early 1990's, was first
described as a transit service concept in the Regional Service and Capital Plan: 1993-1997. The
“Vision for Transit” is a flexible concept that takes a variety of transit services and facilities and
matches them to the diverse transportation needs of the region. Regular route buses, community
circulators, dial-a-rides, light rail transit, specialized services for persons with disabilities, travel
demand management strategies, transit hubs, park-and-ride lots, bike-and-ride lots, high
occupancy vehicle lanes and car and van pools are all components of the overall “Vision for
Transit”. The concept was developed to enhance service quality for current transit riders and

~ make transit an attractive option for potential riders. The “Vision for Transit” involves
reorganizing transit service, replacing the existing radial system with a hub and spoke system

An integral component of this service reorganization is the transit hub. The transit hub concept
provides facilities where transit semces can be lmked to prov1de enhanced transfer opportunities
for nders :
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The Metropolitan Council’s Regional Transit Facilities Plan, adopted in February, 1992, was
developed as a guide for making the best decisions on future transit investments in the region.
The plan advocates a multi-strategy approach to moving people in the Twin Cities Area and
presented four critical elements for a solution to the transportation problems of the region: (1)
strong transportation system management and demand management, (2) incentives for high-
occupancy vehicle use, (3) strengthened transit services and (4) more efficient and “transit-
friendly” land uses. The plan lays out four basic actions needed to implement a reinvigorated,
restructured and higher-performance reglonal transit system. The four basic actions presented in
the plan are:

. A Reorganized System: A reorganization of transit services, as proposed in the RTB’s
“Vision for Transit”, into a constellation of transit hubs with connecting transit service.
Transit hubs would be transfer points for passengers, linking local and express regular
routes, suburban circulators, car pools and paratransit service.

. Service Improvements: These would include service additions; namely, increased service
frequency, selective additions of routes, more express/limited stop services and local
circulators, increased service hours and user-friendly transit information services.

. Low-Capital Improvements: These involve relatively low-cost capital improvements such
as transit hubs, park and ride lots, bus turnarounds, signage, shelters, layover facﬂmes,
bus bypasses at bottlenecks and downtown exclusive bus lanes. :

. Major Capital Improvements: These inblude light rail transit and two kinds of high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on freeways and expressways: HOV lanes added to
existing highways and converting existing mixed-use lanes to HOV lanes.

The plan identifies low-capital improvements to be implemented over a 3,5 year period. These
capital improvements are intended to focus transit services in a hub-and spoke system and
provide faster, more reliable travel times for high-occupancy vehicles. Included are transit hubs,
large regional park and ride lots, bus layover facilities, “Team Transit” projects and other '
projects intended to facilitate bus operations, and provide a more attractive, safe and user-
friendly environment for the bus rider. :

Previous Transit Capital Improvement Program

The Council adopted a three-year capital improvement program, the Transit Capital
Improvement Program: 1995-1997, in February, 1995. The program included capital investment
projects included in the adopted 1994 capital budgets of the Metropolitan Transit Commission
and Regional Transit Board that carry over into 1995 and subsequent years, as well as new
capital improvemment projects proposed by Transit Operations and other transit providers for
1995, 1996 and 1997. The adopted program totaled $181 million in capital expenditures over a
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three-year period, financed with $61 million in federal funding, $35 million in state bonding, $3
million in other sources and $82 million in regional bonding. The Council requested $50 million
" in new regional bonding authority ($25 million for 1996, $25 million for 1997) to help finance
the capital improvement program from the 1995 State Legislature, but the request was not
approved.

Current Transit Capital Improvement Rég—uests

The Transportation Division solicited transit capital project requests from transit providers,
including Transit Operations, for the five-year period from 1996-2000. Requests totaled $366
- million and are summarized in the Sources and Uses of Funds table on the next page. The initial
capital improvement plan would require $239 million in new regional bonding over the five year
period, or $48 million per year.

The Regional Administrator’s Office and the Transportation Division concluded that (1) the total
capital funding requests for transit exceeded what would be considered a reasonable level of
regional bonding and (2) that a process is not currently in place to prioritize capital projects and
develop a project-specific capital improvement program that could be financed.

The 1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Prograin seeks Couhcil endorsement of a regional
bonding commitment and a process for prioritizing capital project funding requests received from
transit providers .

Proposed Transit Capital Financing Program

The 1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program proposed capital spending on transit at a
level that could be financed with $25 million per year in regional bonding over the five-year
period of the program. Together with federal, state and other sources of capital funding and

_existing regional bonding authority, this level of regional bonding would allow for $257 million
in transit capital improvements over the five-year period, or $51 million per year. Under this
capital financing plan, $109 million of the capital spending requests would not be funded in the
1996-2000 period.
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Regional Transit Capital Spending Requests: 1996-2000

Fleet Improvements $117 Million
Public Facilities _ 116 Million
Support Facilities | 50 Million
Sneiling Garage Replacement | 30 Million
ComputerizationfCommunjcatibn 38 Million
Other Capital Improvements/Expenses 15 Million
Total Requests ' : $366 Million
Capital Funding Sources: 1996-2000

Federal Grants _ $72 Million
State Bonds (Snelling Garage 30 Million
Replacement) A
Existing Regionél-Bonding Authority - 14 Miilion
New Regional Bonding Authority 125 Million
@ $25 Million/Year

Other Sources | - 16 Million
Total Sources | $257 Million
Capital Funding Gap | $109 Million

Regional bonding of $25 million per year for regional transit would increase the property taxes
levied by the Council for transit debt service. The figures on the next pages illustrate the impact
of the proposed regional bonding program on Council debt service levies, overal! transit levies
for operations and debt service and the impact on a $100,000 residential homestead in constant
1995 dollars. Regional bonding will increase transit debt service property taxes from $12 million
in 1995 to $28 million in 2001, an average annual increase of 10.5 percent. Overall, transit
property taxes are projected to increase from $81 million in 1995 to $111 million in 2001, an
average annual increase of 4.8 percent. In terms of impact on a $100,000 residential homestead,
property taxes for transit operations are projected to remain level at approximately $50 per year, .
while property taxes for transit debt service would increase from approximately $12 per year in
1995 to $22 dollars in 2001. ' :
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Proposed Transit Capital Process

The Transportation Division is developing a process for soliciting and prioritizing transit capital
project requests from transit providers. A Transit Capital Improvement Program Advisory
Committee will assist Transportation Division staff in developing a process and evaluating
capital funding requests. The selection criteria and capital funding request forms will be
developed by the end of 1995 and the application and review process will take place in the first
half of 1996. The proposed process is outlined below:

A.  Capital Project Selection

I. Transit Capital Evaluation Committee (TCEC) will:

a. Develop selection criteria
b. Approve request forms and instructions
2. Providers submit capital funding applications
3. TCEC reviews applications and recommends regional bonding level for

each of five years '

4, Council annually acts to approve legislative request for regional bonding
authority

5. TCEC conducts evaluation and ranking of capital projects

6. Council approves capital projects to be funded with regional bonding
B. Capital Program Administration
1. Council approves new projects
a. Executes contracts with outside providers
b. Authorization forms for MCTO, Metro Mobility and Minnesota -
Rideshare
2. Submit monthly reimbursement requests
3. Council must approve contract amendments for cost overruns

4. Contract close-out and audit



5. Unexpcnded funds reprogrammed into capifal budget
Transit Capitél Evaluﬁﬁon'Comnﬁttee membership would include:
Transit Provider Advisory Committee Chair
Representatives from:
- Opt-Out Providers
Mcl:ropqlitan Council Transit Operations
Small Urban/Rural Providers
Private Providers
County Systems
Central City
Suburban City
MnDOT
Staff from:
Metropolitan Council Transportation and Transit Development

Metropolitan Council Budget and Evaluation



1996 TRANSIT CAPITAL BUDGET

The 1996 Transit Capital Budget includes capital budget authorizations for Transit Operations,
Metro Mobility and other transit providers. Capital budget authorization is maintained for each
active capital project until the project is completed, although capital expenditures on the project
may occur over several years. Requested changes in budget authorizations include new capital
projects and adjustments to previously approved projects.

1996 Capital Program Authorizations - Reguested Change_s

The proposed changes in the Transit Capital Program are summarized as follows:

Transit Operations:

New Projects:
Ongoing Support Facility Improvements 433,000
Team Transit - 30 Minute Express Park/Ride Lot 1,180,000
Identify Park/Ride Sites and Upgrade - ; 200,000
1996 Computer Equipment ' . 250,000
" Subtotal - New Projects | 2,063,000

‘ Previou_sl_y Authorized Projects:

~ Substitute 50 Articulated Buses for 100 Forty-Foot Buses 2,765,420
Team Transit Improvements | (4,237,995)
Increases in 12 Existing Projects ' 2,979,611
Decreases in 21 Existing Projects (6.415.943)
Subtotal - Previously Authorized Projeéts (4,908.907)

Total - MCTO Projects (2,845,907)

Metro Mobility:

New Projects:

Existing Vehicle Lease | 3,364,133
Purchase 75 Small Vehicles - : | 2.600.000
Total - Metro Mobility Projects 5.964.,133
Grand Total 3,118,226
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.Capital Projects on Hold

A number of currently approved MCTO capital projects are on hold pending funding. The
Snelling Garage replacement garage approved in the 1995 capital budget is the major capital
project on hold, with the project contingent on the Council recetving state funding. Other capital.
projects will be financed with new regional bonding and were put on hold until the Council
receives additional bonding authority from the State Legislature. When additional bonding
authority is obtained, these projects will need to compete with other transit capital projects for
available funding. : ‘

Capital projects on hold are summarized as follows:
1 “
Snelling Garage' Replacement - \ 29,961,308
Other Support Facilities | 752,181

Public Facilities:

“Transit Hubs - 3,408,773

Park and Ride Lots R ) _ 5,203,948
Other Public Facilities 1,615,094
Computerization . | | 255,214
Total Projects on Hold 7 41,196,518

1996 Capital Expenditures
The 1996 Transit Capital Budget projects expenditures in 1996 of approximately $41 million. If

the 1996 State Legislature approves additional state or regional bonding, the capital projects on
hold could be reactivate, resulting in additional capital expenditures in 1996.
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Summary

The 1996 Transit Capital Program and capital expenditure schedule is summarized as follows:

1995 Capital Program 195,899,121

Requested Changes: _

“New Projects-MCTO ~ 2,063,000
New Projects-Metro Mobility 5,964,133
Adjustments to Previously Approved Projects-MCTO (4,908,907}
Subtotal-Reguested Changes 3,118,226

- 1996 Proposed Capital Program - 199,017,347

Projects on Hold - (41,196,518)

1996 Active Capital Projects 157,820,829

Expenditure Schedule:

Estimated Expenditures through 1995 ' 95,667,189

Proposed 1996 Capital Budget Expenditures _ 40,936,745
Projected 1997+ Expenditures ' 21,216,895
Total Expenditures, Active Projects ‘ 157,820,829
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Transit Capital Budget Summary

Current 1995 " Proposed 1996 Active Proposed Projected |’
Capital Program Requested | Capital Program | Authorization | 1996 Capital | Expenditures | 1996 Budget 1997+
Authorization Changes Authorization On-Hold | Authorization | through 1995 | Expenditures | Expenditures
MCTO:
Fleet Modernization 84,265,948 3,654,800 87,920,748 0 87,920,748 56,510,748 18,810,000 12,600,000
Support Facilities: O |
Snelling Replacement 29,961,308 0 29,961,308 | (29.,961,308) 0 0 0 0
Other Support Facilities 5,378,187 598,740 5976927 |  (752,181) 5,224,746 4,322,168 902,578 0
Subtotal-Support Facil. 35,339,495 598,740 35,938,235 (30,713,489) 5,224,746 4,322,168 902,578 0
Public Facilities: 0 ' 0
Transit Hubs 7,038,535 (119,561) 6,918,974 (3,408,773) 3,510,201 2,710,201 800,000 0
Park and Ride Lots 9,943;814 1,380,000 11,323,814 (5,203,948) 6,119,866 4,199,733 1,920,133 0
Team Transit Projects 8,071,995 | (4,237,995) 3,834,000 | -0 3,834,000_ 1,954,000 1,880,000 0
Other Public Facilities 8,518,823 60,434 8,579,257 (1,615,094) 6,964,163 4,048,166 2,045,997 870,000
Subtotal;Public Facil. 33,573,167 | (2,917,122) 30,656,045 | (10,227,815) 20,428,230 12,9 12.,100 6,646,130 870,000
Computerization ' 16,589,639 | (2,472,712) 14,116,927 (255,214) 13,861,713 5,990,803 2,442,910 5,428,000
Other Capital thipment 14,109,365 | (1,709,613} | . 12,399,752 0 12,399,752 7,455.,009 4,944,743 0
Total MCTO 183,877,614 | (2,845,907) 181,031,707 | (41,196,518) | 139,835,189 87,190,828 33,746,361 18,898,000




Trans-it Capital Budget Summary

199,017,347

157,820,829 °

40,936,745

Current 1995 Proposed 1996 : Active Proposed Projected
Capital Program Requested | Capital Program | Authorization | 1996 Capital | Expenditurcs | 1996 Budget 1997+
Authorization Changes Authorization On-Hold | Authorization | through 1995 | Expenditures | Expenditures

Metro Mobility: |
Fleet Modernization 0 2,600,000 2,600,000 0 12,600,000 | 0 | 2,600,000 0
Existing Vehicle Lease 0 3,364,133 3,364,133 0 3,364,133 459,729 1,924,288 980,116
Total Metro Mobility 0 5,964,133 5,964,133 0 5,964,133 459,729 4,524,288 980,116
' ol 0 | 0
Other Transit Providers _ ol 0 0
Fleet Modernization 3,073,502 0 © 3,073,502 0 3,073,502 2,675,544 38,560 359,398

Public Facilities:

Transit Hubs 7,075,939 0 7,075,939 0 7.075,939 | 3,891,228 2,602,536 582,175
Park and Ride Lots 1,872,066 | 0 1,872,066 0 1,872,066 1,449,360 25,000 397,.206
Subtota‘l-Public‘ Facilities 8,948,005 0 - 8,948,005 0 8,948,005 - 5,341,088 2,627,536 979,381
Total Other Transit Prov. . 12,021,507 0 12,021,507 0 12,021,507 8,016,632 2,666,096 1,338,779
Grand Total 195,899,121 3,118,226 95,667,189 21,216,895

(41,196,518)




MCTO 1996 Capital Budget Program Summar

Pro;ects Open (Actlve and On-I-Iold) in 1996; Sorted by Project Category

"o Authorlty and PrOJect Spendmg By Year

Sep29, 1905

3

AUTHORIZATIONS EXPENDITURES
1995 Requested Changes from Met Council Project ) Total
Project ‘ Authorized Active Tolal Spending Projected Projected Projected Projact
# Project Title- Status Budget Increases | Decreases | New Projects On-Hold Profect Through 1994 1995 1998 1997/Future | Expenditures {
Flest Modernization : , '
3010 Buy 37 Forty-Foot Buses Ending $7.906,128 $0  ($126,129) $0| = $7.780,000 $7,780,000 § $7.630,000 $150,000 $0 %0 $7,780,000
3215 1995 Tire Leasing Ended 1,121,394 $0 30 $0]  $1,121.394 $1.121,394 . $0  $1,121.394 $0 $0 -$1,121,394
3311 Purchase 25 Artic. Buses Ending 8,496,709 , ¢ (56.751) 0 8,439,958 | 8,439,958 8,429,958 10,000 0 0 8,439,958
3312 Purchase 97 40-it. Buses - Ending 21,012,746 194,779 0 0 21,207,525 21,207,525 15,457,525 5,750,000 0 0 21,207,525
3413 Replace 200 Gillig Radiators Ending 647,817 0 (185,014) 0] 462,803 462,803 ' 247,803 215,000 0 ¢ 462,803
3414 MAN Engine Rebuilding Ending 2,119,111 454,957 0 0 2,574,068 2,574,068 1,574,068 1,000,000 0 - Q 2,574,068 .
3510 Purchage 91 Forty-Foot Buses Prop Amend 20,877,463 607,537 ‘ 0 0| 21,485,000 21,485,000 0 14,925,000 6,560,000 0 21,485,000
3511 Purchase 60 Atticulated Buses - Prop Amend 0 24,850,000 ¢ 0 24,850,000 1 24,850,000 0 ' 0 12,260,000 12,600,000 §- 24,850,000
3512 Purchase 100 Forty-Foot Buses __Prop Amend 22,084,580 0 (22,084 580} o 0 __ ¢ 9 0 0 0 0
Subtalal: $84,265,948  $26,107.273 ($22,452 473) $0  $87,920,748 $0__ $87,920,748 § $33,339,354 $23,171,394 $18,810,000  $12/600,000 | $87,920,746
MCTO Facilities 1 ' _ -
3960 St. Paut West End CBD Layover Ending $287,301 $0  ($197,056) ) $90,245 | $90,245 $89,923 $322 $0 80 $90,245
3230 1992 Bus Tumarounds Prop Amend | 516,570 0 (114,887) ‘o 401,683 - 401,683 126,346 6,758 269,578 0 ~ 401,683
3344 F.T. Heywood Office Rerodel. Prop Amend 1,324,469 (274,651) 0 1,049,818 1,049,818 349,818 700,000 0 o 1,045,818
3444 ADA Access. Facility Changes Prop Ament 1,097,811 0 (227,811) 0 - 870,000 870,000 €5,544 804,456 0 0 870,000 |
3445 Fuel Systems at Garages On-Hold 352,500 - 4] 0 0 352,500 {352,500} 0 o [} 0 0 0
3530 Snelling Repl. Facility - Roseville On-Hald 29,961,308 o 0 0 29,961,308 | {(29,961,308) 0 0. 0 0 0 ol
3543 1995 Major improvements to Facil. Prop Amend 1,119,855 980,145 . 0 0 2,100,000 : 2,100,000 0 2,100,000 0 0 2,100,000
3558 Tumarounds - 1995 Onmbold - |- 679,681 0 o -0 679,681 (399,681) - 280,000 0 " 80,000 200,000 | 280,000
36x1__Ongoing Fagcility improvements Neow o 0 0 433,000 433,000 433,000 0 0 433,000 0 433,000
Subtotal: $35,339,495  $960,145 (3814,405) $433.,000  $35938,235  ($30,713,489) $5,224,746 $630,631 _ $3,691,537 $902,578 30 $5,224,748



MCTO 1996 Capital Budget Program Summary -- Authority and Project Spending By Year
Projects Open (Active and On-Hold) in 1996; Sorted by Project Category

Sep 29, 1995
AUTHORIZATIONS EXPENDITURES
1955 Requested Changes from Met Council Project ) Total
Project Authorized Active Total Spending Projected Projected Projected Project
# Project Title Status Budget Increases | Dscreases | New Projects On-Hold Project Through 1984 1995 1986 1997/Futura | Expenditures
Public Facilities
3690 Passenger Shelters Ending $1,841,045 $49,699 $C 30 $1,890,744 $1,890,744 § * $1,861,865 26,879 0 0 $1,890,744
3850 1988 ParidRide Lot (Hwy. 610) Ending 1,876,563 0 0 0 1,876,563 1,876,563 1,770,379 106,184 0 [ 1,876,563
3270 Downtown St. Paul Transit Hub Ending 1,903,508 0 {153,909) 0 1,749,600 1,749,600 1,244,503 505,007 Q 0 1,749,600
3290 Bus Stop Lighting On-Hold 1,127,084 0 0 0 1,127,084 (748,122) 378,962 217 662 161,300 4] 0 378,962
3291 Bus Stop Signs No Change 2,034,146 0 0 0 2,034,146 2,034,146 519,864 643,285 600,997 270,000 2,034,146
3358 1993 Park/Ride Lots On-Hold 5,712,667 0 0 0 5,712,667 {2,885,000) 2,827,667 471,291 1,661,243 695,133 0 2,827,667
3370 Transit Hubs Prop Amend 696,901 38,065 0 0 734,966 734,966 65,751 679,215 0 0 734 966
3330 Team Transit Improvements Prop Amend 8,071,995 0 {4,237,995) 0 3,834,000 3,834,000 1,450,000 504,000 1,880,000 0 3,834,000
3392 Bike Lockers On-Hold 306,933 0 [¢] 0 306,933 {88,763) 218,170 163,915 29,255 25,000 [ 218,170
3450 1994 PariWRide Lots On-Hotd 113,705 0 [} 0 113,705 (113,069) 636 0 636 .0 [+] 636
3451 Exisling Facilities Rehabilitation On-Hold 290,879 0 0 0 290,879 (255,879) 35,000 0 10,000 25,000 0 35,000
3470 1994 Hubs On-Hold 1,371,710 0 0 0 1,371,710 (856,773} 514,937 88,368 76,569 350,000 0 514,937
3490 1994 Shelter/Stop Improvements  Prop Amend 1,720,074 10,735 o 0 1,730,809 1,730,809 809 100,000 1,030,000 600,000 1,730,809
3491 1994 Signage Improvements On-Hold 989,541 0 [ 0 989,541 (778,209) 211,332 21,630 139,702 50,000 0 211,332
3550 Transit Hubs - 1995 Np-Change 506,971 4} o] 0 508,971 506,971 0 56,971 450,000 1) 506,971
3551 Transit Hub - Northtown Ending 7.444 0 (3,717) 0 3,727 3,727 0 3,727 0 0 3,727
3555 Transit Hubs - 135W Corridor On-Hotd . 2,552,000 0 "0 0 2,552,000 {2,552,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0
3556 Speedlite Ne Changs 500,000 0 o] 0 500,000 500,000 0 160,000 340,000 4] 500,000
3557 1-394 & Plymouth Road Expansion  On-Hold 1,950,000 4] 0 0 1,950,000 (1,950,000) S0 0 0 Q o] 0
36xx  Team Tr 30-Min Express P&R Lots No Change o] o] 0 1,180,000 1,180,000 1,180,000 0 180,000 1,000,000 Q 1,180,000
36xx_ ldentify Sites and Upgrade No Change 0 0 0 200,000 200,000 0 200,000 0 0 200,000 0 200,000
Sublolal: $33,573,167 $98.499  ($4,395,621) $1,380,000  $30,656,045  ($10,227,815) . $20,428,230 §$7,866,037 35,046,063  $6,646,130 $6870,000 | $20,428230
GAUSER\ME 1386MBEBUDGET\SUMMALAN. WB1 30-061-95



MCTO 1996 Capital Budget Program Summary -- Authority and Project Spending By Year
Projects Open (Active and On-Hold) in 1996; Sorted by Project Category

Sep 29, 1995

AUTHORIZATIONS EXPENDITURES
1985 Requested Changes from Met Council Project ) ’ Total
Project Authorized Active Total Spending Projected Projected Projected Project
# Project Title Status Budgel Increases | Decreases | New Projects On-Hold Project Through 1994 1995 1996 1997/Fulure | Expenditires
Computerization ' ‘ _ :
3881 RUCUS Replacement Ending $758,293 %0 ($38,293) $0 $720,000 ' $720,000 $573,883 146,117 0 0 $720,000
3283 HRIS Upgrade Prap Amend 989,527 0 {599,527) 0 390,000 390,000 41,080 38,950 60,000 250,000 /390,000
3285 Financial Subsysiem Upgrade Ending. 33,083 0 {12,801} 0 20,282 20,282 20,282 . 0 0 0 20,282
3384 TRAVLINK Demonsiration Prop Amend 290,815 0 (110,815) 0 180,000 180,000 79,402 50,598 50,000 0 180,000
3385 SWAMI No Change 2,879,914 0 0 o) 2,879,914 - 161,91'4) 2,718,000 2,007,249 226,751 484,000 0 2,718,000
3480 1994 Capital Equipment Prap Amend 1,285,576 173,255 0 0 1,458,831 1,458,831 1,328,831 130,000 0 0 1,458,831
3481 Perpetual Inventory System Prop Amend 3,121,098 ' 0 (1,121,008 0 2,000,000 _ © 2,000,000 90 1,000,000 999,810 1] 2,000,000
3580 1995 Computer Acquisitions Prop Amend 833,662 0 {728,662) 0 108,000 : 105,000 0 105,000 0 0 105,000
3581 Radio System Replacement Prop Amend 4,784,389 52,611 0 0 4,837,000 4,837,000 4] 69,000 20,000 4,748,000 4,837,000
3582 MN Rideshare Enhancements No-Change 97,600 ) ' 0 1] 97,600 97,600 0 23,600 74,000 4] 97,600
| 3583 BusLine Enhancements No-Change 85,000 1] 0 ¢} 85,000 ‘ ' 85,000 0 [ 5,000 80,000 85,000
3584 Dispatch Study No-Changs 50,000 0 ¢ 0 50,000 50,000 0 60,000 0 0 50,000
3585 Geographic Info. System (GIS) Me-Change 200,000 0 0 0 200,000 - 200,000 1] 100,000 100,000 o 200,000
3586 General Ledger (G/L) Replacemnt  Prop Amend 634,700 1] (284,700} 0 350,000 350,000 0 0 250,000 100,000 350,000
3587 Automalic Psngr Counters (APC)  Prop Amend " 452,682 0 {52,682) 0 400,000 : 400,000 0 0 200,000 200,000 | 400,000
3588 Route Renumbering On-Hold ' 93,300 0 [} 0 93,300 (93,300) ) 0 [} Q 0 0 ) 0
36xx 1996 Computer Equipment New 0 0 0 250,000 250,000 - 250,000 0 0 200,000 __ 50,000 250,000
Subtotal: $16,589,639 $225.066  ($2,048,578) $250,000  $14,116.927 (3255,214)  $13,861,713 $4,050,787  $1,940,016  $2,442,910 $5428,000 | $13.861,713
Other Capital ' .
3224 Electronic Fase Collection Piop Amend $8,617,982 $252,018 %0 $0 $8,770,000 $8,770,000 $2,880,257  $2,000,000 $3,889,743 ;%0 $8,770,000
3323, 1993-94 Capital Equipment Ending 1,072,065 Q (250,648) 0 821,417 821,417 756,510 64,907 0 Q 821417
13329 1995 Capital Project Planning Ending 293,335 0 {40,000) 0 253,335 o 253,335 o] 253,335 a 0 253,335
3423 1994.95 Capital Equipment Ending 2,166,040 0 (966,040) 0 1,200,000 1,200,000 852,004 347,996 0 "0 1,200,000
3426 Driver Unilorms ’ Ending 870,763 0 (870,753) 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
3523 1995-96 Capital Equipment Prop Amend 1,189,180 166,810 D [¢] 1,355,000 1,355,000 0 300,000 1,055,000 . 0 1,365,000
Subtotak $14,109,365 $417,828  (32,127,441) $0 $12,399,752 $0 $12,399,752 $4,488,771 $2,966,238 $4,944,743 $0 $12,399,752

$50,75,580 $36.815248 $33.746,361__ $18:896,000 $139,835,180

Total Open Capital Projects: | $163,877614 _$27,820611_($32738518) $2063,000 $181031.707 _($41,196518) $130,696189



TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS 1996-1997

Estimated Quarterly Capital Outlays by Project
(Revised: OCTOBER 24, 1995)

Capital 1995 - 1996 1996 1996 1996 1997 Remaining
Approved Amount Balance of 4th Quarter | 1st Quarter | 2nd Quarter | 3rd Quarter | 4th Quarter } ist & 2nd Qtr. |Balance of
Project Contract # Amount Paid Approved Amtd  10/1-12/31 1/1-3/31 4/1-6/30 7119130 10/1-12/31 1/1-6-30 | Contracts

SW Metro - Bus Purchase * 94/17H07-13  $3,000,000  $2,640,602 $359,398 50 $0 $0 30 30 $0| $359,398
SW Metro - Park & Ride Lots **  93/15/11-28 $930,863 $483,657 $447,206 $25,000 $25,000 $0 30 $0 $0| $397,206
SW Meiro - Eden Prairie Hub TBA $1,955,048 30 $1,955,048 $300,000 $200,000 $400,000 $450,000 $200,000 $405,048 30
MVTA - Christus Victor P&R 94/07/02-2 $218,417 $876,513 $41,904 $41,904 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
MVTA - Burnsville Hub 93/08/02-3 $4.531,500  $3,079,373 $1,452,127 $225,000 $250,000 $400,000 $300,000 $100,000 $177,127 $0
Maple Grove - Park and Ride $G-95-30 $22,7186 $0 $22,786 . $22,786 %0 £0 50 $0 ' 30 $0
Northtown Transit Hob : $589,391 $136,855 $452,536 $150,000 $100,000 $202,536 $0 $0 $0 $0
Scott County - Bus Purchase 94/30/09-23 $73,502 $34,942 $38,560 30 $38.560 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $12,021,507 $7,251,942 $4,769,565 $764,690 $613,560 $1,002,536 $750,000 $300,000) $582,175 $756,604

TABLE NOTES
. TBA (To Be Assigned)

l

2. * Itis anticipated that not all of the funds committed for this project will be spent.
3. *#* It is anticipated that not all of the funds committed for this project will be spent.
4
5

. Bolded SW Metro & MVTA Projects include $2,747,548 in proceeds from the $32 million 1995/1996 issue. These projects have received Council approval.

. Amounts paid as of Oclober 3, 1995,
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REGIONAL RECREATION OPEN SPACE
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

The Metropolitan Parks Act, Minnesota Statute 473.147 requires the Metropolitan Council to prepare a
regional recreation open space policy plan. That plan must identify lands to be acquired and developed
which in concert with state and federal lands will reasonably meet the outdoor recreation needs of the
Metropolitan Region's residents and visitors. The plan must also establish priorities for land acquisition
and park/trail development. Since 1974, the Metropolitan Council, in partnership with 10 regional park
implementing agencies that own and operate the regional park system, have acquired land and developed
parks and trails consistent with the Metropolitan Council's parks policy plans. Acquisition and
development has been accomplished with the financial assistance of Federal, State and Metropolitan

- Council revenues. -

The régional park implementing agencies finance about 95% of operations and maintenance costs with
user fees and their own local property taxes. The remainder is financed with State appropnatlons allocated
by statutory formula.

Regional park implementing agencies implement the Council's policy plan by preparing park/trail master
plans. Those plans must provide details on park/trail demand, sizing the park/trail to meet the projected
demand and details on the cost of acquisition and development projects for the park or trail. The master
plans are then reviewed by the public and submitted to the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space
Commission. Upon their recommendation, the master plans are approved by the Metropotitan Council.

- Master plans must be approved by the Metropohtan Council before any projects proposed in them are
eligible for funding.

The park master plan projects are considered for funding by the Metropolitan Council through its capital
improvement program for regional recreation open space (CIP). Minn. Statute 473.147 requires the CIP to
cover a five year period and be revised periodically in consultation with the Metropolitan Parks and Open
Space Commission and the regional park implementing agencies. The CIP must also establish criteria and
priorities for allocating capital improvement funds. The Metropolitan Council has developed IO-yea_r CIPs
for parks to identify long-range as well as short range capltal improvement needs. :

CIP PROCESS
The 1996-2005 regional recreation open space CIP was prepared using the following process:

Step 1: In December 1994, regional park implementing agencies submitted project proposals to the
Metropolitan Council. The projects had to be consistent with Metropolitan Council approved park/trail
master plans. Park agencies also submitted their projects in priority order.

Step 2: Projects were reviewed and prioritized by Metropolitan Council staff using Council adopted
funding priority policies for land acquisition, park/trail redevelopment and park/trail development
purposes. Those policies are shown on pages 13 to 16 of this report. Council funding priorities, plus the
expected benefit of each project based on park usage data was used to prepare draft CIPs. Each project
was prioritized within land acquisition, park/trail redevelopment, park/trail development and system-wide
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: acquisiﬁonlﬂevelopment cate_:gories. In this way, similar projects competed against each other for priotity.

Step 3: From January to February, 1995 four versions of the CIP were presented to the Metropolitan Parks -
and Open Space Commission for its review and comment along with comments by the regional park
implementing agencies. Revisions were made to address issues about equity and benefit to the regional
park agencies that reflected the fact that 40% of project costs would be financed with Metropolitan Council
- bonds--paid for with a metropolitan wide property tax levy. The CIP falrly allocates benefits of park/trail
projects to those who use and pay for them.

Step 4. In March 1995, the Metropolitan Council approved a final draft CIP for public hearing. The '
hearing was held in late April with the record rema.mmg open until early May. The Metropolitan Parks
and Open Space Commission reviewed the final version of the CIP and accompanymg hearing report in
late May. It was adopted by the Metropolitan Council on June 22, 1995

.Step 5: In October-November, the 1996-1997 portion of the CIP is being revised to solely finance
reimbursement projects with Council bonds since State appropriations are not available. Reimbursement
projects are projects which the Council authorized park implementing agencies to implement using park
implementing agency funds since there were no State/Council funds available at that time. The Council

. made a commitment to reimburse the park implementing agency when funds became available in the
future. The 1996-1997 portion of the CIP is also being revised to add a project to the CIP (completing
the Great River Road parkway and trail in Minneapolis Central Riverfront Regional Park). The Council -

- will fund 89 percent of the estimated project cost by reducing othet projects in the CIP by 7 percent. The
revised CIP will be the subject of a public hearing on November 27, 1995. The unified CIP includes the
revised regional parks CIP information.
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PROPOSED FUNDING SOURCES FOR FINANCING
REGIONAL RECREATION OPEN SPACE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Under state law, the Metropolitan Council can issue up to a maximum of $40 million in general obligation
bonds for regional park system capital improvements. (Minn. Statutes Chapter 473.325). Currently, the
Council has issued $15 million and could issue another $25 million after March 1, 1994. On January 6,
1994, the Council adopted a position paper that proposed the Council maximize its regional bonding
authority for park capital improvements to create a revolving capital fund. It reaffirmed that position on
July 13, 1995. Based on the limitations of $25 million that could be issued, and the cap on the levy limit
on debt service for these bonds, the Council could issue $6.5 million of 5-year bonds each year and not
exceed the bonding authority or debt service levy limit. Thus, the Council could generate about $13
million (after issuance costs) in bonds for a two-year biennium as a match to any other revenue source for
regional park capital improvements.

The regional bonds are proposed to fund 40% of each project in the CIP as a match to state bonds or
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) recommended appropriations. This ratio is
proposed as a fair allocation of the debt service on these bonds between the Metropolitan Area and Greater
Minnesota. Under the 40/60 split, approximately 76% of the debt service on regional and state bonds for a
project would be financed from taxes collected in the Metropolitan Area, while 24% would come from
Greater Minnesota. That's comparable to the amount of benefit Metropolitan Area and Greater Minnesota
residents receive from the regional park system based on visitor origin data for the system.

In cone instance, regional bonds are proposed to match state bonds for a dam repair project in a regional
park on a 50/50 basis since the state bonds will only finance this type of project at that level.

If a project is a good candidate for federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) .
funds, the CIP proposed up to 80% funding of the project's cost or $500,000, with 20% matching funds
provided from LCMR recommended appropriations or State Bonds.

Fiscal Impact

Two figures on the following pages illustrate the impact of the regional recreatlon open space capital
improvement program on re01ona1 property taxes. The capital financing plan approved by the Council for
parks and open space assumes that the Council will issue approximately $6.5 million per year in five-year
bonds to establish a revolving bonding program that fully utilizes the Council’s existing regional parks
bonding authority and provides a stable regional financing source to match federal and state funding.

The first figure shows the impact of the program on total property taxes. Parks debt service property taxes
are projected to increase from approximately $2.7 million in 1995 to $9.3 million in 2001. The second
figure shows the impact of the program on a $100,000 residential homestead. Taxes paid by such a
household would increase from approximately $1.82 in 1995 to $5 in 2001.
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1996-2005 REGIONAL RECREATION OPEN SPACE PROJECTS

In the spring of 1995, the Legislature appropriated $5.07 million for regional park system acquisition and
development projects. The State's appropriation included $3.95 miliion of Fiscal Year's 1996-97
Environmental Trust Fund money to finance the balance of the Council's 1994-95 regional recreation open
space capital improvement program (CIP) which had not been funded with 1994 State bonds. This
appropriation is matched with $2.25 million of Council bonds to finance 40% of development projects
excluding $500,000 for retrofitting regional park system facilities to meet Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) requirements. The ADA projects were fully funded with Trust Fund money. The Council's bonds
will be issued in calendar years 1996-97.

The 1995 Legislature also appropriated $1.12 million of Fiscal Year 1995 Environmental Trust Fund
money for acquiring land for the regional park system by December 31, 1995. No Council bonds will
match this appropriation. ‘

For the 1996-97 biennium, the Metropolitan Council is requesting $15.543 million of State bonds. The
Council would issue up to $10.378 million as 2 40% match to the appropriated State bonds in the 1996-97
period. The Council also supports the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources request to repair the
'Lake Byllesby Dam in Lake Byllesby Regional Park. If that request is funded, the Council would issue up
to $372,000 as a 50 percent match. Between the regular CIP and the Lake Byllesby Dam requests, the
total potential regional park bond issuance is $10.750 million.

The table on the next page summarizes what has been recently financed with Fiscal Years 1995 and 1996-

97 Environmental Trust Fund appropriations, the Council's bond match to those appropriations, and the
1996 State bond request and projected Council bond match to the 1996 State bonds.
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SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEARS 1995 and 1996-97 REGIONAL PARKSITRA]LS
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FINANCING

Category

1995 State Appropriation ($000's)
&
State Funding Source

‘Match ($000's)

Metropolitan
Council Bond

Land acquisition by Dec. 31, 1995

$1,120'/FY '95 Env. Trust Fund

$0

Land acquisition after Dec. 31, .
1995, and development in 1994-95
CIP not financed with 1994 State
bonds

$3,450 / FY '96-97 Env. Trust Fund

$2,250

ADA retrofits

$ 500/FY '96-97 Env. Trust Fund

$0

Category

Fiscal Years 1996-97 State Bond
Request

Proposed 1996-97

Metro. Council

Bond Match
($000's)

Land Acquisition

($000's)
2,444 '

1,632

Non-building Redevelopment

4,446

2,963

Non-building Development

5,531

7,870

Building Rehabilitation and 783 252
Development
Dam safety repair (Requested via 372 372
Dept. of Natural Resources dam
safety repair program)
1 1996 STATE BOND REQUEST | 15915
TOTAL ($000°S)
COMBINED 1995 ENV. TRUST 20,523

FUND APPROPRIATION AND
1996 STATE BOND REQUEST
($000'S)
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SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEARS 1996-2001 REGIONAL PARKS/TRAILS
ACQUISITION, REDEVELOPMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND SYSTEM-WIDE PROJECTS

Land Parl/Trail Park/Trail System-wide Totals ‘
Years .| Acquisition Redevelopment Development Acquisition/ by Fiscal Years
| (s000's) ($000's) ($000's) " Development ($000's)
o ‘ ] ($000's)
FY'95and | 1,120 FY' 95 2,924.2FY' 96-97 1,025.8 1,120 FY '95
'96-97 Env, Trust Env. Trust Fund FY" 96-97 | Env. Trust Fund
Env. Trust | Fund o Env. Trust Fund o
Fund : 1,633.6 Council including 500 for | 3,950 FY '96-97
bond match ADA retrofits Env. Trust Fund
1,931.2 ISTEA 611 Council 1,931.2ISTEA
grants bond match grants
2,250 Council
hond match
1996-97 2,444 4,446 1870 372 Dam safety 15,915
_State bond | State Bonds State Bonds " State Bonds repair State State Bonds
request ' I Bonds
1,632 2,963 . 5531 10,750
Metro. Council Metro. Council Metre. Council * 372 Dam safety Metro. Council
bond match bond match - hond match repair Council bond match
: C bonds
Combined | 3,564 ETF and 4446: y 10,794.2. ¢ . 1,397.8- 20,985
1995ETF | State Bonds State Bonds - ETF and State ETF and State | ETF and State
approp. T Bonds Bonds Bonds
and 1996 1,632 2,963 1 ‘
State Bond | Metro. Council Metro. Council 7,164.6 615.2 , 13,000 Metro..
Request bond match bond match Metro. Council Metro. Council Council bends
. o bond match bond match p
‘ 1,931.2 ISTEA
19312 ISTEA grants = -
grants ‘
1998-99 2,457 5,556 10,098.1 792 1 18,903.1
State Bonds State Bonds State Bonds State Bonds State Bonds
1,638 3,704 6,522.1 1,128 12,9221
Metro. Council | Metro. Council Metro. Council Metro. Metreo.
bond match bond match bond match and Council Council
' . 860 ISTEA bond match bond
grants match and
‘ 860 ISTEA
grant
2000-01 2475 2,370 9,353 1 912 15,110 -
: State State State State State
Bonds Bonds Bonds Bonds Bonds
1,580 5,128.7 1,208 1 9,566.7
Meiro. Council Metro. Council Metro, Council Metro. Council
bond match bond match and bond match bond match’
3,140 ISTEA and
grants 3,140 ISTEA
rants
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