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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 

RESOLUTION NO. 95-85 

APPROVING THE METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

AND 1996 CAPITAL BUDGET 

WHEREAS, Minn. Stat. section 473.13, subd. I, requires that the Council, after its Truth in Taxation public 
hearing, shall adopt a final budget covering its anticipated receipts and disbursements for the 
ensuing year; and 

WHEREAS, Minn. Stat. section 473.13, subd. I, requires that the budget shall state in detail the capital 
expenditures of the Council for the budget year, based on a five-year capital program adopted 
by the Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Council adopted a proposed unified 1996-2000 capital improvement program and 1996 
capital budget for public hearing on November 9, 1995; and 

WHEREAS, the Council held its Truth in Taxation hearing on December 4, 1995. 

THEREFORE,BEITRESOLVED,THAT 

The Metropolitan Council: 

I. Adopt the 1~2000 Capital Improvement Program as the five-year capital plan for capital investment 
and financing. 

2. Approve$ 51;660,319 in new multi-year capital program authorizations as the 1996 Capital Program, 
including: 

$ 48,542,093 for Environmental Services and 
• $ 3,118,226 for Transit. • 

3. Approve a 1996 Capital Expenditure Budget of$! 10,555,899 for previously approved capital projects 
and new capital projects authorized in the 1996 Capital Program, including: 

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

4. Approve new capital program authorization for design of the Empire Wastewater Treatment Plant 
expansion, contingent on Council approval of the project facility plan. 

Adopted this 21st day of December, 1995 

C son, Chair 
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
Mears Park <;:entre, 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: 

I) 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 ability 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 results 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 analysis of financial 
resources. 
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Objectives of unified capital budget and CIP 

The major objectives of the unified capital planning process 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 spending by categories, and by 
program area. 

• To provide information on the fiscal impacts of capital 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 systematize a consistent capital budget approval process for all Council 
operating units. 

Fiscal Impact Assessment 

:The unified budget contains 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 present a 
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 
•0 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 p~ocessing 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 transit capital 
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 capital expenditures in the CIP total $385 million for the 1996-2000 period. There 
are no external revenues to support wastewater capital projects, so that regional sewer bonds and 
Jong 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 Expenditures 

CIP requests are initially developed by the individual operating 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 Jong-term health of the region. 

The Council 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, all of the Council policy plans will reflect the policies of the 
Blueprint. The policy plans provide the Council's most specific policy direction for capital 
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 
MCESteams. 

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. Also 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 hnprovement 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 specified 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 completed and 
approved until funding is available, most notably, after state legislation authorizing 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 nu_mber of measures of the Region's ability to pay. 
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Fiscal impact analysis indicates that issuing $25 million in transit bonds per year for the period 
1996-200.1 results in cost increases to the average homeowner that are within acceptable limits, 
when viewed in the context of all the Council's capital and operating costs. On a constant dollar 
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 proposed Metropolitan Council 1996 Work Program and Budget addresses Council priorities 
outlined in the Regional Blueprint, 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 Council, 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 Commimon and the Metropolitan Waste 
Control Commimon - 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 accomplish its goals in an 
atmosphere of diminishing 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 
improving accountability to the legislature and governor and improving the cost effective delivery 
of service. 

Role 

The Minnesota Legislature created the Metropolitan Council in 1967, defining the agency's role in 
MS 473. The Council's role was broadened as a result of 1994 legislation, under which the • 
Council now conducts long-range planning 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, consisting of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott and Washington Counties. 

The Council now performs the roles previously carried out by four regional agencies: The 
Council, the Regional Transit Board, the Metropolitan Transit Commission and the Metropolitan 
Waste Control Commimon. The Council's responsibilities include: 

• Conducting long-range, comprehensive planning (for airports, economic 
development, housing, land use, regional finance, parks, water quality and supply, 
and transportation). 

• Working with other local unity of government and approving their comprehensive 
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 

forming joint powers agreements with other housing redevelopment agencies 
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Regional Blueprint 
In September 1994, the Council adopted the Regional Blueprint, a planning policy document that 
serves as both a roadmap for the future and a call for action designed to achieve the following 
goals: 

• Economic growth and job creation through a regional economic strategy. 
• Reinvestment in distressed areas of the region. 
• Expanded life-cycle housing 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 supporting business growth and 

overall r~gional 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, appointed by the governor from equal-population 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 
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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 2-6 is a 
chart of the Council organization. 
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The Council members and their districts are as follows: Chair - Curtis Johnson 

1 - Roger Scherer, 
Plymouth 

2 - Bill Schreiber, 
Brooklyn Park 

3 - Mary H. Smith, 
Wayzata 

4 - Julius C. Smith, 
Chaska 

5 - Neil Peterson, 
Bloomington 

6 - Martha M. Head, 
Minneapolis 

7 - Barbara Butts Williams, 
Minneapolis 

8 - Carol A. Kummer, 
Minneapolis 
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9 - David Hartley, 
Ramsey 

10 - Rick Packer, 
Coon Rapids 

11 - Esther Newcome, 
White Bear Lake 

12 - Charles Amason, 
Marine 

Publication No .. 14-95-004 

13 - Diane Z. (OeDe) Wolfson, 
St. Paul 

14 - Stephen B. Wellington, Jr., 
St. Paul 

15 - Kevin Howe, 
Mendota Heights 

16 - Terrence F. Flower, 
Hastings 
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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 financing 
is presentyd first, followed by an analysis of the fiscal impacts of the recommended capital plans. 

Capital improvement 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 Commission 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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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 hnprovement 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 financing (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 regional 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 (I 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 Borrowing 

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 service revenues. 

The Transportation Division capital 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 regional borrowing provides a 40 percent 
match for state funding for regional 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 ofa particular issue on debt 
service payments, this section looks at the impact of the 1996-2000 capital improvement 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 forecasts for these measures for the five-year period from 1997-2001 are: 

Households 

Consumer Price Index 

Personal Income per Household 

Total Personal Income 

Market Values per Household 

Total Market Value 

Annual Debt Service Payments 

1997-2001 Forecast 
(Annual Average Change) 

1.41% 

3.52% 

3.52% 

4.98% 

3.52% 

4.98% 

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 annual 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 
200 I, 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 improvementprogram 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 annual 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 capital 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 capjtal 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 combined 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 result 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 IO 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 outstanding solid waste bonds. Property 
taxes for parks debt service are projected to increase from $3.5 million in 1996 to $9.3 million in 
200 l, 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 Jevies are projected to increase from $88 million in 1996 to $111 million in 
200 l, a 4.8 percent increase. Debt service property taxes are projected to increase l 0.5 percent 
annually, from $17 million in 1996 to $28 million in 200 l, 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 200 l, 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 200 l 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 dollars, although 
the impact is small. Council property taxes and sewer service charges totaled approximately 
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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 

1995-1999 Change 

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 

3-20 

( Constant 199 5 Dollars) 

$ 7.23 

3.24 

(0.33) 

(0.28) 

9.86 

0.81 

12.82 

13.63 

(6.14) 

3.88 

(2.26) 

1.62 

19.61 

~ 
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Federal 

Transit 

Parks and Open Space 

Subtotal-Federal 

State 

Transit (Snelling Rep!.) 

Parks and Open Space 

Subtotal-State 

Regional Borrowing 

Transit 

Existing Authority 

New Authority 

800 Megahertz Radio 

Environmental Services 

General Obligation Bonds 

PFALoans 

Parks and Open Space 

Subtotal-Reg. Borrowing 

Other Sources 

Transit 

Environmental Services 

Subtotal-Other Sources 

Table I 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 

I 996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

27,512,000 19,500,000 11,500,000 6,500,000 7,000,000 

965,000 965,000 430,000 430,000 1.570,000 

28,477,000 20,465,000 11,930,000 6,930,000 8,570,000 

0 10,000,000 15,000,000 5,000,000 0 

10,262,000 10,262,000 9,450,000 9,450,000 7,555,000 

10,262,000 20,262,000 24,450,000 14,450,000 7,555,000 

14,000,000 0 0 0 0 

25,000,000 25,000,000 25,000,000 25,000,000 25,000,000 

0 2,000,000 11.000.000 0 0 

15,900,000 13,400,000 39,100,000 32,000,000 24,300,000 

38,000,000 50,000,000 60,000,000 60,000,000 50,000,000 

8,365,000 6,550,000 6,550,000 6,550,000 4,825,000 

101,265,000 96,950,000 141,650,000 123,550,000 104,125,000 

602,000 699,000 648,000 649,000 649,000 

2,000,000 0 0 0 0 

2,602,000 699,000 648,000 649,000 649,000 
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Five-Year 
Total 

72,012,000 

4,360,000 

76,372,000 

30,000,000 

46,979,000 

76,979,000 

14,000,000 . 
125,000,000 

13,000,000 

124,700,000 

258,000,000 

32,840,000 

567,540,000 

3,247,000 

2,000,000 

5,247,000 



Total Capital Financing 

Transit 

Environmental Services 

Parks and Open Space 

Total Sources 

Total Capital Expenditures 

Transit 

Environmental Services 

Parks and Open Space 

Total Expenditures 

Table l 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 

1996-2000 CAPITAL Ilv1PROVEMENT PROGRAM 
SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
. 

67,114,000 57,199,000 63,148,000 37,149,000 32,649,000 

55,900,000 63,400,000 99,100,000 92,000,000 74,300,000 

19,592,000 17,777,000 16,430,000 16,430,000 13,950,000 

142,606,000 138,376,000 178,678,000 145,579,000 120,899,000 

67,114,000 57,199,000 63,148,000 37,149,000 32,649,000 

55,900,000 63,400,000 99,100,000 92,000,000 74,300,000 

19,542,000 17,727,000 16,378,000 16,378,000 13,908,000 

142,556,000 138,326,000 178,626,000 145,527,000 120,857,000 
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Five.Year 
Total 

257,259,000 

384,700,000 

84,179,000 

726,138,000 

257,259,000 

384,700,000 

83,933,000 

725,892,000 



1995 

Transit 

Existing 12,393,718 

_New 0 

Subtotal-Transit 12,393,718 

Environmental Services 

Existing 58,310,464 

New 0 

Subtotal-Envir Serv 58,310,464 

Parks and Open Space 

Existing 2,710,787 

New 0 

Subtotal 2,710,787 

Solid Waste 

Existing 917,189 

Combined 

Existing 74,332,158 

New 0 

Total 74,332,158 

Table 2 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 

ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE PROJECTIONS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

11,856,097 10,148,406 9,541,189 9,325,378 

' 
4,946,517 11,743,200 14,536,240 19,210,735 

16,802,614 21,891,606 24,077,429 28,536,113 

62,550,644 64,926,167 63,722,250 61,388,229 

0 1,386,234 6,568,372 13,119,307 

62,550,644 66,312,401 70,290,622 74,507,536 

2,727,696 2,712,996 2,719,099 2,596,448 

722,876 2,720,039 4,303,960 5,901,154 

3,450,572 5,433,035 7,023,059 8,497,602 

0 460,622 464,901 462,564 

77,134,437 78,248,191 76,447,439 73,772,619 

5,669,393 15,849,473 25,408,572 38,231,196 
. 

82,803,830 94,097,664 101,856,011 112,003,815 

1996-2001 
2000 2001 Annual Rate 

3,732,268 3,734,177 

22,317,698 23,942,284 

26,049,966 27,676,461 10-50% 
. 

58,109,791 53,319,648 
;J. 

20,867,674 28,816,567 

78,977,465 82,136,215 5,60% 

1,399,973 1,382,333 

7,502,260 7,932,189 

8,902,233 9,314,522 2L97% 

464,160 459,120 

63,706,192 58,895,278 

50,687,632 60,691,040 

114,393,824 119,586,318 7,63% 



General 

General Operations 

"Livable Communities 

Solid Waste Debt Service 

Subtotal-General 

Transit 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Transit 

Environmental Services 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Envir Serv 

Parks and Open Space 

Debt Service 

Combined 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Total 

Table 3 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 

PROPERTY TAX AND USER FEE PROJECTIONS 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
. 

8,924,609 9,024,609 9,205,101 9,389,203 9,576,987 

0 11,289,890 11,500,353 11,811,809 12,132,101 

917,189 0 460,622 464,901 462,564 

9,841,798 20,314,499 21,166,076 21,665,913 22,171,652 

. 

. 

68,344,726 71,077,583 73,447,031 75,812,188 78,275,061 

12,393,718 16,802,614 21,891,606 24,077,429 28,536,113 

80,738,444 87,880, 197 • 95,338,637 99,889,617 106,811,174 

91,041,230 93,373,124 96,246,451 96,820,471 98,298,305 

43,703,854 46,426,670 49,844,233 53,524,203 57,878,259 

134,745,084 139,799,794 146,090,684 150,344,674 156,176,564 

2,710,787 3,450,572 5,433,035 7,023,059 8,497,602 

' 

I 68,310,565 184,765,206 I 90,398,936 193,833,672 198,282,453 

59,725,548 66,679,856 77,629,496 85,089,592 95,374,538 

228,036,113 251,445,062 268,028,432 278,923,264 293,656,991 

1996-2001 
2000 2001 Annual Rate 

9,768,527 9,963,898 2.00% 

12,460,093 12,698,816 2.38% 

464,160 459,120 

22,692,780 23,121,834 2.62% 

80,745,869 83,337,666 3.23% 

26,049,966 27,676,461 10.50% 
. 

106,795,835 111,014,127 4.78% 

IO 1,594,857 107,302,747 2.82% 

59,861,554 62,531,158 6.14% 

161,456,411 169,833,905 3.97% 

8,902,233 9,314,522 21.97% 

. 

204,569,347 213,303,127 2.91% 

95,277,913 99,981,261 8.44% 

299,847,260 313,284,388 4.50% 



Regional Income ($Billions) 

Reg Income per Household 

General 

·Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-General 

Transit 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Transit 

Environmental Services 

1 • Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Envir Serv 

Parks and Open Space 

Debt Service 

Combined 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Total 

Table4 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 

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

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

66.395 69.466 72.741 76.154 79.632 84.065 

. 

70,558 72,815 75,145 77,550 80,032 83,233 

' 

0.013% 0.029% 0.028% 0.028% 0.027% 0.026% 

0.001% 0.000% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 

0.015% 0.029% 0.029% 0.028% 0.028% 0.027% 

0.103% 0.102% 0.101% 0.100% 0.098% 0.096% 

0.019% 0.024% 0.030% 0.032% 0.036% 0.031% 

0.122% 0.127% 0.131% 0.131% 0.134% 0.127% 

0.137% 0.134% 0.132% 0;127% 0.123% 0.121% 

0.066% 0.067% 0.069% 0.070% 0.073% 0.071% 

0.203% 0.201% 0.201% 0.197% 0.196% 0.192% 

0.004% 0.005% 0.007% 0.009% 0.011% 0.011% 

0.254% 0.266% 0.262% 0.255% 0.249% 0.243% 

0.090% 0.096% 0.107% 0.112% 0.120% 0.113% 

0.343% 0.362% 0.368% 0.366% 0.369% 0.357% 
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1996-2001 
2001 Annual Rate 

88.553 4.98% 

86,562 3.52% 

0.026% 

0.001% 

0.026% 

0.094% 

0.031% 

0.125% . 

0.121% 

0.071% 

0.192% 

0.011% 

0.241% 

0.113% 

0.354% 



Market Value 

Taxable Value 

General 

Operations 

Livable Communities 

Solid Waste Debt 

Subtotal-General 

Transit 
. 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Transit· 

Environmental 
Services 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Subtotal-Envir Serv 

Parks and Open Space 

Debt Service 

Combined 

Operations 

Debt Service 

Total 

Table5 
METROPOLITAN COUNCil.. 

PROPERTY TAX/USER FEE ANNUAL IMP ACT ON 
A $100,000 RESIDENTIAL HOMESTEAD 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

100,000 103,200 106,502 109,910 113,428 117,057 

1,280 1,344 1,410 1,478 1,549 1,621 

5.98 5.88 5.82 5.76 5.71 5.55 

0.00 7.36 7.27 7.25 7.23 7.08 

0.61 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.28 0.26 

6.59 13.24 13.39 13.30 13.21 12.89 

50.03 50.57 50.67 50.74 50.83 50.02 

11.86 14:58 19.42 21.40 24.68 22.23 

61.88 65.15 70.08 72.14 75.51 72.25 

68.95 67.76 66.94 64.54 62.81 61.89 

33.10 33.69 34.67 35.68 36.98 36.46 

102.05 101.46 101.60 100.22 99.79 98.35 

. 

1.82 2.25 3.44 4.31 5.06 5.06 

124.96 131.57 130.70 128.29 126.57 124.53 

47.39 50.52 57.81 61.68 67.00 64.01 

172.35 182.09 188.51 189.97 193.58 188.55 

3-30 

1996-2001 
2001 Annual Rate 

120,803 3.20% 

1,696 4.76% 

5.41 -1.67% 

6.89 -1.30% 

0.25 

12.55 -1.07% 

49.29 -0,.51 % 

22.45 9.02% 

71.74 1.95% 

62.24 -1.69% 

36.27 1.49% 

. 98.51 -0.59% 

5.05 17.59% 

123.83 -1.21 % 

64.02 4.85% 

187.85 0.62% 



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: 

I 995 Capital Program 

1996 Proposed Capital Program 

Projects on Hold 

1996 Active Capital Projects 

Expenditure Schedule: 

Estimated Expenditures through I 995 

Projected 1997+ Expenditures 

Total Expenditures, Active Projects 

Transit 

195,899,121 

199,017,347 

(41,196,518) 

I 57 ,820,829 

95,667,189 

21,216,895 

157,820,829 

Environmental 
Services 

145,495,200 

194,037,293 

0 

194,037,293 

59,015,083 

79,067,256 

194,037,293 

Parks and 
Open Space 

29,067,500 

29,067,500 

0 

29,067,500 

12,012,500 

3,390,800 

29,067,500 

Combined 

370,461,821 

422,122,140 

(41,196,518) 

· 380,925,622 

166,694,772 

103,674,951 

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, or44 percent of the 1996 active 
capital program authority will have been expended by the end of 1995. New requests and 
existing authorizations 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 I 995 Expenditures Expenditures 

Transit: 

MCTO 

Fleet Modernization 84,265,948 3,654,800 87,920,748 0 87,920,748 56,510,748 . I 8,810,000 12,600,000 

Support Facilities 35,339,495 598,740 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 6,646,130 870,000 

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 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 5,964,133 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 3,073,502 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 195,899,121 199,017,347 (41,196,518) 157,820,829 95,667,189 21,216,895 



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 1,400,000 701,01 I 

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 .. • 1,•·•l\llif*j 
~ '~ 9 194,037,293 0 I 94,037,293 59,015,083 79,067,256 

. 

Parks and Open Space 

94-95 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 0 29,067,500 12,012,500 3,390,800 

;,;y·~o.'W's"¾'"f~'{ 

' 1.f~iF~~: 
., 

Grand Total 370,461,821 '%½ ' , ••••• ;,;,, 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 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

I. 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: 

l~IIAA~l~l1~~~ 6~&~ili~l1~~~1~:~~!a~' 
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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 provides 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 
still 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 driving forces for the Capital Improvement Program and Capital 
Budget are shown in Figure 2. The major categories of need addressed by the 
GIP are as follows: 

•:•····•····::;:·•·• 

;;:;;;:;:;:;;;{e,.:::::::::::ii 

'~ 

.·····•/ ..•. \ ;:;::;:1::i·1:i $~~t~~1:i..16es'1996~2ddddli~it··· i •• ••• } ·.·•··············.··•·············· 

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 GIP. It provides the funding 
authorization for project planning, design and construction. 
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 

Figure 1 

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 

Figure 2 

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

Major Inputs 
Capital Improvement Program 

and Capital Budget 
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Improvement 
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II. 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 internal 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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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

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 Beview and Approval Process 
1996-2000 Capital Improvement Program 

and 1996 Capital Budget 

June -August 

September­
October 

October­
November 

November 9th 

December 7th 

December 21s 

Figure 3 
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.... 
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

Ill. 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 

I. Approves Facility Planning and 
Authorizes 'I_'wo (2) New Projects: 
o Apple Valley Interceptor 
o Battle Creek Siphon Improvements 

2. Authorizes Design of: 
o Empire WWTP Expansion 
( contingent upon Facility Plan approval) 

3. Authorizes Construction of: 
o Elm Creek Interceptor (Phase 1) 
o MWWTP Process Control System (Phase 1) 
o MWWTP Secondary Treatment Improvements 

4. Budget Adjustments to Eight (8) 
other Existing/Ongoing Projects 

Total New Authorizations: 

Page6 

$700,000 
900,000 

$1,400,000 

$6,000,000 
7,100,000 

42,600,000 

($10,157,907) 

$48,542,093 



Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

B. Project Steps or Phases 

Wastewater treatment facility projects typically move through three steps or 
phases: planning (Step I), design (Step II), and construction (Step Ill). 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 

S1:stemwide lml!rovement Study 

o Preliminary evaluation of the project need 
o Outlines alternatives for evaluation 
o Determines need for facility plan 
o Cost estimates are based on broad concepts 

. 

' 
,:, 

FacilitI Planning 

o Engineering study to- ~valuate alternatives 
o Assesses both monetary and non .. monetary 

factors 
o Economic assessment based on c1;pital and 

O&M costs 
o Cost estimates based on defined altematives 

- limited detail 

Figure4 

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 become more 
precise. In general, cost estimates 
can range anywhere from +/- 3-50% 
depending upon the level of detail. 

Step 11- Design 
-, o Design report lays out the project's design 

criteria 
o Detailed plans & specifications are prepared 
o Cost estimates· are based on total project cost 

' ~ 

Step III - Construction 

o The low bid based on the contracto(s 
interpretation of the plans and spcc;ifications 

o Actual construction costs are influenced by 
such factors as timing, wea1her, competition, 
and other economic conditions 

. 

Page7 



Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

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 it~ 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 expenditures (if 
authorized). A location map is also provided for each project. 
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Table 1 
1996 Capital Program Summary 

I. Continuing Projects in Step II Design 

Project# Project Name 

9102 Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processin 

9208 Rosemount WWTP Phaseout 

Subtotal: 

Current 
Authorization 

$2 000000 

$8,900000 • 

II. Continuing Projects in Step Ill Construction 

9504 South St. Paul Forcemain $1,200,000 

9502 St Bonifacius Interce tor Rehabilitation $1,050000 

Subtotal: $2,250,000 

Total 
Authorization 

to Date 

$3,000 000 

$1,000 000 

$1,300,000 

$650 000 

$1,950,000 

Ill. Continuing Projects moving from Step I Planning to Step II Design 

940 I Em ire WWTP E ansion $1,600,000 

Subtotal: $1,600,000 

IV. Continuing Projects moving from Step II Design to Step Ill Construction 

9004 Elm Creek Interceptor 

9108 MWWTP Process Control Svstem 

9506 MWWTP Secondarv Treatment Improve. 

Subtotal: 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$500 000 

$201,011 

$701,011 

$0 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$813 269 

$813,269 

$5,352,864 

$8,990,679 

$33,998,821 

$48,342,364 



V. New Projects 

Project# Project Name 

9601 

9602 

Subtotal: 

VI. Ongoing and Special Projects 

9404 

799800 

9001 lion & Rehabilitation 

Small S stemwide Im rovement Pro· ects 

Subtotal: 

Summary 

Project Type 

I. Continuin Pro·ects in Ste 

II. Continuin Pro· ects in Ste III Construction 

III. Continuin Pro· ects movin 

V. New Pro"ects 

ial Pro· ects 

Pro· ects from Previous! 

Grand Totals: 

Current 
Authorization 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$1,508 000 

$0 

$5,371,500 

$17 000,000 

$23,879,500 

Current 
Authorization 

$8,900,000 

$2,250,000 

$200000 

$56 429,500 

$89 065 700 

$145,495 200 

Total 
Authorization 

to Date 

$700,000 

$900 000 

$2,000,000 

$1,921,593 

$6,000 000 

$9,000,000 

Total 
Authorization 

to Date 

$4,000,000 

$1,950,000 

$1,600 000 

Table 1 (continued) 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$0 

$335 000 

$335,000 

$242 794 

$0 

$188 907 

$4,857,263 

$5,288,964 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$701,0ll 

$50 000 

$813,269 

$48,342 364 

$335 000 

$5,288,964 

$55,530,608 

$23,536,648 

$79,067,256 



Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

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 - Proiects 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 to identify project benefit categories. The following three categories were 
identified: 
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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

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 project provides benefit. The 
evaluation criteria used is as follows: 

The evaluation criteria was further defined to guide the priority analysis. 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 results of the evaluation is 
summarized in Table 3. 
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Table 2 
Evaluation Criteria Definitions 

Compliance 
Stringent regulatory compllance echedule with 
111110 room for delay. Condition• explicitly agreed 
to by Council, 10 that ml11lng compliance date 
haa high probability of enforcement action. 

Regulatory compliance achedule has aome room 
for unforeseen delay. Regulatory clrcumotancee 
have oome uncertainty and/or opportunity for 
negotiation, so that enforcement action la Iese 
probable or eevere. 

Regulatory compliance schedule le not etringent. 
Enforcement action la unDkely In near-tonn. 

Rehab/Replacement 
Equipment la oblOleta and/or unrellable. 
Replacement perts are dllllcult or Impossible to 
obtain. Structural condition of facility la poor and 
haa near-tenn potential for failure, e.g. Impending 
aewer collapse due to corrosion deterioration. 
Fallure would dlarupt sewer service and/or would 
ri1k pennlt non-compllance, with potential for 
enforcement action. 

Equipment ta near end of tts useful life. 
Maintenance la becoming dllllcult and/or costly. 
Structure requires rehabilitation to Insure Its 
Integrity. Failure COUid disrupt sewer service or 
cause pennlt non-compliance, but the risk of 
failure la less 11Vere lhan above. 

Equipment and/or 1tructure are experiencing 
lncreaaed maintenance and/or Increased 
detetlorallon. Rehabllttetlon on proposed 
schedule wtU extend useful Ille and avoid 10VOre 
problems lhel would eventually occur. 

Coat savings la high. Rapid payback Is expected, or significant long-tenn savings la expected. 

Potential operating coat savings la elgnlflcanl. Longer payback la expected. 

Expansion 
Project Is needed as 100n as possible to provide 
Interceptor and/or wastewater treatment plant 
capacity to meet approved community growth 
needs. Collaboration with communities to 
red"°'l're-direct growth la unllkely to accomplish 
deferral of project. Delay could disrupt sewer 
service and/or risk pennlt non-compllance, with 
potential for enforcement action. 

Normal project schedule is appropriate to provide 
Interceptor and/or wastewater treatment plant 
capacity to meet approved community growth 
needs. CoRaboratlon with cornmunttles provides 
_opportunity to optimize project coat, sizing, 
tocallon, and timing to best meet local and 
regional needs. Delay would cause moderate risk 
of above Impacts. 

Schedule la conservative. Opportunity eldsls lo 
handle unforeseen construction conditions or 
other delays and to collaborate with governmental 
units on project 1C0pe, sizing, location, cost, and 
llmlng. 

Potenllal operaUng coat savings la atgniflcanl, but la aocondary benellt of project, I.e. payback Is not the major drtvlng force for the project. 

Project la critical for Improving customer retallona by Improving flow metering, reducing odors, or meeting other critical community needs. 

Project provides et least two of the lollowlng benellto, I.e. rellablllty, flexibility, wortdng conditions, noise/odon1, safety, and flow mete~ng. 

Project provides et least one of the lollowlng benefde, I.e. reliability, flexibility, wortdng conditions, noise/odors, safety, and flow metering. 

Rating depends on the relative magnitude of potenllal coat savings and criticality of coordination to successful lmplernentatlon. For example, II an 
Interceptor project would be very dllllcul to construct (e.g. eaaamenl acquisition problems) unlesa ft la coordinated with Imminent highway construclion, the 
project would recelvo 3 points under this crttarta. 



Table 3 
Draft Project Priority Analysis 
Compliance (Wt. = 2) Expansion (Wt. = 1 I 

~ I ~I 
i;- - " - iw " 0. 
,; ,t:! ~I ei 
~l " ·- E-

"'0. 11:i if ~ !Ii "' "' ji "'., .ii o je. ~ n:- " - --~ '!! 8" " Q. - g 
0 0 

Pro ram# Pro ram Name 

9508 M'NWTP Secondary Treatment Improve• 5 0 2 0 
9302 MWWTP Centrif 

9407 MWWTP Master Plan 4 1 2 0 
9509 MWWTP RBS Sustalnablr 

9001 or Facllttles Inspection/Rehab 

9104 3 0 2 . 1 

9304 3 1 2 0 
9®5 
9108 

799870 

9206 Chaska WWTP Phaseout (Stage Ill) 5 2 1 1 

5 0 1 2 
4 0 0 3 

9102 Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Procesaln 4 2 0 

9208 Rosemount WWTP Phaseout 5 0 2 0 
9204 3 1 1 1 
9401 5 0 1 0 

9503 

9508 

9EI01 3 0 0 3 
9EI02 

9108 3 1 0 1 

• Used highest radng for each criteria Points = Total Points for Four Criteria X Weight for Category 



Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

C. Priority Ranking 

Except for the projects already under construction, and the Engr/Const. 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 ranking is as follows: 

· ••RaHR< r ai···•·•·•··•·• .•.••.•.•••.•.•.•.•.•. rt 

(1 

fii 
ii■ 

D. Blueprint Considerations 

' ' In the future, a link to the Regional Blueprint will be incorporated into the project 
. priority system. Initially, eighteen (18) Regional Blueprint Action Steps were 

identified as pertaining to the MCES' Capital Budget. The applicable Regional 
Blueprint 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 Steo Action Steo 

1B R29ional Infrastructure for Econorriic Oevelomnent 5A R~iorial Services Wrthin the Urban Service Area 
The Council will enSU/9 that the region's infrastructure, both The Council will provide regional servioes for urban-scale 
existing and new. is of high quality and well maintained to development only within the urban ~ice 819a, including 
respond to the economic and technO/ogical changes of the the freestanding rJ""""' cenler$, consi$tent with _, 
fuluto. comprehensive plans and metropolitan system plans. 

1C Local Economic DeveloQment Efforts 5B Urban Service Areas Boundaries 
The Council will support local economic development The Council will retain the CUtTent urban service atea 

initiatiVes that retain and foster the growth of local boundary tor the year 2000, making appropriate changes 
businesses, bring new businesses to the region, add to the alter verifying land demand and supply wi/h /ocal 
tax base and generate 118W jobs for the region as a whole. governments along the tJoundaly line. 

2D Tar.geted Areas SC Year 2005 and Year 2010 Urban Service Areas 
The Council will identffy ta,geted at88S that have the The Council will wotk wtth· /oca/ communities thtoUgh the 
greatest need and/or potential for economic -development in comprehensive planning process to de$ignate araas for 
Older to focus attention and 18SOU/09S. longer tMn future urbanization by eslablislJing 2005 and 

2010 utban servios araa boundanes. 

2E Cooe!;ration and Information Sharing SD Rural Service Area 
The Council w,1/ l/tl0l'k with communities in developing and The COUncil will suppott lht9e /and use type, outsKle the 
carrying out _ _, plans by making sure /hat met,opolitan urban $81'Vice area: comtrieleiaJ agricuJtut&, 
rogiona/.,,,.,;,;,, and facilities suppott loc8J aotions. by being rural oenMt$, and general rural use. 
a catalyst for focusing action on critical needs. and by 
ptCNiding loc8J plannmg and tachmoal assistance. 

3C Protectiog Communities SE Land Use and Transe2rtation 
The Council will consider the elfects on existing communities 1119 COUncil will plan for t,;ghor-density dsve/opment along 
in maJ,Jng rogional poliCy decisions and in Siting rog-1 so/eclJld /tanSpottatk>n comdors _,, major traMil cap;tal - imestments a,e made, or at major ttansit traMfet points 

- hub$ and park-and-ride IOts) and guide • pon;on of 

' the region's flAule growth to such oorridots and locations. 

. 

4A Protecting Natural Watercourses & Wetlands SF E!J2!nding Housing Oeegrtunities in the R~ion 

1119 Council wiU M>1< to p,otect natural """""°""• such The Council will Wott with local communities in a pattnetship 
as lakes, wetlands, rivers, stteams. natural drainage OOU1SSS to meet the ,ange at housing needs of people at vatiouS life-

and /he otiticaJ adjoining /and ..... /hat - /hem, to qde stage,; - kx:aliofla/ choica and -maintain and improve water quality, and quantity, and to thrOughout the region for pe,op1e ot an incoms levels; and 
p,eservetheirecologicalfunclions. ,uppott use of public funds to help aot,;ew, thesa goals. 

4B Water Qualj!y for the Future 5G Cluster Planni!Jll 
The Council will putSUe steps toward a goal of no • adverse The Council will promote a flexible, "cluster' plaMing prooess 
impact on water quality so that , by the year 2015. the qualify wheteby local communities and other gOV6fflfflental entmes 
of the water leaving the region is as good as when it antars. can IMYk together to tUONe issues of ,egional conoam in 
The Council will assess this _goal if it pose$ an un,aasonab/e ways that a,e tailored to the needs and ooncems of those 
cost burClen for the region. involved. 

4D Wocdlands and the Urban Forest 5H Priorities for R!!Qional Investment 
The COUncil will encourage the proteclicn of the rogion's The Council will give priority for funds for 18fliot'lal sy.st8tns to 
sjgnificant woodlands and /he long-term man8f1'!"18"1 of the maintainlrlg, upgrading and ,aplacing system faciJitias serving 

Utt>an forsst. , existing urtJan dewJ#Opmtlnt to make' the bast use at 
investments the ,egion has a/l88dy made. 

4E Air Qualj!y 5J Fiscal Management of R!Qional Sxstems 
The Council will promote development and land u. and The Council will ensute that ,egiOnaJ investments ant made 
transpo,tation policie5 and planning thet ptClecl and imp,ova In a fl3CaJly sound manner and achieve their objective of 
the quafity of air. ptOVidlng needed -,vioM and facilities at miflimum CO$f .to 

hupaye,s, 

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 i;mall 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 million for ,small 
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 Appendix A.12 located at the end of this report. 

o 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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Proposed 1996 - 2000 CIP and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

C. SSIP Summary 

The proposed SSIP program can be summarized as follows: 

VI. Interceptor Facilities Inspection Program 

The ongoing Interceptor Facilities Inspection program provides a systematic 
approach for the ii'ispection 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 correct 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 previously 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 projecting annual expenditure 
levels. 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. 

Page 15 



Proposed 1996 - 2000 and 1996 Capital Budget 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

Another 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 unusual 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 

Assumption_s 

o Timing 
o Weather 
o Competition 
o Future Trends 

Figure 5 

MCES 
Capital Budget 
Expenditures 

. Financial 
Policies 

o Grants 
o Loans 
o Bond Sales 
o Interest Rates 

External 
Stakeholders 

oMPCA/EPA 
oPFA 
oDNR 
o System Users 

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, 
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. 
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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 pattern 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. 

VIII. Link With Plan to Control Debt Service Growth 

One of the more persistent problems in recent years forthe 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 techniques and through capital 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 Council, provided that it is done under 
stringent guidelines. 

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 capital budget programs 

o three Wastewater Services Division programs traditionally allocated in 
whole or part to the capital budget 

o chargebacks for services from regional planning 

o funding for several capital-type expenditures as included within the PAR 
1996-1999 initiatives 
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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: 

,=,=::~:::y==:::::===:=::i~•=•=:v::;=t 

111!i1!i;ilffll~ii~::::. . .. :: .. 
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l · o Bilotrplant and pliiiit-sqfile studies n~edea to make pl~g and design: 
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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 belong in the annual budget. 
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o Extraordil')ary 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 
life , or both. These repairs are represented by major overhauls, complete 
reconditioning, and major replacements and betterments. • 

Capital Budget Projects 

o Provides a physical asset whose useful life is 1 0 years or more, or extends the 
useful life of a physical asset for 1 0 years or more through replacement and/or 
rehabilitation. 

o A major capital budget project that generally exceedl!I $1,000,000 for planning, 
design, and construction or acquisition. 

o A SSIP project which is generally budgeted between $100,000 and $500,000 
and up to $1,000,000 with specific Council authorization, for all steps including 
planning, design, and construction or acquisition. 

o Pilot plant studies, plant-scale studies, and inspection programs that are 
needed to make plan('.ling and design decisions for capital projects. Examples 
include the Interceptor Inspection and Rehabilitation program, Capital Planning 
program and the MWWTP Master Plan. 

Annual Budget Projects 

o Rehabilitation or replacement of equipment and/or facilities which provides a 
useful life of 1 0 years or less. 

o Improvements which cost less than $100,000. 

o Improvements which have a paybac~ of five years or less. 

o Studies which 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 multi­
year commitment covering the life of the project. 
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IX. Summary 

The proposed 1996 authorization changes to the MCES Capital 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. Appendices 

The remainder of this section on the is comprised of the following appendixes: 

Appendix "A" - 1996 Capital . Program - Appendix "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 schedule. The expenditure schedule includes 
both the current authorization and. future expenditures (if authorized). A location 
map is also provided for each project. 

Appendix "B" - Projects 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 (if authorized). A location map is also 
provided 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 •. Capital Budget; future authorized expenditures; future 
authorization request and expenditures; and total project cost. Provided for 
reference purpose only, this summary includes all active capital budget 
programs. 

Appendix "D" - List of Abbreviations - This· appendix 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 projects. 
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A.l 

A.2 

A.3 

A.4 

A.5 

A.6 

A.7 

A.8 

A.9 

A.IO 

A.11 

A.12 

A.13 

MCES 

1996 Capital Program 
Index of Projects 

9601 

9602 

9102 Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processin $6,900,000 

9404 

9004 Elm Creek Inter tor $2,400,000 

9401 Em ire WWTP E ansion 

799800 En /Const. Administration - 1996 

9108 MWWrP Process Control S $10,400 000 

9506 MWWrP Secon Treatment rovements $8,400,000 

9208 Rosemount WWTP Phaseout $2,000,000 

Small S temwide Im ovement Pro· ects $17,000,000 

9504 South St. Paul Forcemain 

$700,000 

$900,000 

$3,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$8,400,000 

$1,600,000 

$1,921,593 

$6,000,000 

$17,500,000 

$51,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$9,000,000 

Sl,300,000 
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MCES 

Previously Authorized Capital Programs 
Index of Projects 

B.1 9003 $9,850,000 

B.2 9503 Brook! Park Lift Station Im rovements $1,000,000 

B.3 9206 Chaska WWTP Phaseout $20,800,000 

B.4 9 I 03 Cotta e Grove E ansion $4,500,000 

B.5 9505 Laborato Services Facilities $500,000 

B.6 9 I 06 Lino Lakes Im rovements $4,100,000 

B.7 941 O Mound Interce tor Rehabilitation $600,000 

B.8 9302 MWWTP Centrifu e Dewaterin $16,100,000 

B.9 9508 MwWTP Effluent Pum Station $200,000 

B.10 9304 MWWTP Levee E ansion $2,000,000 

B.11 9407 MWWTP Master Plan $2,700,700 

B.12 9509 MWWTP RBS Sustainabili $2,664,000 

B.13 9207 MWWTP/M ls. Meter Im rovements $7,100,000 

B.14 $6,100,000 

B.15 9104 Re ator Modifications $751,000 

B.16 9205 $2,400,000 

. B.17 950 I Southeast Re • onal WWTP $500,000 

B.18 9204 Waconia Im rovements $6,200,000 

B.19 9209 White Bear Lake Lift Station Im rovements $1,000,000 
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Authorization and Expenditure Summary 
All Capital Program Projects 

I. Continuing·P·rojects in Step I Planning 

Projecl# Project Name 

9505 Semccs Facility 

9SOB MWWfP Effluent Pump Station 

9304 MWWTP Levee Expansion 

9501 Soudteast Regional WWfP 

Sublolal: 

II. Continuing Projects in Step II Design 

9102 Blue Lake/Seneca Solids Processing -

9208 Rosemount WWfP Phascoot . 

Subtotal: ss.900,ooo fai1sii;w1fiiliii> 

Ill. Continuing Projects in Step Ill Construction 

9003 • Bl Si $9,850,000 

9503 Brooklyn Park LS. Flow Detention Facilities s1.000.000 '. ? 
9206 Chaska WWfP Phascoot $20,800.000 

9103 011 $4,500,000 

9106 unol..ak,s $4,100,000 

9410 Mound Rehabilitation ' $600,000 

9302 $16,100,000 

• Construction is-for tho demonstration portion only. 

· MCES 

' 

Tolal 
Authorization 

to Date 

$500,000 

$200,000 

$2,000,000 

$500,000 

Sl.200;000 

$3,000,000 

s,.000.000 

$4,000.000 

$9,850.000 

s1.ooo.ooo 

$20,800,000 

$4,500,000 

. $4,100,000 

$600,000 

$16,100,000 

Page 1 

Pre-1996 
Expenditures 

:_:,:::::.•::x.:.,,;,.:_:_:_~:.: 

$1,500,000 );;\; Rl®iM/iil 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$200,000 

$0 ' 

$0 

$0 

$200,000 

$500,000 

$201,0ll 

$701,0ll 

$1,703,045 

$150,000 

$10,445,118 

$0 

$525,449 

$0 

$1,7ll,844 

Future 
Authorization & 

Expenditures 

$9,880,505 

$3,800,000 

$0 

$59,500,000 

$73,180,505 

$45,469,457 

$10,ll6,622 

$55,586,079 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$19,038,156 

Total 
Project 

Co,t 

Sl0.]80,505 

$4,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$60,000,000 

$76.380,505 

$48,469,457 

Sll.116,622 

$59,586.079 

$9,850,000 

$1,000,000 

$20,800,000 

$4,500,000 

$4,I00,000 

$600,000 

$]5,138,156 
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Ill. Continuing Projects in Step Ill Construction 

Project# ProjcctNamc 

9509 MWWTP RBS Sustainabili 

9207 MWWTP/M Is. Meter 

9104 Re 

CUrrenl 
Aulborization 

$2,664,000 

S?.100.000 

$751,000 • 

9205 $2,400,000 . 

9504 Suuth St. Paul Fuccmain 

9502 St Bonifacius Rehabilitation 

9204 Waconia $6,200,000 

9209 Wbi .. Bear Lake Lift Station vancnts 

Subtotal: 

• Fwtekdbytbe 1994 Annual Budget Favorable Variance 

Tolal 
AudMJrization 

to Date 

$2,664,000 

$7,100.000 

s,,1,000 

$2,400,000 

$1,300,000 

$650,000 

$6,200,000 

$1,000,000 

$79,015,000 

P,c.1996 
Expcnditwa 

$1,100,000 

$160,792 

$1,27',000 

$550,000 

S786,808 

$793,252 , 

$30,804,256 

IV. Continuing Projects moving from Step I Planning to Step II Design 

9401 IEmoireWWTP I $1,600,000 

Subtoeal: $1,600,000 

V. Continuing Projects moving from Step II Design to Step Ill Construction 

9004 Elmc.ed< SS.400,000 

9108 MWWTPPn>ccssCantiol $10,400,000 $17.,00,000 $5,644,621 

9506 $'1,000,000 $6,621,379 

Subtotal: $21,200,000 $76,900,000 

VI. New Projects 

9601 Apple Valley lntcn:cptor $700,000 

9602 Banle Creek Si $900,000 

Subtotal: $1,600,000 

MCES Page2 

Aullwrized 
Expend~ .... 

1997+ 

so 
$4,300,000 

S100,000 

$1,000,000 

so 
s,o,ooo 

$3,251,192 

$150,000 

$23,386,648 

FUIIUc 
Authorization &. 

Expenditures 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

S19,038,156 

$813,269 $13,109,269 

$813,269 $13,709,269 

$5,352,864 $30,974,881 

$8,990,679 $23,469,052 

$33,998.821 so 
$411.342,364 $54,443,933 

so so 
$335,000 so 

$33,,000 so 

Total 
Project 
Cost 

• $2,664,000 

$7,100,000 

$751,000 

$2,400,000 

$1,300,000 

$650,000 

$6,200,000 

$1,000,000 

$911.053,156 • 

SU,309,269 

$15,309,269 

$39,374,881 

$40,969,052 

$51,000,000 

$131,343,933. 

$700,000 

$900,0lio 

$1,600,000 
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VII. Ongoing and Special Projects 

Project# Project Name 

9404 ital Planning 

799800 En /Const. Admin. • 1996 

9001 lnt=q,tor • on & Rehabilitation 

9407 MWWfP Master Plan 

799870 

Small Systemwide hnprovement Projects 

Subtotal: 

Summary 

Projed Type 

I. Continuing Projeds in I Plannmg 

II. Continuing Projects in Stq, 11 Design 

Ill. Continuing Projects in Step Ill Coostruction 

II 

V. Continuing Pro'ects moving from Ill 

VI. New Projects 

ial Pro'ects 

Grand Totals: 

MCES 

Current 
Authorization 

$1,508,000 

so 
$5,371,500 

$2,700,700 

$6,100,000 

$17,000,000 

$32,680,200 

Current 
Authorization 

$3,200,000 

Total 
Authorization 

to Date 

$2,000,000 

$1,921,593 

$6,000,000 

$2,700,700 

$6,100,000 

$9,000,000 

$27,722,293 

Total 
Aulhorizalion 

to Date 

$3,200,000 

$4,000,000 

$79,0ll,OOO 

$1,600,000 

$76,900,000 

$1,600,000 

$27,722,293 

$194,037,293 

Page 3 

Pre-1996 
Expenditures 

$1,157,206 

$0 

$2,256,593 

$1,726,308 

$4,832,246 

$1,142,737 

$11,115,090 

Pre-1996 
Expenditures 

$2,046,881 

$1,898,989 

$30,804,256 

$136,731 

$13,013,136 

so 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$242,794 

$0 

$188,907 

$0 

so 
$4,857,263 

Sl,288,964 

Authorized 
Expenditures 

1997+ 

$200,000 

$701,011 

$23,386,648 

$813,269 

$48,342,364 

$335,000 

Sl,288,964 

$79,067,256 

Future 
Aulhorization & 

Expenditures 

$2,762,361 

$8,135,491 

$12,311,360 

$0 

$0 

$6,898,108 

$30,107,320 

Future 
Authorization & 

Expenditures 

$73,180,505 

SSS,586,019 

$19,038,156 

$13,709,269 

$54,443,933 

$0 

$30,107,320 

$246,065,262 

Total 
Project 
Cost 

$4,762,361 

$10,057,084 

$18,311,360 

$2,700,700 

$6,100,000 

Sll,898,108 

$57,829,613 

Total 
Project 
Cost 

$76,380,lOS 

$59,586,019 

$98,053,156 

$15,309,269 

$131,343,933 

$1,600,000 

$57,829,613 

$440,102,lll 
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Metropolitan Council Environmental Services 

Hennepin 
County 

Calver~-­
County 

Chara~­• Blue 

Scott 
County 
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Anoka 
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Ramsey 
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Metro 
■ 

Washingtcn 
County 

■ Sllawater 

Collage 
■ Grove 

- ■ Dakota 
County 

■ 

Empire 
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List of Abbreviations 

Admin ------Administration 
· CAB Champlin, Anoka, and Brooklyn Parle 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 
NIA Not Applicable 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
O&M Operation and Maintenance 
PAR Plan for Allocating Resources 
PF A 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 FrequencyDrive 
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant 

MCES Appendix □ 
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Metropolitan Council Wastewater Services 

Hennepin , 
County 

ea,wr~---, 
County 

Scatt 
Counly 

Mol<a 
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~y 
County 

- ■ 

Empire 
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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 suppon 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 
suppon 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 suppon activities described in Table 4-3, all ongoing, are the generally 
basic continuing ones which suppon development and implementation of the Capital Improvement 
Program. The Program Management Suppon function is an intensive effon 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 suppon activities, respectively, relative to the total costs projected through 2000, and annual 
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 million when 
continued costs of ongoing projects is included. 

After 1995, 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 MetropoJitan 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/I 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/I 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 shon term 
requirements to provide sidestream treatment for phosphorus removal to 4 mg/I 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/I 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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Figure 4-5 
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PROJECT NUM-
GROUPJNG BER 

GROUP!-

PROJECTS 

UNDERWAY 
2 

BEFORE 

1995 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1015195 

PROJECT 
NAME 

BLOOMINGTON SIPHON 
IMPROVEMENTS 

BLUE LAKE SOLIDS 
PII.OCESSING FACILI-
TIES 

BROOKLYN PARK LIFT 
STATION IMPROVEMENTS 

CHASKA PLANT PHASE 
OUTlNTERCEPTOR 

COTTAGE GROVE PLANT 
INTERIM EXPANSION 

ELM CREEK 
INTERCEPTOR 

EMPIRE PLANT 
EXPANSION 

LABORATORY SERVICES 
FACD..ITY 

LINO LAKES 
INTERCEPTOR 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Table4-2. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

1996-2000 

PROO 
NUMBER 

(0Os) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AND PURPOSES 

9003 Consists of a new 11600 ft river intmeptor 
siphon to rq,lace lhe existing Bloomington 
Riwr Siphon in order to resolve odor and 
redundancy issues in prowling long term service. 

9102 Coosists of new sludge processing facilities for 
lhidcaring dewidaing, Slllbilizing. and final 
disposition of plant sludge in order 1D meet 
projec:lod long term sludge processing 400ds. 

9503 Consists of improvemeols to 1he Broolclyn 
Parle Lift Station to pre=t pontial bade 
up of wastewa1er into homes during power 
or equipment failures at 1he Slatiou. 

9206 Consists of a lift Slation. river crossing. 
fun:emain. and gravity intmeptor to phase 
outlhe Chaska Plant by comeying flow duough 
Sbalropee 10 the Blue Lake Plant 

9103 An inb:rim expamiou of the existing plant to 
2.5 mgd 10 cnal,le lime 10 plan and complctt: a 
Southeast Regional Plant to meet 1he long 
term sewer scnicc needs of 1he area. 

9004 Consists of a gravity inl=cptor sys1m1, 

based on a facility plamiing study oflhe Elm 
Creek watershed, to provide long tem, in"'1"-
ceptor service to 1he watershed consistent 
with projected growlh and sewer SCl'l'ice needs. 

9401 Consists of a plant expansion liom a capacity 
of9 mgd to 12 mgd in orde< to meet the growlh 

projcclod in lhe service uoa 10 lhe ycu 2009. 

9505 Consim of new labontory facilities to 
,cplacc existing~ laboratory space 
and facilities and to c:oosolidatc Olbcr 
cnvironmcntal functions prcscntly in 
tcmporvy or leased facilities. 

9106 Consists of new lift station and forcemain 
syslOm serving Lino Lalccs to provide long tenn 
service by conveying wastewater to the main 
MOS inlorccptor in Blaine. 
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DURATIOt-: POLICY FACILITY 
PLAN PLAN 

PRIORITY APPROVED 
••• 

-1997 R-UC YES 

-2000 E-7 YES 

-1997 R-6 YES 

-1999 E-9 YES 

-1996 E-UC YES 

-2002 E-7 YES 

-2000 E-6 NO 

-1999 CRE-12 NO 

-1996 RE-5 YES 



PROJECT 
GROUPING 

1015/95 

NUM­
BER 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

PROJECT 
NAME 

MOUND INTERCEPTOR 
REHABILITATION 

MWWTP CENTRIFUGE 
DEWATERJNG 

FACILITIES 

MWWI1' EFFLUENT PUMPING 

STATION JMPR.OVEMENTS 

MWWTPLEVEE 
EXPANSION 

MWWTP PROCESS 
CONTROL SYSTEM 

Table4-2. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

1996-2000 

PROO 
NUMBER 

·coos) 

9410 

9302 

9508 

9304 

9108 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AND PURPOSES 

Consim of rebahilillllioo of 1he g,a>ily part 
of1he Mound InlmCeptm( 2500 feet) 10 oom,c:t 

S1nU:IUal damage due 10 hydrogen sulfide C01TOsioo 
problems and 10 -1 n:oum:nce. 

CoasiSls of 1he repl•-cnt nf sludge de-
-.igandmaledprc ... ...rheigbt 

eelllrifuges and of oddilioo of oogeoeralion 
facility10useexi:ess stam. 

ConsiS!s of 1he lddilioo of ooe or two pmnps 
in 1he Effluent Pumping Sllllioo at 1he 
Metropolitan Pilnt 10 im:rase 1he pmnping 
capacity 10 reduoe 1he risk of bypassing 
during high river flood eoodilioos. 

CoasiSls of implemeallllioo of expaulcd flood 
prol<dioo facilities 10 meet loog 1mm pro-
jectal plant expensioo needs consistmt wi1h 

1he - Piln and NPDES Permit promions. 

Consists of IN)difications and iwp.o•rmen1s to 
1he process computor """""1 .,.- at1be 
MWWI'P 10 deal wi1h problems of obsoie>-
oenoe. 

MWWTP RBS SUSTAINABILITY 9509 Consim of rehabilillllion/iq,laoement of 
equipment and Sll'Ucblres in 1hc RBS System 
111he Metro plent10 exlald 1he useful life 
of1he facilily101he yar 2002. 

MWWTP SECONDARY 9506 Consim of .improvancals IDd rehlbiliaationl 
TREATMENT IMPROVE- replecemcnt 101he MWWTP secondary 
MENTS 1reallent facilities to provide pcrmit..,,,.endett:d 

pbosphmus mnovai. 10 rq,lacc eaalion 
difluscn wi1h a more ellicient fine bubble 

- end 10 rebahilitamlteplace usocilled 
aged - tank piping and.,.-. 

MWWTPIMINNEAPOLIS 9207 CoosiS!s of rebahilillllion/iq,laoement of 
METER IMPROVEMENTS melcr facilities at 1he Metro Plant. Minne-, 

apolis met=. end Lela: St 10 provide open-
lionel roliabiliiy end any needed odor control. 

4-11 

DURATION POLICY FACJLm· 
PLAN pLA,-.; 

PRIORITI" APPROVED ... 

-1996 R-UC YES 

-2000 R-15 YES 

-1998 R-6 NO 

-2002 CE-12 YES 

-2002 R-10 YES 

-1997 R-13 YES 

-1999 CRE-10 YES 

-1998 R-9 YES 



PROJECT NUM-
GROUPING BER 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

SSIP A 
UNDERWAY 
IN 1995 
OR 
BEFORE 

B 

10/S/9S 

PROJECT 
NAME 

ROSEMOUNT PLANT 
PHASE OUT INTERCEPTOR 

ST. BONIFACIUS INTER-
CEPTORREHABILITATION 

SHAKOPEE LIFT STATION 
AND FORCEMAJN IMPROVE-
MENTS 

SOUTIIEAST REGIONAL 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT 

sourn ST. PAUL FORCE-
MAIN REPLACEMENT 

WACONIA INTERCEPTOR 
IMPROVEMENTS 

WlUTE BEAR LIFT 
STATION IMPROVE-
MENTS 

REGULATOR SYSTEM 
MODIFICATIONS 

SMALL SYSTEMWIDE 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

Table4-2. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

19%-2000 

PROO 
NUMBER 

(00s) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AND PURPOSES 

9208 Phase out of lbe Rosemount Treallllcut Plant 
by a liftSla!ionaad f'orcemain sysu,m 10 <OIIYe)' 

WISCCWa1E:r to lbe Metro Plant via a connection to 
1be MDS at Inver Gro>e Heigids. The planned 
facililicsare comislmt wi1h lbe ~-
Dooeu1n1izatioo S1udy Management Pim. 

9502 Coasis1s ofRbahilila1ion oflbe St Boai-
w:ius int=ceplOr by slip-lining 3400 feet 
of 42-incb RCP ,._ wi1h a plastic liner 1D 
-problcmsrdllod tohydrogoosulfide 
corrosion of 1be existing pipe. 

920S Impo,_ 101be Sbakopoc Lift Station and 
Fon:emain 10 roplace Ibo 1inemain(Phase 1) 
and 11> n,tw,;lill1r "io lift slation(Phase 2) 

1Dmeetloag--,cmc:e-

9S01 CoasislS of 1be' c:ontirn!lrir-.1 of facility 
planning for 1be C-,c Gro>e Plant1D CSlablish 
a new regional plant for 1hc area comis1mt 
wi1b lbe w--Management Plan developed 
in 1hc Ccn1ralimion/Decenlnlization S!Udy. 

9411 Comisls of replacement of about 1000 fcci 
of 48-incb line under lllilroad 1rlA:ks ad 
cleaning and inspec1ion of1hc tolal 4.S mile 
line to enable assessment of rehabilitation 
needs 1111d liming. 

9204 Consists of improvements to the Waconia Lift 
Slationand Fon:cmain sysu,m to Rbahililalc 
facililies to comet existing problem areas 
and 1D pn,vidc appropriate addilional improve-
ments to meet long term service needs. 

9209 Coasisls of 1hc rcbabilila1ion of cxisling 
facililies by consuuc1ing a new lift station 
and replacing lcog1hs of tssoci- fora:main 
and gnMly mlm:CplOr. 

9104 Major ... minor modilicatioos to cso 
regulalors in St Paul and Minneapolis. 
Help to meet NPDES permi1S to eliminate 
combined sewer ovmlow (CSO). 

960S Small sysu,mwidc improYaDellt projects for 
iuk:iecplUJ « 1reatmc:Dt plant facilities 
wi1h eub project less 1ban Sl,000,000. 
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DURATION POLICY FAC!Lm· 
Pl.AK Pl.AK 

PRIORm" APPROVED 
••• 

-2000 E-7 YES 

-1996 R-UC YES 

-1998 R.lJC YES 

-2002 E-8 NO 

-1996 R-UC YES 

-1997 RE-6 YES 

-1996 R-UC YES 

-1997 CR-12 YES 

-1998 CRE-9 NIA 



PROJECT NlJM. 
GROUPING BER 

; 

GROUP II- 25 

PROJECTS 

TO BEGIN 

IN 1996 26 

OR 

AFTER 
27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 
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Table4-2. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

19%-2000 

PROJECT PROO PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
NAME NUMBER AND PURPOSES 

(0Os) 

APPLE VALLEY 9601 A 51CJO..footseo1ioo of27-33 im:h iulacep!OI, 
INTERCEPTOR comp...,_, ___ .,_ .... ,.,. 

oemnl Apple Valley. TIie facility is., be 
turicd out by Ille city in ocquno1ioo wilb a 
s1mm sewerpn,jectforlbe ara. 

BATTLE CREEK SIPHON 9602 Coosists of improvements., Ibo Baale Cieek 
IMPROVEMENTS Siphon by npla<:ing two bane1s oflbo siphon 

and updatiag 111, beadbonse S1rUC1unl for 
today's -.lards and odor c:on1rol. 

COTTAGE GROVE PLANT 9702 Coosists oflb.. iulaceplUI facili1ies., phase 
PHASE OUT INTERCEPTOR outlbe Co1llge Gru'le T-Plant and 

__ .,aoewSoulheastRegiooal 

Plant. 

MWWTP ADMINISTRATION 9601 Qmis1s of mnodeliag oflbe exisling 
BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS building.,upclm semcesaad., _ areas 

.-by lib fimclioos., be used by plant 

and--penoaad. 

MWWTP PHOSPHORUS 9802 Coosisa of biological pbospbmus ranoval 
REMOVALFACIUI'IES faci1i1ies., pnmdc oddi1ioaal pbospbmus 

rm,ovaldlboMmopolilmPllntconsi-t 
will Ille 1993 NPDES Permit, as revised or 
umevisedinRqUilanClllsamlliming. 

MWWTP SECONDARY TREAT- 9801 Qmislsof Ibo additioo oftwo unlioo lllnks 
MENTADDmON and four fimJ - ., insure - capacity., 

Ille yar 2020 for S1lmdanls wilbout pbospborus 
rm,oval beyoodexislingn:quimneolsdlbe Mmo 
Plant. 

MWWTP SOLIDS PROCESSING 9804 Qmis1s of solids JlrO"SSine improvanents at 
IMPROVEMENTS lbeMmuPlmtamsi-wilblbe-Plan. 

new permits. 111d ongoing projects., prowle 
sludge bandling capacity for peak sludge loading 
coadilioos in m:css of oxis1ing incineratioo capacity. 

WOODBURY INTERCEPTOR 9701 Coosisa of an intorceplUt'., c:oowy -
from - Woodbury., Ibo oew Soulbeast 
Regiooal Plant in soulhern Wubing1on County 

INl"ERCEPTOR REHABll.1- 9105 Coosists ofmajc,J inluceplUI facility re-
TATION. MAJOR ~ent ...... 00 iclentiiica--

tion of-. in Project 900100 or o1bcr pro-
grams. Cosa.....,. oo sardy of PIO.iec:1,d toba-
bilitatim needs to lOlS W essocitW ,:om. 
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DURATION POLICY FACILITY 
PLAN PLAN 

PRIORITY APPROVED ·-
1996 ~ NO 

1996-1997 R-6 NO 

1997-2002 E-8 NO 

1998-2001 R-6 NO 

1997-2005 C.10 YES 

1998-2002 CE-10 YES 

1997-2000 E-5 NO 

1997-2002 E-8 NO 

1997-2000 NIA NIA 



Table4-2. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

1996-2000 

PROJECT 
GROUPING 

NUM­
BER 

PROJECT 
NAME 

PROO 
NUMBER 

(00s) 

PROJECT DESCRIPI1ON 
AND PURPOSES 

DURATION 

34 TREATMENT PLANT REHA- 9703 Consists of major projects to rchabililal:, 
BILITATION-METROPOLITAN updalo. llld/or rq,w:c equipment and facilities 
TREATMENT PLANT at 1be Motropoli111D Plant as toqUitod to 

maintain efficient and economioal open!ion. 
Costs buod OD SIUdy Of projcclod rchabili-
1ioa needs to 2015 111d •csoc:i•led costs. 

35 TREATMENT PLANT REHA- 9704 Consists of m,gor projects to rchabililal:, 
BILITATION- REGIONAL updalo.llld/or rq,w:c oquipmeut and facilities 
TREATMENT PLANTS at o1ha-""81mc:nt plants as required to 

mainlaia ID efficient and economical operatiori. 
Costs""' buod oo study of proj<c1l:d rchabili1a-
ticm needs to 2015 111d assoc:ialed costs. 

SSIP C INTERCEPTOR REHABILI- 9706 Consists of rcbabililationlrepw:cmc:nt 
TATION - SMALL SYSTEM of inll:n:cplDr srs=n facilities in which 

AFTER WIDE IMPROVEMENT PRO- indmdual projcot coSls are projcoled to 
JECTS be less 1ban $1,000,000 each. 

1995 

••• The letters and numbers under Policy Plan Priority characterize die nature of the project or progrwn. 
The first letter(s) refers to 0the category or reason for the project: C- compliance; R- rehobilitalionlreplacement; 
and E- expansion. lf the project has more than one element or purpose, more than one letttr m,zy be rued. 
The total designation NIA indicates a generic project inc/wied for projecting com of yet undefined projects or 
for overhead or continuous planning functions. 
The number following the dtqh provides the relative priority rating of the project, higher numbers meaning higher 
pnority. lf the letters UC appear, then the project is under construction. 
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1997-2000 

1997-2000 

1997-2000 

POLICY FACILm· 
PLAN PLAN 

PRIORITY APPROVED 
••• 

NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 



Table4-3. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

, STUDIES AND CAPITAL SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 
YEARS 1996-2000 

PROJECT • NlJM. PROJECT PROGRAM PROJECTDESCRIPTION DURATION POUCY ACTIVITY 

GROUPING BER DESCRIPTION NUMBER AND PURPOSES 
(OOs) 

STUDIES MWWTP MASTER PLAN 9407 Development of a comprehc:nsive Master Plan -1997 

for the Metro Plant in accordance with its 
NPDES Permit which establishes long nmge 
options, plans and costs for the facility. 

CAPITAL ENGINEERINGICONSTRUC. 7998 General administrative costs ofEngioeeriog/ -2000 

TION ADMINISTRATION Coostruction timction for capital budget 
PROJECT related matters not related to specific 

projects diRctly. 
SUPPORT 

ACTIVI- 2 INTERCEPTOll INSPECTION 9001 Conduct continuous facility inspection -2000 

AND REHABILITATION programs which provide information to 
TIES PROGRAM establish rehabilitation needs of various 

classes of facilities. Rehabilitate inspected 
facilities which require irnrnediate attention 
to addresss problerns ftom deterioration. 

3 PLANNING-CAPITAL 9404 Preparation of system improvement studies, -2000 

facility plans, capital budget work. tactical 
plans, capital improvement information, and 
other capital planning work and coo.rdiDatioo. 

4 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 799870 Development of state-of-the-art tools, systems, -1996 
SUPPORT and processos to eoham:e staff's capabilities 

in project planning and management. 

••• 17,e letters ond numbers under Policy Pion Priority characterize the nature of the project or program. 
17,e first letter(s} refers to the category or reason for the project: C- compliance; R- rehabilitation/replacement; 
ond E- expansion. If the project has more than one element or purpose, more than one letter may be used. 
17,e total designation NIA indicates a generic project included for projecting costs of yet undefined projects or 
for overhead or continuous planning fanctions. 
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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PLAN APPROVED 
PRIORITY 

••• 

CR.E-14 YES 

NIA YES 

R-12 YES 

NIA YES 

CRE-9 YES 



Table 44. 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 

YEARS 1996-2000 

NIJM. PROJECT PROO TOTAL . 
COSTS BY YEAR in SMillion 

BER NAME NUMBER COSTS 

(OOs) $Million 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

I BLOOMINGTON RIVER SIPHON 9003 8.347 3.082 3.571 .500 .200 .000 
2 BLUE LAKE SOLIDS PROCESSING FACILITIES 9102 48.469 .161 .251 1.000 .500 14.229 
3 BROOKLYNPARXLIFTSTATIONIMPROVEMENTS 9503 1.000 .000 .150 .700 .150 .000 
4 CHASKA PLANT PHASE our 9206 19.355 .786 5.400 3.700 4.000 5.000 
5 COTTAGE GROVE PLANT EXPANSION 9103 4.500 2.159 1.200 .607 .000 .000 

6 ELM CREEK INTERCEPTOR 9004 29.281 .008 .200 2.300 5.654 9.242 
7 EMPIRE PLANT EXPANSION 9401 15.309 .006 .131 .650 1.000 6.550 
8 LABORATORY SERVICES FACilil'Y 9505 10.381 .000 .100 .200 2.652 5.360 
.9 LINO LAKES INTERCEPTOR IMPROVEMENTS 9106 4.100 .260 .300 2.700 .525 .000 
10 MOUND INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION 9410 .600 .297 .175 .128 .000 .000 

11 MWWTI'CENTRIFUGEDEWATERING 9302 30.188 1.390 3.245 9.705 1.490 2.222 
12 MWWTI'Em.UENTPUMPSTATIONIMPROVEMENTS 9508 4.000 .000 .152 .048 1.500 2.300 
13 MWWI1' LEVEE EXPANSION 9304 2.000 .550 .950 .405 .000 .000 
14 MWWTI'PROCESSCONTROLSYSTEM 9108 31.063 1.266 2.591 2.865 6.609 5.641 
15 MWWI1' RBS SUSTAINABILITY 9509 2.664 .000 .664 2.000 .000 .000 

16 MWWI1' SECONDARY TREATMENT IMPROVEMENTS 9506 51.000 1.981 4.396 10.380 15.039 18.960 
17 MWWTI'IMINNEAPOLIS METER IMPROVEMENTS 9207 7.100 .249 .660 1.700 3.000 1.300 
18 ROSEMOUNTPLANTPHASEOur 9208 11.117 .037 .200 .400 .600 5.000 
19 ST. BONIFACIUS INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION 9502 .600 .000 .550 .050 .000 .000 
20 SHAKOPEE LS & FM IMPROVEMENTS 9205 2.226 .492 .535 .300 .800 .026 

21 SOtTl"HEAST REGIONAL PLANT 9501 41.794 .000 .200 .300 5.757 7.073 
22 SOtrrH ST. PAUL FORCEMAIN REPLACEMENT 9504 1.200 .000 1.175 .025 .000 .000 
23 WACONIA INTERCEPTOR IMPROVEMENTS 9204 6.200 .384 .365 2.162 3.251 .000 
24 WHITE BEAR LAKE LIFT STATION IMPROVEMENTS 9209 .850 .124 .650 .057 .000 .000 
A REGULATOR SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS 9104 .751 .021 .100 .490 .100 .000 

B SMALL SYSTEMWIDE IMP 
p 

9605 15.898 .343 .800 3.000 3.000 2.820 
25 APPLE VALLEY INTERCEPTOR 9601 .600 .000 .000 .600 .000 .000 
26 BATTLE CREEK SIPHON IMPROVEMENTS 9602 .900 .000 .000 .565 .335 .000 
27 COTT AGE GROVE PLANT PHASE our 9702 2.718 .000 .000 .000 .338 .528 
28 MWWI1' ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 9801 3.451 .000 .000 .000 .000 .500 

. 

29 MWWI1' PHOSPHORUS REMOVAL FACILITIES 9803 .500 .000 .000 .000 .500 .000 
30 MWWTI'SECONDARYADDmON 9802 17.895 .000 .000 .000 .000 2.460 
31 MWWI1' SOLIDS PROCESSING IMPROVEMENTS 9804 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
32 WOODBURY INTERCEPTOR 9701 6.710 .000 .000 .000 .740 .338 
33 INTERCEPTOR REHABILITATION-MAJOR 9705 14.186 .000 .000 .000 .000 3.265 

34 TREATMENT WORKS REHABILITATION-MWWI1' 9703 .750 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
35 TREATMENT WORKS REHABILIT ATION°REGIONAL 9704 3.865 .000 .000 .000 .000 .472 
C INTERCEPTOR REHABILIT ATION-SSIP ' 9706 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

COMPLETED PROJECTS IN 1995 16.058 9.944 6.114 .000 .000 .000 

TOTAL AMOUNT 417.626 23.538 34.825 47.537 57.741 93.283 
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1999 2000 

.000 .000 
27.562 3.679 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

6.745 4.593 
6.360 .613 
2.069 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

5.388 6.700 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 

5.737 4.567 
.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

4.000 .718 
.000 .000 

.000 .000 

14.232 14.232 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 

2.910 3.026 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 
.926 .926 

.563 2.388 

.000 .000 

2.767 12.668 
.000 .000 

1.536 4.096 
3.796 7.125 

.000 .750 
1.441 1.952 
.000 .000 
.000 .000 

86.032 68.032 
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3 
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Table 4-S 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

STUDY AND CAPITAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY COSTS 
YEARS 1996-2000 . 

. .. 

DESCRlPTION PROGRAM TOTAL COSTS BY YEAR in $Million 
NUMBER COSTS 

(OO'S) $Million 1994 1995 1996 1997 

MWWTP MASTER PLAN 9407 2.701 0.299 1.427 0.974 0.000 

ENG!NEERJNG/CONSTRUcnON 7998 13.263 
ADMNISTRATION 

1.387 1.819 J.922 1.930 

INTERCEPI'OR INSPECI'ION 
AND REHABn.IrATION 9001 19.700 0.124 1.142 3.555 2.979 
PROGRAM 

PLANNING-CAPITAL 87S3 4.883 0.606 0.672 0.600 • 0.713 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 799870 6.100 
SUPPORT 

1.865 2.968 1.268 0.000 

TOTAL COSTS 46.647 4.280 8.027 8.318 5.'22 

1996-2000 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
Projected Annual Expenditures 

1998 

0.000 

1.988 

3.074 

0.734 

0.000 

5.797 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, $Million 
140 r----------'--'--------------
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Total Expenditures(1996-2003)• $471.2 Million 

99.1 

1998•2000 CIP 
Continuing ProJect 
Coate beyond 2000 

61 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
YEAR 

Figure 4-6. 
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1999 2000 

0.000 0.000 

2.067 2.150 

3.173 3.274 

0.764 0.794 

0.000 0.000 

6.004 6.219 



PROJECT AND FUNDING ACTIONS: SYSTEM IMPROVEMENI' STUDIFS. FACILITY 
PLANS AND OTHER CHANGES 

Under the procedures for the former Implemenlation 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 plans were then approved as part of the 
Implementation Plan. Following approval of the facility plans, projects were cleared for 
implementation without further approvals 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 e.<rtimated 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 minimiziT1g settlement 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 complete 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 

'IOTAL AMOUNI' lN MIT l ION OOll.ARS[Unless otherwise noted} 

DESCRIPTION 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 . 

REVENUES 

INDUSTRIAL S'IRENG'IH CHARGE 8.04 9.05 9.34 9.64 9.9S 10.34 
TOTAL SAC REQUIRED 14.61 16.11 16.47 16.77 16.63 19.12 
JNVESTMENTEARNINGS 0.60 0.60 0.62 0.64 0.66 0.69 

OTHER.INCOME 0.77 1.21 1.25 1.29 1.33 1.38 
SEWER SERVICE CHARGES 134.7S 139.80 146.10 1S0.3S 1S6.18 161.46 

ANNUAL CHANGE,% 4.45% 3.75% 4.50% 2.91% 3.88% 3.38% 

TOTAL REVENUES 1S8.76 166.79 173.78 178.69 184.7S 193.00 

EXPENSES 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 

TREATMENTWORKS EXPENSES 65.79 66.47 68.28 70.22 71.91 74.36 
INTERCEPTOR EXPENSES 6.83 6.84 7.08 7.34 7.73 8.07 
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 27.83 30.93 32.09 30.83 30.60 31.S8 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 100.4S 104.23 107.46 108.39 U0.24 114.01 
ANNUAL CHANGE,% -4.lSo/o 3.77% 3.09% 0.87% 1.70% 3.42% 

DEBT SERVICE 

LOCAL DEBT COSTS 0.32 0.24 0.18 0.06 0.03 0.00 
COUNCIL DEBT SERVICE 54.20 S8.52 62.3S 66.46 71.30 7S.96 
ACQUJSmON COSTS 3.79 3.79 3.79 3.79 3.18 3.02 

TOTAL DEBT SERVICE S8.31 62.55 66.32 70.30 74.52 78.99 
ANNUAL CHANGE,% 9.03% 7.27% 6.03% 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 

TOTAL EXPENSES 158.76 166.79 173.78 178.69 184.7S 193.00 
ANNUAL CHANGE,% 0.31% 5.05% 4.19% 2.83% 3.39% 4.46% 

AVERAGE SEWER RATES 

TOTAL RE.C.'S, millions 1.320 1.33S 1.3S0 1.36S 1.380 1.392 

AVERAGE HOME RATE. S/R.E.C. 102.0S 104.70 108.22 110.1S 113.20 116.02 
ANNUAL CHANGE,% 3.28% 2.60% 3.36% 1.79% 2.76% 2.SOo/o 

AVERAGE VOLUME RATE, 
S/100,000 GAL 127.72 131.89 136.19 138.SO 142.16 145.23 

ANNUAL CHANGE,% 1.85% 3.26%5-10 3.27"/4 1.69% 2.65% 2.15% 

10/5195 

1996-2000 COSTS 

TOTAL AVERAGE' 

48.32 9.66 
1S6.02 31.20 
3.20 0.64 

6.47 1.29 ' 

753.89 1S0.78 
I 

3.69% 

897.00 179.40 

351.23 70.25 
37.07 7.41 
156.02 31.20 

544.32 108.86 
0.00% 2.57% 

0.51 0.10 
334.59 66.92 
17.57 3.Sl 

352.67 70.S3 
6.26% 

897.00 179.40 
3.99% 

I 

1.364 

110.46 
2.60% 

138.79 
2.60% 

: 
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Proposed 
1996-2000 Transit Capital Improvement Program 

and 1996 Capital Budget 

Introduction 

This section.summarizes the proposed 1996-2000 Transit Capital hnprovement Program and 
1996 Capital Budget. The proposed 1996-2000 Transit Capital hnprovement 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 hnprovement 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 major 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 metropolitan area. 
Door-to-door service is provided to persons with disabilities on an advance reservation 
basis. 

• Opt-Out programs were created by 1980 legislation which allowed communities located 
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 curlrto-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 services can be linked to provide enhanced transfer opportunities 
for riders. 
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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 regional 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 facilities, 
bus bypasses at bottlenecks and downtown exclusive bus lanes. 

• Major Capital Improvements: These include 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 315 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 improvement 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, butthe request was not 
approved. 

Current Transit Capital Improvement Requests 

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 Program seeks Council 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 

Public Facilities 

Support Facilities 

Snelling Garage Replacement 

Computerization/Communication 

Other Capital Improvements/Expenses 

Total Requests 

Capital Funding Sources: 1996-2000 

Federal Grants 

State Bonds (Snelling Garage 
Replacement) 

Existing Regional Bonding Authority 

New Regional Bonding Authority 
@ $25 Million/Year 

Other Sources 

Total Sources 

Capital Funding Gap 

$117 Million 

116 Million 
; 

50 Million 

30 Million 

38 Million 

15 Million 

$366 Million 

$72 Million 

30 Million 
\ 

14 Million 

125 Million 

16 Million 

$257 Million 

$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, overall 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 I 995 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 

1. 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 
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5. Unexpended funds reprogrammed into capital budget 

Transit Capital Evaluation Committee membership would include: 

Transit Provider Advisory Committee Chair 

Representatives from: 

Opt-Out Providers 

Metropolitan 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 
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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 - Requested Changes 

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

Transit Operations: 

New Projects: 

Ongoing Support Facility Improvements 

Team Transit - 30 Minute Express Park/Ride Lot 

Identify Park/Ride Sites and Upgrade 

1996 Computer Equipment 

Subtotal - New Projects 

Previously Authorized Projects: 

Substitute 50 Articulated Buses for 100 Forty-Foot Buses 

Team Transit Improvements 

Increases in 12 Existing Projects 

Decreases in 21 Existing Projects 

Subtotal - Previously Authorized Projects 

Total - MCTO Projects 

Metro Mobility: 

New Projects: 

Existing Vehicle Lease 

Purchase 75 Small Vehicles 

Total - Metro Mobility Projects 

Grand Total 
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433,000 

1,180,000 

200,000 

250,000 

2,063,000 

2,765,420 

(4,237,995) 

2,979,61 I 

(6,415,943) 

(4,908,907) 

(2,845,907) 

3,364,133 

2,600,000 

5,964.133 
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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 receiving state funding. Other capital 
projects will be financed with new regional bonding and were put on hold u.ntil 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: 

Snelling Garage Replacement 

Other Support Facilities 

Public Facilities: 

Transit Hubs 

Park and Ride Lots 

Other Public Facilities 

Computerization 

Total Projects on Hold 

. 1996 Capital Expenditures 

29,961,308 

752,181 

3,408,773 

5,203,948 

1,615,094 

255.214 

41 196 518 

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 I 996 Transit Capital Program and capital expenditure schedule is summarized as follows: 

1995 Capital Program 

Requested Changes: 

• New Projects-MCTO 

New Projects-Metro Mobility 

Adjustments to Previously Approved Projects-MCTO 

Subtotal-Requested Changes 

1996 Proposed Capital Program 

Projects on Hold 

1996 Active Capital Projects 

Expenditure Schedule: 

Estimated Expenditures through 1995 

Proposed 1996 Capital Budget Expenditures . 

Projected 1997+ Expenditures 
j 

Total Expenditures, Active Projects 
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195,899,121 

2,063,000 

5,964,133 

(4,908,907) 

3,118,226 

199,017,347 

(41,196,518) 

157,820,829 

95,667,189 

40,936,745 

21,216,895 

157,820,829 



Transit Capital Budget Summary 
. 

Current 1995 Proposed 1. 996 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: 0 

Snelling Replacement 29,961,308 0 29,961,308 (29,961,308) 0 0 0 0 

Other Support Facilities 5,378,187 598,740 5,976,927 (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 12,912,100 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 Equipment 14,109,365 (1,709,613) 12,399,752 0 12,399,752 7,455,009 4,944,743 0 

Total MCTO I 83,877,6 I 4 (2,845,907) 181,031,707 (41,196,518) 139,835,189 87,190,828 33,746,361 18,898,000 



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 

' Metro Mobility: 

Fleet Modernization 0 2,600,000 2,600,000 0 2,600,000 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 

To.ta! Metro Mobility . 
0 5,964,133 5,964,133 0 5,964,133 459,729 4,524,288 980,116 

0 0 0 
-

Other Transit Providers 0 ' 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 1,449,860 25,000 397,206 

Subtotal-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 3,118,226 199,017,347 (41,196,518) 157,820,829 95,667,189 40,936,745 21,216,895 



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

AUTHORIZATIONS 
1995 I Requested Changes from Met Council 

I 
Project 

Protctl Authorized Active Total Spending 
Proiect Title Status Budnet I Increases 1 Decreases 1 New I Proiects I On-Hold I p-•-ct Throunh 1994 

. 

Fleet Modernization 
3010 Buy 37 Forty-Foot Buses ....... $7,906,128 $0 ($126,128) $0 . $7,780,000 $7,780,000 $7,630,000 

3215 1995 lire Leasing Eoded 1,121,394 $0 $0 $0 • $1,121,394 $1,121,394 $0 
3311 Purchase 25 Artie. Buses Eodi"9 8,496,709 0 (56,751) 0 8,439,958 8,439,958 8,429,958 

3312 PurChase 97 40-ft. Buses -- - Ending 21,012,746 194,n9 0 0 21,207,525 21,207,525 15,457,525 

3413 Replace-200 Gillig Radiators Ending 647,817 0 (185,014) 0 462,803 462,803 247,803 

3414 MAN Engine Rebuilding Ending 2,119,111 454,957 0 0 2,574,068 2,574,068 1,574,058 

3510 Purchase 91 Forty-Foot Buses Prop Amend 20,877,463 607,537 0 0 21,485,000. 21,485,000 0 

3511 Purchase 60 Articulated Buses Prop Amend 0 24,850,000 0 0 24,850,000 • 24,850,000 0 

3512 Purchase 100 Fo™-Foot Buses Proo Amend 22.084 580 0 '22084 5801 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal: $84,265,948 $26, 107 273 1$22 452 473\ $0 $87 920,748 $0 $87-920 748 $33.339354 

MCTO Facilities 
3960 St Paul West End CBD. Layover Ending $287,301 $0 ($197,056) $0 $90,245 $90,245 $89,923 

3230 1992 Bus Turnarounds p,op-... 516,570 0 (114,887) 0 401,683 
~ 

401,683 125,346 

3344 F .T. Heywood Office Remodel. P,opAmend 1,324,469 (274,651) 0 1,049,818 1,049,818 349,818 

3444 ADA Access. Facility Changes Prop Amend 1,097,811 0 (227,811) 0 870,000 870,000 65,544 

3445 Fuel Systems at Garages On-HOid 352,500 0 0 0 352,500 (352,500) 0 0 

3530 SnelUng Repl. Facility- Roseville On-Hold 29,961,308 0 0 0 29,961,308 (29,961,308) 0 0 

3543 1995 Major Improvements to Facll. Prop Amend 1,119,855 980,145 0 0 2,100,000 2,100,000 0 

3559 Turnarounds • 1995 On-Hold 679,681 0 0 0 679,681 (399,681) 280,000 0 

36xx Onaolna Facilitv lmo'rovements Ntw 0 0 0 433,000 433000 433000 0 

Subtotal: $35,339,495 $980 145 1$814.4051 $433,000 $35,938235 /ff/:<:1,Q.713 489\ $5,224,746 •630631 

S<>n29 1995 ' EXPENDITURES 
Total 

P'rojE!cted Projected Projected Project 
1995 1996 1997/FulUre E-nditures 

$150,000 $0 $0 $7,780,000 
$1,121,394 $0 $0 $1,121,394 

10,000 0 0 8,439,958 

5,750,000 0 0 21,207,525 

215,000 0 0 462,803 

1,000,000 0 0 2,574,068 

14,925,000 6,560,000 0 21,485,000 

0 12,250,000 12,600,000 24,850,000 

0 0 0 0 

$23,171,394 $18,810000 $12 600,000 $87,920748 

$322 $0 $0 $90.245 

6,759 269,578 0 401,683 

700,000 0 0 1,049,818 

804,456 0 0 870,000 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

2,100,000 0 0 2,100,000 
80,000 200,000 0 280,000 

0 433,000 0 433,000 

$3691 537 $902,578 $0 $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 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
1995 

I 
Requested Changes from Met Council 

I 
Project 

ProJ8ctl Authorized Active Total Spending 
Proiect Title Status Budaet I Increases I Decreases I New I Proiects I On-Hold I Proiect Throuah 1994 

Public Facllltles 

3690 Passenger Shelters Ending $1,841,045 $49,699 $0 $0 $1,890,744 $1,890,744 $1,861,865 

3850 1988 Park/Ride Lot (Hwy. 610) Ending 1,876,563 0 0 0 1,876,563 1,876,563 1,770,379 

3270 Downtown St. PB.ul Transit Hub Ending 1,903,509 0 (153,909) 0 1,749,600 1,749,600 1,244,503 

3290 Bus Stop Lighting On-Hold 1,127,084 0 0 0 1.127,084 (748,122) 378,962 217,662 

3291 Bus Stop Signs No Change 2,034,146 0 0 0 2,034,146 2,034,146 519,864 

3358 1993 Park/Ride Lots On-Hold 5,712,667 0 0 0 5,712,667 (2,885,000) 2,827,667 471,291 

3370 Transit Hubs P,opAmend 696,901 38,065 0 0 734,966 734,966 55,751 

3390 Team Transit Improvements Prop Amend 8,071,995 0 (4,237,995) 0 3,834,000 3,834,000 1,450,000 

3392 Bike Lockers On-Hold 306,933 0 0 0 306,933 (88,763) 218,170 163,915 

3450 1994 Park/Ride Lots On-Hold 113,705 0 0 0 113,705 (113,069) 636 0 

3451 Exisling Facilities Rehabilitation On-Hold 290,879 0 0 0 290,879 (255,879) 35,000 0 

3470 1994 Hubs On-Hold 1,371,710 0 0 0 1,371,710 (856,773) 514,937 88,368 

3490 1994 Sheller/Stop Improvements Prop Amend 1,720,074 10,735 0 0 1,730,809 1,730,809 809 

3491 1994 Signage Improvements On-Hold 989,541 0 0 0 989,541 (778,209) 211,332 21,630 

3550 Transit Hubs· 1995 No-Change 506,971 0 0 0 506,971 506,971 0 

3551 Transit Hub• Northtown Ending 7,444 0 (3,717) 0 3,727 3,727 0 

3555 Transit Hubs - I35W Corridor On-Hold 2,552,000 0 0 0 2,552,000 (2,552,000) 0 0 

3556 Speedtite No Change 500,000 0 0 0 500,000 500,000 0 

3557 1-394 & Plymouth Road Expansion On-Hold 1,950,000 0 0 0 1,950,000 (1,950,000) 0 0 
36xx Team Tr 30-Min Express P&R Lots No Change 0 0 0 1,180,000 1,180,000 1,180,000 0 

36xx Identify Sites and UpQrade No Channe 0 0 0 200,000 200,000 0 200,000 0 

Subtotal: $33 573,167 $98,499 1$4,395,621\ $1,380,000 $30,656,045 1$10,227,815\ _ $20,428,230 $7,866,037 

G:\USER\ME13B6M\96BUbGET\SUMMALAN.WB1 

Seo 29 1995 

EXPENDITURES 
Total 

~rojected Projected Projected Project 
1995 1996 1997/Fulure Exoenditures 

28,879 0 0 $1,890,744 

106,184 0 0 1,876,563 

505,097 0 0 1,749,600 

161,300 0 0 378,962 

643,285 600,997 270,000 2,034,146 

1,661,243 695,133 0 2,827,667 

679,215 0 0 734,966 

504,000 1,880,000 0 3,834,000 

29,255 25,000 0 218,170 

636 0 0 636 

10,000 25,000 0 35,000 

76,569 350,000 0 514,937 

100,000 1,030,000 600,000 1,730,809 

139,702 50,000 0 211,332 

56,971 450,000 0 506,971 

3,727 0 0 3,727 

0 0 0 0 

160,000 340,000 0 500,000 
0 0 0 0 

180,000 1,000,000 0 1,180,000 

0 200,000 0 200,000 

$5,046,063 $6,646,130 $870000 $20,428,230 
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MCTO 1996 Capital Budget Program Summary •· Authority and Project Spending By Year 
Projects Open (Active and On-Hold) in 1996; Sorted by Project Category 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

1995 I Requested Changes from Met Council I Project 

Protctl Authorized Active Total Spending 

Proiect Title Status Budnet I Increases I Decreases 1 New I Proiects I On-Hold I Proiect Throunh 1994 

Comouterizatlon 

3881 RUCUS Replacement Ending $758,293 $0 ($38,293) $0 $720,000 $720,000 $573,883 

3283 HAIS Upgrade Prop Amend 989,527 0 (599,527) 0 390,000 390,000 41,050 

3285 Financial Subsystem Upgrade Ending 33,083 0 (12,801) 0 20,282 20,282 20,282 

3384 TRAVLINK Demonstration Prop Amend 290,815 0 (110,815) 0 180,000 180,000 79,402 

3385 SWAMI No Change 2,879,914 0 0 0 2,879,914 • (161,914) 2,718,000 2,007,249 

3480 1994 Capital Equipment Prop Amend 1,285,576 173,255 0 0 1,458,831 1,458,831 1,328,831 

3481 Perpetual Inventory System Prop Amend 3,121,098 0 (1,121,098) 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 90 

3580 1995 Computer Acquisitions Prop Amend 833,662 0 (728,662) 0 105,000 105,000 0 

3581 Radio System Replacement Prop Amend 4,784,389 52,611 0 0 4,837,000 4,837,000 0 

3582 MN Rideshare Enhancements No-Change 97,600 0 0 0 97,600 97,600 0 

3583 Busline Enhancements No-Change 85,000 0 0 0 85,000 85,000 0 

3584 Dispatch Study No-Change 50,000 0 0 0 50,000 50,000 0 

3585 Geographic Info. System (GIS) No-Change 200,000 0 0 0 200,000 200,000 0 

3586 General Ledger (G/L) Replacemnt Prop Amend 634,700 0 (284,700) 0 350,000 350,000 0 

3587 Automatic Psngr Counters (APC) Prop Amend 452,682 0 (52,682) 0 400,000 400,000 0 

3588 Route Renumbering On-Hold 93,300 0 0 0 93,300 (93,300) 0 0 

36xx 1996 Comouter Eauioment Now 0 0 0 250,000 250,000 250,000 0 

Subtotal: $16 589,639 $225,866 '$2 948,578' $250000 $14 116,927 ($255 214} $13,861 713 $4,050787 

Other CaDltal I 
. 

3224 Electronic Fare Collection Prop Amend $8,517,982 $252,018 $0 $0 $8,770,000 $8,770,000 $2,880,257 

3323 1993-94 Capital Equipment Ending 1,072,065 0 (250,648) 0 821,417 821,417 756,510 

.3329 1995 Capital Project Planning Ending 293,335 0 (40,000) 0 253,335 253,335 0 

3423 1994-95 Capital Equipment Ending 2,166,040 0 (966,040) 0 1,200,000 1,200,000 852,004 

3426 Driver Uniforms Ending 870,753 0 (870,753) 0 0 0 0 

3523 1995-96 Canital Enuinment Pron Amend 1,189,190 165,810 0 0 1,355 000 1,355,000 0 

Subtotal: $14,109,365 $417828 '$2,127 441' $0 $12 399,752 $0 $12,399.752 $4,488.771 

Total Open Capnal Projects: $183,877,614 $27 829,611 1$32,738,5181 $2 063,000 $181,031,707 ($41,196,518\ $139,835,189 $50375,580 

s,m29 1995 ' EXPENDITURES 
. 

Total 
Projected Projected Projected Project 

1995 1996 1997/Future Exoenditures 

146,117 0 0 $720,000 

38,950 60,000 250,000 390,000 

0 0 0 20,282 

50,598 50,000 0 180,000 

226,751 484,000 0 2,718,000 

130,000 0 0 1,458,831 

1,000,000 999,910 0 2,000,000 

105,000 0 0 105,000 

69,000 20,000 4,748,000 4,837,000 

23,600 74,000 0 97,600 

0 5,000 80,000 85,000 

50,000 0 0 50,000 

100,000 100,000 0 200,000 

0 250,000 100,000 350,000 

0 200,000 200,000 400,000 

0 0 0 0 

0 200000 50,000 250000 

$1,940016 $2,442 910 $5428000 $13861713 

$2,000,000 $3,889,743 $0 $8,770,000 

64,907 0 0 821,417 

253,335 0 0 253,335 

347,996 0 0 1,200,000 

0 0 0 0 

300000 1 055,000 0 1355000 

$2 966.238 $4 944 743 •o $12 399 752 

$36,815.248 $33,746,361 $18.898,000 $139,835,189 



Approved 
Project Contract# Amount 
SW Metro - Bus Purchase * 94/17/07-13 $3,000,000 
SW Metro - Park & Ride Lots ** 93/15/11-28 $930,863 
SW Melro - Eden Prairie Hub TBA $1,955,048 
MVT A - Christus Victor P&R 94/07/02-2 $918,417 
MVTA - Burnsville Hub 93/08/02-3 $4,531,500 
Maple Grove - Park and Ride SG-95-30 $22,786 
Northtown Transit Hub $589,391 
Scott Countv - Bus Purchase 94/30/09-23 $73,502 

TOTAL $12,021,507 

TABLE NOTES 
l. TBA (To Be Assigned) 

TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS 1996-1997 
Estimated Quarterly Capital Outlays by Project 

(Revised: OCTOBER 24, 1995) 

Capita1 1995 1996 
Amount Balance of 4th Quarter ist Quarter 

Paid Annroved Ami. 10/1-12131 111-3131 
$2,640,602 $359,398 $0 $0 

$483,657 $447,206 $25,000 $25,000 
$0 $1,955,048 $300,000 $200,000 

$876,513 $41,904 $41,904 $0 
$3,079,373 $1,452,127 $225,000 $250,000 

$0 $22,786 $22,786 $0 
$136,855 $452,536 $150,000 $100,000 

$34,942 $38,560 $0 $38,560 
$7,251,942 $4,769,565 $764,690 $613,560 

2. * It is 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. 

1996 1996 
2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 

4/1-6130 711-9130 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$400,000 $450,000 
$0 $0 

$400,000 $300,000 
$0 $0 

$202,536 $0 
$0 $0 

$1,002,536 $750,000 

4. Bolded SW Melro & MVT A Projects include $2,747,548 in proceeds from the $32 million 1995/1996 issue. These projects have received Council approval. 
5. Amoums paid as of October 3, 1995. 

1996 1997 Remaining 
4th Quarter 1st & 2nd Qtr. Balance of 
1011-12131 111-6-30 Contracts 

$0 $0 $359,398 
$0 $0 $397,206 

$200,000 $405,048 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$100,000 $177,127 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$300,000 $582,175 $756,604 
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INTRODUCTION 

REGIONAL RECREATION OPEN SPACE 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROCESS 

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 
arid 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 regional 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 appropriations 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 Metropolitan Council. 
Master plans must be approved by the Metropolitan 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 10-year CIPs 
for parks to identify long-range as well as short range capital improvement needs. 

CIPPROCESS 

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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acquisition/development categories. In this way, similar projects competed against each other for priority. 

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 thefact that 40% of project costs would be financed with Metropolitan Council 
bonds--paid for with a metropolitan wide property tax levy. The CIP fairly 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 remaining open until early May. The Metropolitan Parks 
and Open Space Commission reviewed the final version of the CIP and accompanying 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 other 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 one instance, regional bonds are proposed to match state bonds for a darn 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 Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (!STEA) 
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 recreation open space capital 
improvement program on regional 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. 

6-3 



Figure 19 
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1996-2005 REGIONAL RECREATION OPEN SPACE PRO.lECTS 

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 million 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 a 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. H 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 PARKS/l'RAILS 
CAPITAL IMl'ROVEMENT FINANCING 

Category 1995 State Appropriation ($000's) Metropolitan 
& Council Bond 

State Fundin" Source Match ($000's) 

Land acquisition by Dec. 31, I 995 $1,120/FY '95 Env. Trust Fund $0 

Land acquisition after Dec. 31, $3,450 I FY '96-97 Env. Trust Fund $2,250 
1995, and development in 1994-95 
CIP not financed with 1994 State 
bonds 

ADA retrofits $ 500 I FY '96-97 Env. Trust Fund $0 

Category Fiscal Years 1996-97 State Bond Proposed 1996-97 
Request Metro. Council 

Bond Match 
($000's) ($000's) 

Land Acquisition 2,444 1,632 

Non-building Redevelopment 4,446 2,963 

Non-builclili!! Develooment 7,870 5,531 

Building Rehabilitation and 783 252 
Development 

Dam safety repair (Requested via 372 372 
Dept. of Natural Resources dam 
safetv reoair orogram) 

1996 STATE BOND REQUEST 15,915 10,750 
TOTAL ($ODO'S) 

COMBINED 1995 ENV. TRUST 20,523 13,000 
FUND APPROPRIATION AND 
1996 STATE BOND REQUEST 
($000'S) 
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SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEARS 1996-2001 REGIONAL PARKS/I'RAil.S 
ACQUISITION, REDEVELOPMENT, DEVELOPMENT AND SYSTEM-WIDE PROJECTS 

Fiscal Land Park/frail Park/frail System-wide Totals 
Years Acquisition Redevelopment Development Acquisition/ by Fiscal Years 

($000's) ($000's) ($000's) Development ($000's) 
($000'sl 

FY' 95 and 1,120FY' 95 2,924.2 FY' 96-97 1,025.8 1,120FY '9S 

'96-97 Env. Trust Env. Trust Fund FY'96-97 Env. Trust Fund 
Env. Trust Fund Env. Trust Fund 
Fund 1,633.6 Council Including 500 for 3,9S0 FY '96-97 

bondmatcb ADA retrofits Env. Trust Fund 

1,931.2 lSTEA 611 Council 1,931.2 lSTEA 
grants bond match grants 

2,250 Council 
bondmatcb 

1996-97 2,444 4,446 7J',70 372 Dam safety 1S,91S 
State bond State Bonds State Bonds • State Bonds repair State State Bonds 
request Bonds 

1,632 2,963 S,531 10,7S0 
Metro. Council Metro. Conncil Metro. Conncil • 372 Dam safety Metro. Council 
boodmatcb bond match bond match repair Conncil bond match 

. bonds 
.< 

·20,98S Combined 3,564 ETF and 4,446 10,794.2 i . 1,397.8 · 
1995 ETF State Bonds Stilti,Bonds 

.. 
ETF and State· ETF and State ETF and State 

approp. Bonds Bonds Bonds 
and 1996 1,632 2,963 
State Bond Metro. Council Metro. Council 7,164.6 61S.2 13,000 Metro. 
Request bond match bond.match Metro. Council Metro. Council Council bonds 

bond match bond match 
1,931.2 ISTEA 

1,931.2 lSTEA grants 
grants 

1998-99 2,4S7 5,5S6 10,098.1 . 792 18,903.1 
State Bonds Stale Bonds State Bonds State Bonds State Bonds 

1,638 3,704 6,522.1 1,128 12,922.1 
Metro. Council Metro. Council Metro. Council Metro. Metro. 
bond match bond match bond match and Council Council 

8601STEA bond match bond 
grants match and 

8601STEA 
--t. 

2000-01 2,47S 2,370 9,3S3 912 1S,110 
State State Stale State State 
B!lnds Bonds Bonds Bonds Bonds 

1,6S0 1,580 5,128.7 1,208 9,566.7 
Metro. Metro. Council Metro. Council Metro. Conncil Metro. Council 
c;;;;"!'i1 bond match bond matcb and bond match bond match 
borid match 3,1401STEA and ,· 

grants 3,140ISTEA 
i:rrants 
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