




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Natural Resources, Department of
State Trail Connections

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This project connects local community trails to state trails and facilities. The grants
are made on a competitive basis, with match requirements.

Governor’s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $1 million for this project.
Also included are budget planning estimates of $1 million in 2002 and $1 million in
2004.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 40
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority : 0/25/50/75/100 25
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 50
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 0
Total | 700 Maximum 185
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Office of Environmental Assistance

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Projects Summary

Agency Project Requests for State Funds

2000 . Governor’s Planning
A Statewide Governor’s .
Project Title ‘:ﬂirr‘g ($ by Session) Strategic | Recommendation Estimate
Ranking 2000 2002 2004 Total Score 2000 2002 2004
Capital Assistance Program 1 $3,000 $5,000 $19,000 $27,000 425 $3,000 _$3,000 $3,000
Total Project Requests $3,000 $5,000 $19,000 $27,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Office of Environmental Assistance

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Strategic Planning Summary

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The mission of the Office of Environmental Assistance (OEA) is to protect
Minnesota’s environment and assure a sustainable economy through waste
prevention and resource conservation.

The Minnesota Waste Management Act (M.S. 115A) directs the OEA to provide
technical and financial assistance to local governments, businesses, non-profit
organizations, and citizens to assist them in preventing pollution and recovering
resources from waste. The guiding principles of the OEA are to provide incentives,
information, and leadership in changing behavior. In doing so, the OEA forms
partnerships with others while recognizing the diversity of its customers’ issues and
needs. -

The OEA’s goal is to have all mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) sent to recovery
facilities rather than landfills by 2008. Achieving this goal requires building new cost
effective and environmentally sound waste processing facilities to recover materials
and energy from waste. These systems are critical to sustainability, protection
against financial liabilities, and wise future land use. History has shown that using
land for disposal of waste has no long-term economic or social benefit to the
communities hosting landfills.

In accordance with the Waste Management Act, the OEA’s Solid Waste Processing
Facilities Capital Assistance Program (CAP) awards grants to local governments to
encourage the development of feasible and prudent alternatives to landfill disposal.
The purpose of CAP is to foster the development of a sound, statewide, solid waste
management system by involving the local decision-makers in the development of
solid waste processing facilities.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES, OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:

The purpose of the Waste Management Act is to protect the state’s land, air, water
and other natural resources and the public health by fostering an integrated waste
management system that will manage solid waste in a manner appropriate to the
characteristics of the waste stream. CAP is a competitive, 2-stage application
process that allows the OEA to identify and assist projects that will be most beneficial
in meeting Minnesota’s solid waste management goals.

CAP (M.S. 115A.49 - 115A.541) is the primary financial assistance and incentive
program administered by the OEA to assist local governments in financing the
infrastructure necessary for an integrated solid waste system. The Waste
Management Act’s priorities for management of waste are outlined in M.S. 115A.02:

1. waste reduction and reuse;

waste recycling;

composting of yard waste and food waste;

resource recovery through MSW composting or incineration;

land disposal which produces no measurable methane gas or which involves the
retrieval of methane gas as a fuel for the production of energy to be used on-site
or for sale; and

6. land disposal which produces measurable methane and which does not involve
the retrieval of methane gas as a fuel for the production of energy to be used on-
site or for sale.

ok o

CAP provides financial assistance for local governments choosing to move away
from reliance on landfills to the establishment of integrated waste management
systems.

Under CAP, eligible applicants are Minnesota  cities, counties, solid waste
management districts, and sanitary districts. Eligible projects are solid waste
processing facilities that include recycling facilities, waste-to-energy facilities,
composting facilities, transfer stations serving waste processing facilities, and
facilities that will process special waste streams such as household hazardous
waste. Eligible projects also include projects to improve control of or reduce air
emissions at existing resource recovery facilities, and projects to substantially
reduce the amount or toxicity of waste processing residuals. CAP gives special
consideration to areas where natural geologic and soil conditions are unsuitable for
land disposal. '

Depending on the project type, a single-county project may receive funding of 25%
or 50% of the eligible capital cost, up to a maximum of $2 million. Multi-county
cooperative projects can receive 25 or 50% of the eligible capital cost or up to $2
million times the number of participating counties, whichever is less. A new transfer
station that serves an existing processing facility may be eligible for up to 75%
funding of eligible capital costs.

The 3 major trends and policies affecting the demand for an integrated solid waste
management system are the status of landfills, legal and financial risks, and short
term economics/pricing.

1. Landfills: Of the 136 MSW landfills permitted in Minnesota since 1969, 24
continue to accept MSW. CAP has played a key role in Minnesota's shift from
total reliance on landfills to resource recovery and processing. At the same
time, much of the remaining landfill capacity in Minnesota has been consolidated
by a handful of firms and integrated into collection and disposal businesses.
These firms control landfills in neighboring states, transfer stations in Minnesota,
and much of Minnesota’s collection industry. Their policy has not moved away
from landfills to resource recovery. This situation causes a growing part of
Minnesota’s waste to be landfilled in neighboring states.
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2. Legal and Financial Risks: Resource recovery projects throughout the nation

. and in Minnesota have been subject to substantial legal and financial risks due to
waste flow control issues. Prior to 1994, it was assumed that waste flow could be
controlled by local ordinances. These flow control/designation ordinances made
up a key part of the environmental, financial, and technical foundation of resource
recovery projects.

In 1994, the Supreme Court found flow control/designation ordinances to be
unconstitutional in some cases. This ruling has led to numerous lawsuits and the
closure of several facilities, including one CAP-funded facility in Minnesota.
Alternatives to flow control ordinances have been developed and some have
withstood legal challenges from landfill advocates. The courts continue to define
the boundaries of local government powers. However, the perception of risk
remains high among local governments companies, and firms that own and
operate resource recovery systems.

3. Short Term Economics/Pricing: The largest waste disposal companies have
been advocates for land disposal and its current lower prices. The OEA has
continued to emphasize the environmental benefits and long term economic
benefits (true costs) of resource recovery. Since 1994, many recovery systems
have moved toward relying on subsidies to compete with landfill prices. The
development of new resource recovery systems is dependent on long-term
economic and environmental analysis and policies prevailing over short-term
pricing.

Minnesota Solid Waste Management 1997
MN Solid Waste Generated: 5 million tons

Recycling
41%

Resource
Recovery
30%

Out-of-State

MN Landfilling Landfilling
20% 9%
Minnesota generated more than 5 million tons of municipal solid waste in 1997. By

2020, some projections put Minnesota’'s waste generation at 15 million tons —~ a
threefold increase. Currently, of the 5 million tons of municipal solid waste
generated, 41% of Minnesota’s waste was recycled; 30% was managed by
resource recovery incineration and composting facilities; and 29% was landfilled.
Out-of-state landfilling accounted for 9% of Minnesota’'s waste stream. This
represents a 3% decrease in overall resource recovery since 1996, and a 3%
increase in landfilling. The decrease in resource recovery is due in large part to
economics. More than half (46) of Minnesota’s. 87 counties are either without
access to a solid waste processing facility or are only partially served by a solid
waste processing facility.

Minnesota counties have significant responsibility for waste management programs
within their boundaries. Counties must ensure the development of waste
management systems which are consistent with state policies. The counties can,
and some do as a matter of preference or economics, choose to continue to landfill
the waste that is not recycled.

Minnesota's goal to move away from reliance on landfills and to recover resources
from solid waste is hampered by competing prices from cheap disposal.
Implementing a sustainable integrated system needs sustained legislative support
and financial assistance.

Municipal Solid Waste managed in Minnesota, 1977-1997

5,000,000
4,500,000
4,000,000
3,500,000

3,000,000

Tons 2,500,000 DO Recycled

B MSW burned or composted

2,000,000 B Landfilt

1,500,000

1,000,000

500,000

1977-PCA,  1982-PCA, Metro 1987-PCA, Melro 1992-OEA 1997-OEA
Recycling est. Cert. Reporls Cert Reports
based on Metro
Cert Reports

To date, more than half of the OEA’s CAP funding has gone to “primary” processing
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facilities such as MSW composting and waste-to-energy facilities. These facilities
typically serve a larger population and handle a large percentage of the waste
stream. Because primary processing facilities have a higher initial capital cost, the
OEA expects that the total capital outlay for these systems will continue to represent
the largest component of the OEA’s bonding needs.

PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE CONDITION, SUITABILITY, AND
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, OR ASSETS:

The state has provided approximately $45 million to help finance the construction
and expansion of 61 projects - 23 recycling facilities, 9 transfer stations, 9 waste-to-
energy facilities, 8 MSW compost facilities, 10 special waste stream facilities, and 2
yard waste compost facilities. A listing of all grant recipients is found at the end of
the Strategic Planning Summary.

Minnesota is a leader in recovering resources from solid waste. Minnesota has more
operating municipal solid waste-to-energy and compost facilities than any other state.
These primary processing facilities are maximizing the recovery of resources from
waste and minimizing the huge liabilities associated with landfill cleanups. Public
willingness, local government commitment, and CAP funding have all contributed to a
successful partnership involving the state in protecting the environment and public
health and in recovering resources.

This state/local government partnership has resulted in the processing and/or
recovery of more than 71% of Minnesota's waste. New projects and expansion of
existing projects are necessary to ensure the capacity to process the remaining
waste, and future increases in waste generation.

We are well on our way to achieving the goal of an integrated solid waste
management system with minimum reliance of landfills. Minnesota counties need
legislative support and financial assistance to maintain and to continue the
development of an integrated waste management system where all of Minnesota has
access to, and uses, a primary solid waste processing facility.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL
BUDGET PLAN:

Our goal is for Minnesota to have an integrated system in place within the next 8
years. Under the integrated system, all of Minnesota’s solid waste will be processed
before any landfilling. OEA supports and encourages the development of new
processing capacity by private waste management firms. However, privately owned
projects are not eligible for CAP grants.The purpose of CAP is to provide direction,
encouragement, and financial incentives for local governments to develop integrated
solid waste management systems.

Many counties have developed or contracted with waste processing facilities to
recover resources. The OEA has assisted in this effort by providing technical
assistance through planning and financial assistance through CAP. To further the
goals of landfill abatement and resource recovery, the OEA promotes the following
3 recommendations:

1. Waste Assurance: The OEA will promote and support successful waste
assurance models such as those developed by the Western Lake Superior
District (WLSSD) and Olmsted County. Since this is a challenge to local units of
government, the OEA will continue to provide assistance through the Attorney
General's Office to evaluate and implement waste assurance mechanisms.
Assuring a waste supply is key for project development and is necessary for
long term utility of projects.

2. State and Regional Planning: The OEA will continue to assist local
governments by providing statewide and regional strategies for establishing
integrated waste management systems. OEA helps local governments perform
needs assessment and cost analysis, identify and direct resources to
appropriate waste management strategies that meet state goals, recommend
approaches that reflect the differences among various areas of the state, identify
regional partnerships that will meet state goals in a cost-effective manner,
optimize the use of existing solid waste facilities, and develop new facilities
through a deliberate and prudent planning process. Private ownership is an
important objective of this planning process.

3. Incentives for Regional Cooperation: During the development of the county
solid waste management plans, the OEA encourages the counties to think
regionally and to develop working relationships with neighboring counties. OEA
CAP gives funding preference and larger grants as incentives for the
development of multi-county projects.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In preparing this request of $3 million, the OEA relied on the solid waste
management plans developed by the counties and preliminary grant requests
received from eligible applicants. The OEA is basing its extended projection of
need on the OEA's 1993 Preliminary Assessment of Regional Waste Management
Capacity Report and continued updating of that report.

The Project Narrative shows the current listing of interested applicants. For F.Y.
2000, the number of eligible applicants and possible applications are: limited to this
list due to the 8-20-99 closing of the funding round for application submittals. The
list does not represent projects to be funded. This list is merely the basis for the
OEA's projection of funding needs.
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For F.Y. 2002 and 2004, OEA projected the potential minimum need for new MSW
processing capacity. Several new projects are needed to serve large areas of
Greater Minnesota and the metro area. Private facilities were projected to be
expanded to meet a portion of the metro area needs. Waste growth per capita was
assumed to be flat.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS (1994-
1999):

The state created the Demonstration Grant and Loan Program (DEMO) in 1980 to
assess the need and interest of local governments in making the move to an
integrated waste management system. Due to the overwhelming interest and
effectiveness of grants, the DEMO Program evolved into an all-grants CAP program
in 1985. From 1980 to present, the program has been appropriated $45.7 million.
Currently, CAP has a zero balance.

Expenditures:

(Dollars in Millions)
Appropriations: $45.7
Administration: -1.4
Grant Awards: -44.3
Available Balance: $0

Appropriations:
{Dollars in Millions)
$ 8.8 (1980)
11.4 (1985)

4.0 (1987)

7.0 (1990)

2.0 (1992)

3.0 (1994)

3.0 (1996

3.5 (1998)

3.0 (1999)
$45.7 (total)

In return for the $45.7 million invested by the state, the CAP grant recipients have
invested local funds of more than $102.6 million in capital expenditures.

In comparison to the total expenditures of $45.7 million from 1980 - 1999, the last 6
years (1994-99) will account for almost $19 million in state assistance to local
governments for the development of solid waste recovery faciliies. The local
governments, in turn, will have matched OEA funds with almost $24 million in the last
6 years. Of the 83 grants that have been awarded, 21 were awarded during the last
6 years.

CAP-funded projects have been extremely successful. Over 4.5 million tons of waste
have been recovered by CAP-funded projects. All operations and maintenance costs
have been financed locally. With a few notable exceptions, challenges such as
waste assurance, regulatory compliance, and community acceptance have been
overcome by the cities and counties that own the projects.

Currently, the Wright County and the East Central projects are temporarily shut down
due to economic and legal challenges. The Winona County proposed waste-to-

energy project was not built. Finally, the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District's
project has closed.

The performance and continued operation of several projects, including 6 CAP-
funded waste-to-energy plants, were strengthened by partial CAP funding of
essential emission control systems required by the Federal Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Minnesota Poliution Control Agency (MPCA).
This upgrade will benefit the environment for many years to come.

OTHER (OPTIONAL):

SUMMARY OF CAP FUNDED PROJECTS

TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS: $146,952,650
STATE SHARE: 44,337,673
LOCAL SHARE: $102,614,977

AWARDS BY PROJECT TYPES

Project Type Grants Grant Amount Total Costs
TEST 12 685,758 685,758
Recycling 25 9,771,818 23,262,753
W-to-E (rdf & incin) 14 19,802,143 69,048,300
MSW Compost 10 9,953,658 42,445,008
Transfer Station 9 881,809 3,884,984
Yard Waste 2 299,290 654,620
Special Waste 11 2,943,198 6,971,227
Total 83 44,337,674 146,962,650
1984-85
Recipient Project Grant Amt Total Cost
Carlton County Transfer Station 94,562 405,000
Cook County MRF 62,755 125,510
Otter Tail/Becker  Transfer Station 85,842 350,000
Pope/Douglas W-to-E (Incin.) 1,350,000 6.550,000
subtotal 1,593,159 7,430,510
1986-87 )
Recipient Project Grant Amt Total Cost
Beltrami County Transfer Station 46,000 186,000
Dodge County Transfer Station 48,975 215,000
City of Fergus Falls W-to-E (Incin.) 862,500 4,355,000
Hubbard County Transfer Station 86,825 347,300
Polk County W-to-E (Incin.) 1,493,750 6,978,000
St. Louis County Spec Wste (tires) 586,412 2,345,647
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1988-89

Stevens County
Winona County
WLSSD

Recipient

Aitkin County
Houston

City of Moorhead
Mower County
Norman County
OImsted County
Olmsted County
Otter Tail County
Pennington County
Polk County
Polk County
Pope/Douglas
City of Red Wing
City of Red Wing
City of Red Wing
St. Louis County
Swift County
Todd County

1990-91

1992-93

Recipient

Dodge County
East Central

City of Fergus Falls
City of Fergus Falls
Fillmore

Goodhue County
Hubbard County
Kandiyohi County
Lake County

Lake of the Woods
North Mankato
Olmsted County
Polk County
Prairieland

Rice County
Wright County

Recipient

Transfer Station
W-to-E (incin.)
TEST (air/ash)
subtotal

Project
MRF/HHW

MRF

Ydwste Compost
MRF

MRF

TEST (air)

TEST (ash)

MRF

TEST (air)

TEST (air)

TEST (ash)
TEST (ash)
W-to-E (Incin.)
TEST (air)

TEST (ash)
Transfer Stations
Compost/MRF
Transfer Station
subtotal

Project
MRF

MSW Compost/TS
TEST (air)

TEST (ash)
MSW Compost
MRF

MRF

MRF/HHW

MRF

Test (compost)
MRF

Ydwste Compost
Transfer Station
MSW Compost
MRF/HHW

MSW Compost
subtotal

Project

53,984 215,934
2,000,000 2,000,000
82,765 82,765
5,261,211 16,725,646
Grant Amt Total Cost
109,625 220,000
130,000 260,000
172,650 345,300
415,589 1,066,377
156,475 315,000
44 305 44,305
53,984 53,984
288,000 644,000
5,965 5,965
82,180 82,180
50,893 50,893
41,875 41,875
14,875 59,500
64,815 64,815
35,179 35,179
347,000 1,388,000
711,000 1,422,000
72,187 341,750
2,796,596 6,441,123
Grant Amt Total Cost
274,649 707,618
2,000,000 13,440,000
62,785 62,785
61,412 61,412
186,722 734,300
441,213 1,214,441
302,053 643,037
721,524 1,515,346
117,060 234,120
99,600 99,600
181,050 465,150
126,640 309,320
46,434 436,000
2,000,000 7,200,000
720,131 1,451,262
2,000,000 13,200,000
9,341,273 41,774,391
Grant Amt Total Cost

1994-95

1996-97

1998-99

Blue Earth

Cass County
Clearwater County
Hennepin County
Pennington County
Redwood County
WLSSD

Recipient

Cook County
Koochiching County
Olmsted County
Otter Tail County
Polk County
Waseca County

Recipient

City of Fergus Falls
Olmsted County
Polk County
Pope/Douglas

City of Red Wing
St. Louis County
Scott County

Recipient

Carver County
Chisago County
City of Hutchinson
Prairieland

St. Louis County
Tri-County (BSS)
Mar-Kit

City of Perham

Spec Wste/HHW
MRF/HHW

MRF

Spec Wste/HHW
MSW Compost
MRF

Spec Wste/HHW
subtotal

Project

MRF

MRF/HHW

Spec. Wste/HHW
MRF/HHW

MRF

MRF

subtotal

Project
W-to-E Retrofit

W-to-E Retrofit
W-to-E Retrofit
W-to-E Retrofit
W-to-E Retrofit
Spec. Wste/HHW
Spec. Wste/HHW
subtotal

Project
HHW

HHW

Organic Compost
Odor/Residuals’
MRF

HHW

MSW Recycling
W-to-E Retrofit

189,905 451,310
517,951 1,348,997
121,110 242,220
341,100 682,200
488,805 977,610
108,684 296,368
328,931 691,370
2,096,486 4,690,075
Grant Amt Total Cost
142,775 295,050
545,690 1,598,770
234,850 469,700
975,120 2,139,625
675,000 1,400,000
103,731 207.462
2,677,166 6,110,607
Grant Amt Total Cost
730,000 1,460,000
2,969,400 5,938,800
1,425,000 2,950,000
2,799,205 6,170,000
1,175,000 2,420,000
112,500 225,000
275,000 562,000
9,486,105 19,725,800
Grant Amt Total Cost
250,000 505,000
109,000 218,000
1,389,671 3,538,158
378,000 800,000
1,162,710 2,583,800
115,500 231,00
300,273 2,875,100
3.000,000 6,167,000
6,705,154 16,918,058
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DEMO Grant and Loan Awards (1984-88)

Recipient Project Grant Loan Total Award Total Cost

Ramsey MRF 277,250 277,250 554,500 678,000
Pennington W-to-E (rdf) 300,000 482,413 782,413 1,400,000
WLSSD W-to-E 300,000 300,000 600,000 4,600,000
Olmsted W-to-E (Incin) 300,000 300,000 600,000 18,000,000
Olmsted MRF 300,000 344,150 644,150 735,500
Filimore Comp/MRF 351,720 48,240 399,960 733,440
St. Louis Spec/Tires 290,000 110,000 400,000 590,000
Lake/Woods Comp/MRF 199,750 199,750 399,500 399,500

subtotal 2,318,720 2,061,803 4,380,623 27,136,440
GLOSSARY

HHW Household hazardous waste.

Incin Mass burn incinerator with energy or materials recovery.

MRF Materials recovery facilities (recycling center).

MSW Mixed solid waste.

Processing MSW recovery through W-to-E, composting, recycling, etc.
RDF Refuse-derived fuels.

TEST Grants to conduct environmental testing of emissions and ash at resource
recovery facilities. This program was repealed.

Transfer Stations Intermediate waste transfer facilities that accept waste and
transfer it to resource recovery projects.

Upfront MRF Recycling prior to processing

W-to-E Waste-to-energy projects.
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Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $3,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 1

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The purpose of this request is to provide $3 million in grants to local governments for
constructing solid waste resource recovery facilities that reduce landfill disposal.
State project assistance would be between 25% and 75% of total project costs. The
local government would finance the balance of the total construction costs.

Since 1980, the Waste Management Act has advanced a policy of moving from
disposal to prevention and recovery of resources through an integrated solid waste
management system. Through CAP, the OEA has helped finance 58 solid waste
facilities.

The OEA encourages applicants to request technical assistance from staff prior to
submitting an application for funding. Technical assistance provided by the OEA
includes public education, public presentations, research, legal, and financial
guidance to address the institutional challenges associated with resource recovery.

Eligible recipients are limited to cities, counties, solid waste management districts,
and sanitary districts. Projects eligible for CAP grants are solid waste processing
facilities that include resource recovery. Examples of eligible projects include:

Waste-to-energy facilities

Recycling facilities

Composting facilities

Transfer stations that will serve waste processing facilities
Facilities that will process special waste streams (i.e., HHW)
Projects to improve control of or reduce air emissions

Projects to substantially increase recovery of materials or energy, substantially
reduce the amount or toxicity of waste processing residuals, or expand the
capacity of an existing resource recovery facility in order to meet the needs of
expanded regions.

Examples of eligible capital costs are:

®  Final design, engineering and architectural plans
Land
B Structures

= Waste processing equipment

B On-site roads, parking and landscaping
B Transfer station structures and transportation containers

The following list identifies potential project development and construction over the
next 6 years. While the OEA bond request is $3 million for F.Y. 2000-01, actual
grant requests received as of 8-20-99 is $7,339,000.

Interested Proposed CAP Applicant's Total
Applicant - Project Costs Costs Costs
2000-01
Becker County HHW 95,000 95,000 190,000
Dodge County = Compost 176,000 176,000 352,000
Markit MSW MRF 1,124,777 1,149,777 2,274,554
Murray County ~ MRF/HHW 180,000 180,000 360,000
Nobles County HHW 300,000 305,000 605,000
Oimsted County Upfront MRF 2,596,373 2,636,372 5,232,745
Pope/Douglas  Upfront MRF 2,264,000 2,283,000 4,547,000
WLSSD Compost 246,750 309,250 556,000
Wilkin County ~ MRF/HHW 356,100 464,100 820,200,
$7,339,000 $7,598,498 $14,937,499
2002-03
Fergus Falls Upfront MRF 1,500,000 1,500,000 3,000,000
Quardarant Upfront MRF 1,500,000 1,500,000 3,000,000
St. Louis Processing 2,000,000 8,000,000 10,000,000
$5,000,000 $11,000,000 $16,000,000
2004-05
North East Processing 7,000,000 23,000,000 30,000,000
Central Processing 2,000,000 8,000,000 10,000,000
Metro Processing 10,000,000 200,000 000 210,000,000
$19,000,000  $231,000,000 $250,000,000
GLOSSARY

HHW - Household hazardous waste.
Incin Mass burn incinerator with energy or materials recovery.
MRF Materials recovery facilities (recycling center).

MSW Mixed solid waste.

Processing MSW recovery through W-to-E, composting, recycling, etc.
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RDF Refuse-derived fuels.

TEST Grants to conduct environmental testing of emissions and ash at resource
recovery facilities. This program was repealed.

Transfer Stations Intermediate waste transfer facilities that accept waste and
transfer it to resource recovery projects.

Upfront MRF Recycling prior to processing

W-to-E Waste-to-energy projects.

The purpose of the CAP is to provide direction, encouragement, and financial
incentives to those striving to “attain integrated solid waste management systems.
The OEA’s goal is for Minnesota to have an integrated system in place within the
next 8 years. By employing various waste management methods, all of Minnesota’s
solid waste will be recovered or processed before any land filling. Integrated solid
waste management systems are assets to Minnesota because these systems
recover valuable resources, preserve land, and offer optimal management of
environmental risks and potential liabilities.

The CAP serves to encourage local governments to accept the responsibilities, risks,
and costs of managing solid waste. It is also an incentive to work together, thus,
resulting in an integrated solid waste management system for Minnesota where all
citizens will have access to a solid waste processing facility.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):
The continued funding of the CAP will have no impact on the OEA's operating costs.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

Without the CAP offering of technical and financial assistance, many local
governments would have less incentive to move forward in addressing solid waste
management issues. For many local governments, developing an integrated solid
waste management system is a complex, controversial, and expensive endeavor.
The CAP is an incentive to local governments to develop an integrated solid waste
management system and an opportunity for the state to be a partner with local
governments in developing a statewide system. The OEA's administration of the
CAP helps to develop projects that are technically, institutionally, and financially
sound.

The OEA Solid Waste Policy Report is scheduled for submission to the Legislature in
late 1999. It will propose that Minnesota set a goal for completing a statewide waste
management system. The OEA has projected an increase in. demand for CAP as the

deadline for completing the system approaches. Projected needs for 2004 and
2006 are heavily dependent upon statewide policy, local government commitment to
new projects, and waste management industry investment in new waste recovery
capacity.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:

Mr. Sigurd Scheurle, Supervisor

Project Assistance

Office of Environmental Assistance

520 Lafayette Road North, Second Floor

St. Paul, MN 55155-4100

Phone: (612) 215-0197

Fax: (612) 215-0246

Email:  Sigurd.Scheurle@MOEA .state.mn.us
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Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2000-01

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
_(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land and Easements, Options

$

$

$

$

Buildings-and Land

SUBTOTAL

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL

o000

ojo|o|o

QO|I0|O

QOO

olo|o|o

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

SUBTOTAL

o|lojo|o|o

(][]} (e]le) ]

OO0 |O|C

OO0 IC|O

[=][w] (o] lw] (]

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Construction Management

SUBTOTAL

OO0

[=]fe ) w]

[ 3 Fan]Fun)

olo|o

o|loo

5. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

SUBTOTAL

6. Art SUBTOTAL

O|o|lo|o|lo|jo|o|O

OO0 |0 |0 0|0 |0

Q|OjojOo|o|o|o|o

(=)=} {e]{e]]e] (o] [w] )

OO0 |0 |0|C (OO

7. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Commissioning

SUBTOTAL

(@) [e]le}la]lw)

[ellelie} o] (w)

olo|o|o|o

[} elle) o] o]

Qlo|ojo|o

8. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

9. Other SUBTOTAL

0

0

0

148,315

6,200

16,000

316,000

486,515

07/0100

GRAND TOTAL

$148,315

$6,200

$16,000

$316,000

$486,515

06/2006
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Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 45,700 3,000 5,000 19,000 72,700 PAYMENTS Percent
State Funds Subtotal 45,700 3,000 5,000 19,000 72,700 (for bond-financed projects) | Amount | of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 General Fund 3,000 100.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 ] 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
Local Government Funds 102,615 3,200 11,000 297,000 413,815
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Other 0 0 0 0 0 Prq;ect aptpiic?[n;s srotllc}(ht;eirav:greecihat ftthe fglIO\tA‘/ing :
requirements wi (o] S arter adoption o
TOTAL 148,315 6,200 16,000 316,000 486,515 a PHhe bonding bill P
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without inflation) No | o s S;),eﬁ";’f;;“,‘;};"tﬂﬁ'ﬁf or
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 0 Yes | poview (Legislature)
Building Operation MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No Notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 © | (Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0| | Y®S | Requirements (Agency)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 N0 | Review (Office of Technology)
Change from Current FY 2000-01 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (Finance Dept)
‘ Yes MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount Required (Agency)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency
Laws of 1999, Chapter 3,000 request)
Laws of 1998, Chapter 404, Section 8 3,500
Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 8. 3,000
Laws of 1994, Chapter 643, Section 24, Subd. 4 3,000
Laws of 1992, Chapter 558, Section 22 2,000
Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Article 1, Section 23 7,000
Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 6 4,000
Laws of 1985, Chapter 15, Section 6 11,400
Laws of 1980, Chapter 564, Article 12, Section 1, Subd.3(c) 8,800
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Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This request provides financial assistance to local government for building solid
waste processing facilities that reduce landfill disposal. The goal of the program is to
protect Minnesota’s land, water, and air by completing the state’s network of resource
recovery plants. This goal is consistent with the agency’s mission. Also, energy
needs are met through waste-to-energy plants.

OEA conducts competitive grant funding rounds to ensure that assistance goes to
high priority projects. State financial assistance is in the range of 25% to 75% of total
project costs. The local government finances the balance of the project cost.

Without the program, local governments probably would develop the network of solid
waste processing facilities at a slower rate and facilities might have smaller
processing capacities.

Governor’s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $3 million for this project,
contingent upon local government funds of $3.2 million. Also included are budget
planning estimates of $3 million in 2002 and $3 million in 2004.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 120
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 35
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 50
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 425
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Projects Summary

Agg?\?: v Agency Prolec(:; I;;cg;essstii :Sr State Funds Statewi d e Governor's Govergts)tri ; :tlznnmg
Project Title Priority Strategic | Recommendation

Ranking 2000 2002 2004 Total Score 2000 2002 2004
MPFA State Matching Fund 1 $12,893 $16,258 $16,260 $45,411 504 $12,893 $16,258 $16,260
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 2 8,017 30,000 30,000 68,017 386 0 0 0
Clean Water Partnership 3 2,000 3,000 3,000 8,000 190 2,000 2,000 2,000
Redevelopment Grant Program Funding 4 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 315 0 0 0
Total Project Requests $25,910 $52,258 $52,260 | $130,428 $14,893 $18,258 $18,260
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AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

To employ all of the available state government resources to facilitate an economic
environment that produces net new job growth in excess of the national average and
to increase nonresident tourism revenues (M.S. 116J.011).

Organization.

The department is organized under M.S. 116J into 3 operating divisions. The primary
emphasis of the Business and Community Development Division (BCD) is to facilitate
the growth of high quality jobs through a variety of programs that provide financing for
vital infrastructure, training, technical services for businesses and communities. The
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) is governed by a board composed of state
agency/department commissioners representing the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA), and the departments of Agriculture, Finance, Health (MDH),
Transportation (MnDOT), and Trade and Economic Development (DTED). DTED’s
Commissioner, who serves as chair of the PFA, is responsible for the staffing and
administration of the PFA. The Office of Community Finance administers the
Redevelopment Grant Program and is also within BCD.

The Minnesota Trade Office works to promote, assist, and enhance exports and
direct foreign investments that contribute to the growth of Minnesota's economy.

The Minnesota Office of Tourism markets Minnesota as a travel destination to tour
operators, group tours and travel agents; promotes coverage of Minnesota in
international and travel trade media; and initiates, develops, and coordinates activity
with travel industry buyers and sellers in the United States and throughout the world.

Summary of Programs and Services:

In conjunction with MPCA, the PFA manages the very successful Water Pollution
Control Revolving Fund (or Clean Water SRF) and the associated bond pool (M.S.
446A.12-446A.20), which provides low interest loans to municipalities for wastewater
and storm water projects. The Clean Water Partnership (CWP) loan program
administered by the MPCA provides low interest loans to local units of government to
implement watershed projects. PFA manages the Drinking Water Revolving Fund
(DWRF or Drinking Water SRF) in conjunction with the Minnesota Department of
Health (MDH). The DWRF provides low interest loans to municipalities for drinking
water projects. The PFA also administers the Wastewater Infrastructure Fund
Program (WIF), which provides grant funding to communities that are unable to
finance projects solely through loans from the Clean Water SRF program.

The Office of Community Finance manages the Redevelopment Grant Program.
This program makes grants to local governments to recycle obsolete or abandoned
properties for new industrial, commercial, and residential uses.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES, OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:

The Clean Water SRF program is expected to receive federal funding through
federal fiscal year (FFY) 2005. The MPCA estimates that projects needed to
maintain and improve wastewater treatment throughout the state over the next 5
years will exceed $2.85 billion. These needs are being driven by 3 key factors: 1)
increased population and economic growth statewide has placed many systems at
their maximum capacity; 2) systems built with state and federal grants 20-25 years
ago are reaching the end of their design lives and need major rehabilitation; and 3)
more stringent state mandates on individual septic systems.

The WIF program provides grants to help small communities deal with their
wastewater problems. Communities with a small number of users and high cost
projects have limited resources to pay for the needed improvements. Unsewered
communities and unsewered lakeshore areas with a mix of seasonal and year-
round homes often have the added problem of needing to construct both collection
systems and treatment facilities at the same time, resulting in extremely expensive
projects on a per household basis.

The 1997 EPA Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs Survey identifies a total of $2.4
billion in public drinking water system improvement needs over the next 20 years, or
$120 million in annual investment in current dollars.

Minnesota’s economy is growing at record levels. There is great demand for land
for business and residential development. Most low cost land exists on the urban
fringe and rural areas and, as a consequence, development continues to move
away from the urban core. As new jobs and capital investment move farther away
from the center of our communities, the deterioration of the inner cities, inner-ring
suburbs and the developed areas of our smaller communities accelerates. Yet
many businesses, when given the choice, would prefer to remain or locate in the
inner cities. Unfortunately, there is insufficient available land to accommodate new
business development. In order for significant business development to occur in the
urban core, previously developed land must be recycled and old infrastructure must
be replaced.

The Redevelopment Grant Program is designed to financially assist communities
and local development agencies with the acquisition, clearance and redevelopment
of previously developed land. This financial assistance provides an incentive to
businesses and housing developers to continue to reinvest in the developed areas
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of our state’s communities. The program attempts to bring the cost of redeveloping
Iand into parity with the cost of developing on the fringe.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL
BUDGET PLAN:

The PFA remains committed to maintaining its excellent bond ratings and recognition
in the marketplace thereby allowing it to borrow funds as cheaply as possible to
" finance water infrastructure. In addition, the PFA remains committed to managing
the Fund to address current and future needs. Possible long-term solutions to the
imbalance between demand and the lending capacity of the Fund could include: 1)
increasing the amount of dollars deposited into the Funds; 2) reducing the interest
rate subsidies, 3) scaling back on the number and dollar amount of projects financed
with the SRF, and 4) reducing the amount of funding directed to the non-point source
SRF programs.

DTED’s capital budget plan, mission and strategic goals support the goals outlined in
the BIG PLAN. The Redevelopment Program, which will be described in detail in the
Project Narrative Section of this request, is strategically linked with DTED’s elements
of the BIG PLAN in a variety of ways. Under the goal of Healthy, Vital Communities,
the BIG PLAN focuses attention on Growing Smart in Minnesota. “Smart growth”
principles are, “a mindset about incentives, not mandates.” The principles include,
“..helping first those communities that are committed to sustaining existing
development...” and, “fostering more reliance on transit...” DTED is identified as a
Support agency for “Smart growth”.

The Redevelopment Grant Program is designed to recycle previously developed land
for new purposes by providing incentives to communities that are committed to
sustaining existing development. In the metro area, Redevelopment applications are
rated higher if they are located near mass transit.

Partnerships for Affordable Housing is also an element of Vital, Healthy
Communities. The BIG PLAN states that, “Existing businesses may not reinvest in
their current Igcation if neighborhood instability or deteriorating housing undermines
the appeal of the community for workers and customers.” The Redevelopment
Program addresses the physical aspects of neighborhood instability by providing a
financial incentive to remove dilapidated and often abandoned structures and replace
those structures with new business and residential development. Redevelopment
Program investments have stimulated equal or greater private sector investments.

Again, under Vital, Healthy Communities, the BIG PLAN stresses the importance of
Improving the Competitive Position of Rural Minnesota. The PLAN states that, “we
need to make our rural communities centers of economic activity to provide
employment opportunities to keep young people in their communities and to provide
off-farm employment for families. "The Redevelopment Program has been popular

with rural Minnesota communities because it has been used to both remove the
physical blight which makes a community unattractive and because the subsequent
redevelopment activities have created new employment .opportunities.

Finally, The BIG PLAN identifies Minnesota: World Competitor as a goal. Under
The Best Climate to Grow Business element, the PLAN states, “The best business
we have is the business we have today. So we need to do everything we can to
make sure healthy businesses stay in Minnesota - and expand in Minnesota. We
need to encourage and facilitate linkages between community leadership,
resources, and businesses. "The Redevelopment Program is designed to revitalize
existing communities by providing appropriate sites for the business community to
locate or expand. The Program requires a link between community leadership,
state and local financial resources and businesses.

Consequently, DTED’s long-range strategic goals are clearly articulated in the BIG
PLAN. DTED concludes that the Redevelopment Grant Program is not simply
consistent with the principles outlined in the PLAN, it is integral to DTED’s ability to
achieve the goals and initiatives that have been assigned to DTED by the BIG
PLAN.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In the area of Clean Water (state match to the SRF and WIF funding), the director
sought and obtained input from the Pollution Control Agency. In the area of
Drinking Water (state match to the SRF), input was sought and obtained from the
Department of Health. The state match amounts requested were calculated using
the authorized funding levels for the SRF programs through the year 2003 and the
state’s estimated share based on EPA’s needs survey. The Capital Budget request
was presented to the PFA Board at a publicly held meeting on 6-15-99.

The goals and principles articulated in the BIG PLAN clearly illustrated the need for
DTED to request funds for the Redevelopment Program. DTED did not participate
in the BIG PLAN development process with funding the Redevelopment Program as
an intended outcome. Rather, the need for Redevelopment funds became an
obvious outgrowth of the planning process itself.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
(1994-1999):

The PFA made its first Clean Water SRF loan in July 1989 and has been successful
in demonstrating that the state can still continue an aggressive level of wastewater
construction activity with nearly $700 million worth of loans made through F.Y.
1999. From F.Y. 1994 through F.Y. 1999, PFA has made $428.7 million in municipal
wastewater loans for 208 projects.
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The following table shows the number of projects and total wastewater loans made 520 Lafayette Road
by leveraging the state match funds from FY 1999 for the Water Pollution Control St. Paul, MN 55155
Revolving fund. Phone: 651-296-7360
Email: cathy.moeger@pca.state.mn.us
State Match Wastewater Loans Number of
State Fiscal Year | ($in thousands) ($in thousands) Projects Louis Jambois
1994 $4,434 $42,718 28 Community Finance Director
1995 $3,126 $76,101 38 Minnefota Department of Trade and Economic Development
1996 $7,414 $42,172 22 12177 Place East
1997 $2,833 $81,629 43 o aul, TN oo 1012146
one: -297-
s e

Email: louis.jambois @state.mn.us

Since 1995, the non-point source SRF programs contributed to the abatement of
non-point source pollution problems through implementation activities. The MPCA
has awarded $16.3 million in non-point source loans to 40 local units of government
for 22 CWP projects. The Department of Agriculture has made $40 million in loans
through 352 loan commitments with local governments. DTED has made a total of
$1.6 million in loans to 34 resorts and small unsewered communities.

The PFA made its first WIF grant in 1995. A total of $27.6 million has been awarded
to 21 communities through F.Y. 1999.

AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE AND PHONE:

Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED
500 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, MN 55101-2146

Phone: 651-296-4704

Patricia Bloomgren, Division Director
Minnesota Department of Health
220 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, MN 55101

Phone: 651-215-0731

Cathy Moeger, Section Manager
Operations and Planning Section
Policy & Planning Division
Environmental Outcomes Division
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
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Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $12,893
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 4
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: State Matching Funds for EPA Capitalization Grants

The Public Facilities Authority is seeking $12,893,000 to help communities contain
the costs associated with drinking water and wastewater facility improvements. State
funds draw EPA funds at the rate of 5:1 from the Water Pollution Control Revolving
Fund (Clean Water SRF) and the Drinking Water Revolving Fund (Drinking Water
SRF).

Since 1995, federal funds for the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund have been
used to provide funds for the nonpoint source pollution control programs, including
the Department of Agriculture’s Best Management Practices Loan Program, MPCA'’s
Clean Water Partnership Loan Program, DTED's Tourism Septic System Loan
Program and Small Cities Septic System Loan Program, as well as for financing
municipal wastewater projects. The federal capitalization grants for Drinking Water
will be used primarily for loans with a small amount being deposited in the debt
service reserve fund to back the PFA's Revenue Bonds for drinking water projects.
In both programs the state matching funds are used only for municipal/publicly owned
improvements.

2000 Legislative Session Request: ($in thousands)

Proposed

Proposed Federal

Federal Funding Requested Requested Total

Funding Level State Match State Match State
Fiscal Level Clean Drinking for Clean for Drinking Match

Year Water Water Water Water Request

2000 $24,750  $15,897 $0 $685 (partial)*  $685
2001 $24,750  $15,897 $900 (partialy*  $3,179 $4,079
2002 $24,750  $15,897 $4,950 $3,179 $8,129
TOTAL $74,250  $47,691 $5,850 $7,043 $12,893

State Match need and requested 2000-2002: $12.8 million

*State match funds appropriated during the 1999 Legislative Session included $2.2
million for the Drinking Water SRF. The $2.2 million plus a carryover of $294
thousand results in the need for partial match in 2000. The 1998 Legislative Session
appropriated $9 million to the Agriculture Department for the Best Management
Practices (BMP) program. This $9 million will be considered matching funds for the
2000 Clean Water SRF and for matching a portion of the 2001 Clean Water SRF.

Both the House and Senate have historically increased funding levels above the
President's budget for both programs. The estimated federal appropriations shown
in the table are based on OMB's interpretation of the balanced budget resolution.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC PLAN AND CAPITAL PLAN:

Drinking Water and Wastewater facilities are essential infrastructure for which
communities can build a healthy, environmentally sound and competitive climate
conducive to growth and expansion opportunities to develop quality jobs. The PFA
recognizes the fact that environmental infrastructure must be built to address the
expansion needs of businesses and communities throughout the state while
preserving environmental quality.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTES):

PFA operates on federal administrative funds and special revenues generated from
fees on loan payments and provides for costs incurred by DTED.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

Low-cost financing under the PFA's water and wastewater loan programs is an
important element in helping communities contain costs associated with providing
these essential services and is an important component of the state's ability to
remain economically competitive. Through F.Y. 1999 the PFA has made below
market rate wastewater loans totaling almost $700 millions which will result in
interest savings to local tax and rate payers of over $160 million when compared to
market rate financing.

Every $1 of state match generates $5 of federal funds and, combined, have been
leveraged more than 2 to 1 through the issuance of revenue bonds issued by the
PFA. The interest rate savings from reduced debt service costs have saved local

~ tax and rate payers more than $2 for every $1 the state pays in its debt service

associated with these matching funds. It should be noted that municipal water and
wastewater construction generates 4.6 cents in general fund revenues directly from
the income tax, corporate income tax and sales tax for every dollar spent. This
does not take into account local economic multipliers or recycling of the funds
through the state’s economy.

Clean Water SRF loans are the primary source of financial assistance for
wastewater projects in the state. Historically, the Clean Water SRF has provided
financing to all projects that apply. An average of $93 million in loans per year were
made in F.Y. 1998 and F.Y. 1999 and the demand continues to grow. This exceeds
the annual long term lending capacity of the Fund which is projected to be $53
million per year. At the projected funding levels, the Clean Water SRF will not be
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Project Narrative

able to continue to meet the demand for loans in the future. The requested state
match is the minimum amount needed to obtain the federal funds for the Clean Water
SRF.

The PFA’s Clean Water SRF has shown considerable financial strength to finance
municipal storm water and wastewater projects. The AAA/AAA/Aaa ratings from
Standard and Poors Rating Group, Fitch 1.C.B.A., Inc. and Moody's Investor Services
of the PFA’s Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Bond Pool reflects its financial
strength, the credit quality of Minnesota communities and the financial management
of the program.

Demand for the Clean Water SRF is outpacing the Fund's capacity to meet all
funding requests due to 2 related factors. First, the demand for municipal wastewater
continues to grow, driven by economic growth in the state, the need to replace aging
facilities and more stringent regulation of individual septic systems. Second, there
has been a large demand to address non-point source pollution problems in the state
and to use the resources of the Clean Water SRF as a mechanism to finance non-
point source programs. Since 1995 the PFA has provided over $51.8 million to fund
pilot non-point source loan programs. Funding the non-point source programs has
decreased the amount of Clean Water SRF funds for municipal wastewater projects.
As a result of these factors, the annual lending capacity of the fund can no longer
finance all municipal wastewater projects that are ready to proceed and may only
fund one-third to one-half of the eligible projects by the time the 2001 Intended Use
Plan is adopted.

From July 1998 to May 1999, PFA has financed 34 projects for a total of $49.1
million. [n addition, PFA expects to finance an additional 43 projects for $38.1 million
that are included on the 1999 Intended Use Plan and have submitted applications.
By using its revenue bonding authority, the PFA will leverage future EPA funding and
state matching funds to fund $20-25 million in drinking water projects annually. PFA
will sell bonds for the first time for this program in July 1999. The initial bond pool
ratings by Standard & Poors and Fitch I.B.C.A. and Moody's Investor Services are
AAA, AAA and Aaa respectively.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:

Terry Kuhiman, Executive Director
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED
500 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146

Phone: (651) 296-4704

Fax: (651) 296-5287

Email: Terry.Kuhiman@state.mn.us

Patricia Bloomgren

Division Director

Minnesota Department of Health

220 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Phone: (651) 215-0731

Fax: (651) 215-0979

Email: Pat.Bloomgren@state.mn.us

Cathy Moeger, Section Manager
Operations and Planning Section
Policy & Planning Division
Environmental Outcomes Division
cathy.moeger@pca.state.mn.us
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155

651-296-7360
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MPFA State Matching Fund

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2000-01

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

. Property Acquisition

Land, Land and Easements, Options

$

$

$

$

Buildings and Land

SUBTOTAL

. Predesign

SUBTOTAL
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. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

SUBTOTAL
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. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Construction Management

SUBTOTAL
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. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

SUBTOTAL

. Art

SUBTOTAL
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. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Commissioning

SUBTOTAL
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. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL

. Other

SUBTOTAL

0

0

0

274,187

277,552

277,554

1,904,312

GRAND TOTAL

$1,075,019

$274,187

$277,552

$277,554

$1,904,312 |
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Trade & Economic Development
MPFA State Matching Fund

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 54,000 12,893 16,258 16,260 99,411 PAYMENTS Percent
General 13,444 0 0 0 13,444 (for bond-financed projects) Amount of Total
Infrastructure Dev 15,600 0 0 ) 15,600 General Fund 12,893 | 100.0%
State Funds Subtotal 83,044 12,893 16,258 16,260 128,455 User Financing 0 0.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 357,750 81,294 81,294 81,294 601,632 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 Prqject applicants should be aware that the following
- requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill,
Other 634,225 180,000 180,000 1 80,000 1 ,174,225 N MS 16B.335 (1 a): Construction/Major
TOTAL 1,075,019 274,187 277,552 277,554 1,904,312 0 Remodeling Review (Legislature)
; _ ; MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) Yes | Review (Legislature)
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 N MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 0 0 Notification)
Building Operation ' No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 © | (Administration Dept)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 ° Requirements (Agency)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 ° "Review (Office of Technology)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 (Finance Dept)
Change from Current FY 2000-01 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 Required (Agency)
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount request)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision
Minnesota Laws of 1999, Chapter 240, Section 06 2,200
Minnesota Laws of 1998, Chapter 404, Section 09 24,000
Minnesota Laws of 1997, Chapter 200, Section 02 4,444
Minnesota Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 10 4,000
Minnesota Laws of 1994, Chapter 643, Section 25 13,400
Minnesota Laws of 1993, Chapter 373, Section 10 4,000
Minnesota Laws of 1992, Chapter 558, Section 15 7,500
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Section 21 15,600
Minnesota Laws of 1989, Chapter 300, Section 18 4,700
Minnesota Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 07 3,200
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Trade & Economic Development
MPFA State Matching Fund

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

Department of Adminisiration Analysis:

12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

The requested state fund will leverage more than $60 million in federal funds. This
program plays an important role in providing clean drinking water wastewater
facilities in Minnesota, and operates efficiently and effectively with the Pollution
Control Agency and Department of Health. The program has demonstrated superb
financial management practices and retains the highest rating by private rating
agencies.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $12.893 million for this
project, contingent upon federal funds of $81.294 million. Also included are budget
planning estimates of $16.26 million in 2002 and $16.26 million in 2004.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 120
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 94
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State QOperating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 504
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Trade & Economic Development
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Doliars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $8,017
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 4
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Wastewater Infrastructure Fund Program

Wastewater Infrastructure Fund monies are used to supplement loans from the Water
Pollution Control Revolving Funds and to match grant assistance provided by USDA
Rural Development for high cost per household projects. The first priority for the
requested funds would be to match grants from Rural Development's F.Y. 2001 funds
which would be committed starting in October 2000.

For USDA Rural Development Projects, the WIF program provides 50% of the grant
eligible amount determined by Rural Development. Rural Development's grant
calculations are determined by first looking at the amount of debt service and
operation and maintenance costs a city can afford to pay based on a figure of 1.7%
of its median household income, with the total grant then providing for 100% of
construction costs above that level. Separate WIF grants to supplement Water
Pollution Control Revolving Fund loans are also based on ability to pay, with the
grant amount set at 80% of the construction costs above a level of $25 per month or
1.4% of annual median household income, whichever is greater, for debt service and
operation and maintenance costs.

As of the end of F.Y. 1999, the PFA has awarded projects for $27.6 million. PFA
expects to commit an additional $32.8 million by October 1999 for 20 projects with
the estimated balance of $3.7 million targeted to the highest priority projects on the
2000 Intended Use Ptan.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC PLAN AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The economy can continue to expand and create quality jobs in Minnesota provided
there is adequate environmental infrastructure capacity in place or ready to be built in
order to address the needs of the people and businesses in the state. WIF funds are
directed to the highest priority projects based on their environmental and public
health needs as determined by the MPCA. The program gives small communities
the opportunity to share in the benefits of a growing economy by addressing their
wastewater problems while keeping costs affordable for their residents.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTES):

The Authority is requesting general fund appropriations for the cost of the MPCA's
administration of the WIF program. The amount requested for MPCA administration
is 2% of the WIF request for the F.Y. 2000-2001. The MPCA provides substantial

oversight, including technical and environmental review, prioritizing projects, and
permitting.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The Wastewater Infrastructure Program (WIF) was designed to be a gap financing
tool used in conjunction with the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund and the
USDA’s Rural Development grant program for wastewater. Communities are
required to seek grant assistance from other sources before becoming eligible for
either WIF or the USDA Rural Development grant program. The unique
state/federal partnership with Rural Development was designed to coordinate
assistance to communities to keep the systems affordable as well as make it easier
for many of the smaller communities to access funding. The cooperative
relationship will continue to help communities afford needed wastewater services.

This program has generated a substantial interest in small rural communities and
lakeshore areas currently using individual septic systems. To keep the housing
stock marketable, this program is essential due to the high cost of providing sewer
service in unsewered communities. Housing shortages are one of the primary
barriers to additional economic growth throughout the state. To make these dollars
stretch the furthest and to the most-needy communities, the PFA will be making a
number of policy recommendations in its required WIF report.

The WIF program requires communities that receive WIF assistance to set aside a
minimum of $.10 per 1000 gallons in a system replacement fund to reduce future
reliance on the state for grants when the system needs major rehabilitation or
replacement.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:

Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director

Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED

500 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146

651-296-4704

Fax: 651-296-5287 Terry.Kuhiman@state.mn.us

Cathy Moeger, Section Manager
Operations and Planning Section
Policy & Planning Division
Environmental Outcomes Division
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155

Phone: 651-296-7360

Email: cathy.moeger@pca.state.mn.us
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Trade & Economic Development AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

. Fiscal Years 2000-2005 ' Project Cost
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) !
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Start | Project Finish
All Years and All Funding Sources All Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land and Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Buildings and Land ' 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
3. Design Fees ;
Schematic 0 0 0 0 0
Design Development 0 0 0 0 0
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
4. Project Management
State Staff Project Management 0 0 0
Construction Management 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0
5. Construction Costs
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 0 0 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 0 0 0 0
' SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
6. Art SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
7. Occupancy -
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
8. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction
Inflation Multiplier 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% .
Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 0 . 0 0 0
9. Other SUBTOTAL 43,566 24,034 62,000 62,000 191,600 07/2000
GRAND TOTAL $43,566 $24,034 $62,000 $62,000 $191,600 ’
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Trade & Economic Development Fiscal Years 2000-2005

MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Project Detail

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 39,484 8,017 30,000 30,000 107,501 PAYMENTS Percent
Infrastructure Dev 1,082 0 0 0 1,082 (for bond-financed projects) Amount of Total
General 3,000 0 0 0 3,000 General Fund 8,017 100.0%
State Funds Subtotal 43,566 8,017 | 30,000 30,000 111,583 User Financing 0 0.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 0 8,017 16,000 16,000 40,017 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Local Government Funds 0 8,000 16,000 16,000 40,000 Project applicants should be aware that the following
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 requirements will apply to thglr projects after adoption of
the bonding bill.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
TOTAL 43,566 24,034 62,000 62,000 191,600 No | Remodeling Review (Legislature)
i . _ _ _ MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) eS| Review (Legislature)
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Compensation -- Program and 0 180 400 400 0 No Notification)
Building Operation No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 (Administration Dept)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 Requirements (Agency)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Expenditure Subtotal 0 180 400 400 0 ° | Review (Office of Technology)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
TOTAL 0 180 400 400 0 (Finance Dept)
Change from Current FY 2000-01 180 400 400 0 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Change in F.T.E. Personnel | 1.7 37 3.7 0.0 Required (Agency)
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount request)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision
Minnesota Laws of 1998, Chapter 404, Section 09 15,300
Minnesota Laws of 1997, Chapter 246, Section 5 7,000
Minnesota Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 10 17,500
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Section 22 701
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Section 21 381
Minnesota Laws of 1989, Chapter 300, Section 17 390
Minnesota Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 7 2,294
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Trade & Economic Development
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding

Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

. Department of Administration Analysis:

12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This grant program is an important financing mechanism for local wastewater
projects. However, the wastewater and drinking water revolving loan funds leverage
significantly more dollars and are a higher priority than the grant program.

Governor’s Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend funds for this project.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria . Values -Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 80
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 50
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 66
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 386
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Trade & Economic Development
Clean Water Partnership

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $2,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 3 of 4

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Clean Water Partnership

The PFA is seeking $2 million for Clean Water Partnership (CWP) loans for the
restoration of water resources These loans are available for implementing ‘best

management practices’ and other activities that target the restoration of a water .

resource (i.e., lake, stream, or ground-water aquifers). CWP loans are available to
local units of government sponsoring CWP projects.

A local unit of government can use the funds itself to implement best management
practices or it can re-loan the funds to private parties for further activities to
implement the practices. Implementation activities include upgrade or replacement of
individual sewage treatment systems and agricultural practices including manure
management. The agency is seeking $1 million each year for the SRF, for which the
PFA has agreed to match for $2 million in annual funding.

Under the rules governing use of SRF loan funds, the money can only be used for
implementation measures or on-the-ground activities. Funds cannot be used for
planning, resource investigation or report writing. For example, money borrowed by
Beltrami County for the Lake Bemidji Watershed Management Project is being used
to rehabilitate wetlands, create sedimentation basins and set up computerized
monitoring. All these improvements will help maintain the 536,000 visitor days of
water-based recreation which brings as much as $6.3 million dollars to the area each
year.

The MPCA has received a total of $19.3 million from the Public Facilities Authority for
the CWP Loan Program. This includes $5 million in 1995, $7 million in 1996, and
$4.3 million in 1997, all of this which has been awarded to projects. An additional $3
million was provided in 1999 and is in the process of being awarded to projects.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC PLAN AND CAPITAL PLAN:

Non-point source pollution is now the most significant type of water pollution and is
becoming a major focus of Agency efforts. The Clean Water SRF is a very useful
and important tool for addressing the many small non-point sources that contribute to
this problem. The long-term goal of the CWP Loan program is to have $2 to 2.5
million revolving annually to address non-point sources of pollution.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTES):

The CWP Loan Program operates on administrative funds provided by the
Minnesota State Legislature as part of the base funding for the Agency.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The CWP program offers low-interest loans to supplement CWP grants. During this
past legislative session, an additional $2 million dollars in grant money per biennium
was added to the base amount of this program. With the increase in grant funds
available, the MPCA anticipates that there will be an increase in the number of
projects applying for loan funds.

The USEPA has been encouraging the states to make SRF money available for
non-point as well point source projects. Minnesota leads the nation in the amount
and number of non-point source projects which use SRF loan money.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:

Terry Kuhiman, Executive Director
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED
500 Metro Square

121 7th Place East

St. Paul, MN 55101-2146

Phone: (651) 296-4704

Fax: (651) 296-5287

Email: Terry.Kuhiman@state.mn.us

Cathy Moeger, Section Manager
Operations and Planning Section
Policy & Planning Division
Environmental Outcomes Division
cathy.moeger@pca.state.mn.us
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155

651-296-7360
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Trade & Economic Development
Clean Water Partnership

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2000-01

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1

. Property Acquisition

Land, Land and Easements, Options

$

$
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Buildings and Land

SUBTOTAL
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Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction
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. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Commissioning

SUBTOTAL
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. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

. Other SUBTOTAL

2,000

3,000

3,000

GRAND TOTAL

$2,000

$3,000

$3,000
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Trade & Economic Development
Clean Water Partnership

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Detail

FY 2004-05

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 0 2,000 3,000 3,000 8,000 PAYMENTS Percent
State Funds Subtotal 0 2,000 3,000 3,000 8,000 | | (for bond-financed projects) | Amount | of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 General Fund 2,000} 100.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTOBY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Other 0 0 0 0 0 Prgjeot apphcg;lnts srouldhbg aware that ft’the follovymg .
TOTAL 0 2,000 3,000 3,000 8,000 requirements wi ap{)h)’; tl?otrn;::;;;{fds after adoption o
_ ; . MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) No Remodeling Review (Legislature)
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 0 Yes Review (Legislature)
Building Operation No | MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 ° Notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 (Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 ° Requirements (Agency)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
TOTAL | 0 0 0 0 © | Review (Office of Technology)
Change from Current FY 2000-01 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change in F.T.E. Personne 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (Finance Dept)
‘ No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (Agency)
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
request)
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Trade & Economic Development
Clean Water Partnership

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:
12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

While this is not a new program, it is the first time funds have been specifically
requested in the capital budget. Previously, it had been funded by the PFA granting
part of their federal funding to the PCA.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends genéral obligation bonding of $2 million for this project.
Also included are budget planning estimates of $2 million in 2002 and $2 miltion in
2004.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 0
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 50
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 0
Total | 700 Maximum 190
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Trade & Economic Development
Redevelopment Grant Program Funding

Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $3,000

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 4 of 4

PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Redevelopment Grant Program Funding

DTED ig seeking $3 million to make grants for the redevelopment of obsolete or
abandongd properties. The purpose of the program is to provide financial assistance
to local governments and local development agencies to recycle obsolete or
abandoned properties for new industrial, commerciali and residential uses. The
program can also be used to make public improvements on public land in support of
private sector redevelopment projects. Eligible uses of Redevelopment Program
funds include land acquisition, demolition, site clearance, site preparation and public
infrastructure improvements. DTED must deliver the program on a competitive basis
~ via semi-annual grant cycles.

The Redevelopment Grant Program was created in statute by the 1998 legislature at
116J.561 to 116J.567. The program received a general fund appropriation of $4
million for the second year of last biennium and a $3 million general fund
appropriation in the first year of this biennium.

To date, DTED has completed 2 funding rounds and has recently begun a third
round. For the 2 rounds completed to date, DTED received 49 applications
requesting $16.3 million. DTED awarded 15 grants and easily used the original $4
million appropriation. DTED was able to award 15 grants because, in several
instances, staff were able to negotiate grant awards that were significantly smaller
than the original requests. On 10-1-99, DTED received 13 round 3 applications
requesting $5 million.

The program is exemplified by a recent grant award in Duluth. Last December,
DTED awarded $460 thousand to the city of Duluth for the creation of the Duluth
Technology Village. The project involved the acquisition and demolition of several
dilapidated downtown buildings, the installation of new infrastructure, the construction
of the Technology Village building, and the rehabilitation of several adjacent
structures. The DTED grant was used specifically for the acquisition of land and the
development of a public parking ramp to support the private development activities.
Both the land and the structure will remain in public ownership. This project
supported several BIG PLAN principles including diversification of Greater
Minnesota’s economy, supporting technology-based development, supporting
business activities that create high-paying jobs for our workforce, and supporting
communities who are committed to sustaining existing development.

The program is also exemplified by the Main Street Village project in New Brighton,
where $433 thousand in Redevelopment funds will be matched with local public and

private funds to demolish 2 dilapidated commercial and four dilapidated residential
buildings to make way for new commercial and residential development. This
project also supports BIG PLAN principles including the creation of affordable
housing, stimulating reinvestment in our neighborhoods and sustaining existing
development.

While the New Brighton project is clearly ineligible for bond funds because the
subsequent redevelopment will occur on private land, the 2 examples illustrate the
need for both bond and general funds and they illustrate the broad applicability of
this program.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC PLAN AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The redevelopment of previously developed land is critical to maintaining healthy,
vital communities as outlined in the Administration’s BIG PLAN. The link between
DTED’s Mission, Strategic Plan and the Governor's is articulated throughout this
request. Left to their own devices, business and housing developers will naturally
select project sites that are available, accessible and relatively inexpensive.
Because Redevelopment sites are located in the developed areas of our
communities, the sites are accessible. However, because there is still obsolete or
abandoned development on the site, and because the cost of removing the existing
development is very high, the sites are neither available nor inexpensive. The
Redevelopment Grant Program uses state funds to clear previous development,
install updated infrastructure and stimulate private reinvestment in our existing
neighborhoods and communities.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS:

DTED currently employs Redevelopment Program administrative staff. No new
hires would be required. Existing staff would need to be retained to administer the
program. All operation and maintenance activities will be conducted by the local
communities.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, E-MAIL:

Louis Jambois

Community Finance Director

Minnesota Department of Trade and Economic Development
121 7" Place East

St. Paul, Mn 55101

Phone: 651.297.3172

Fax: 651.296.5287

E-Mail: louis jambois.@state.mn.us
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Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2000-01

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

. Property Acquisition

Land, Land and Easements, Options

$

$

- $

<>

Buildings and Land

SUBTOTAL

. Predesign

SUBTOTAL

o jO|O|O

ojo|o|o

oj|olo|o

OO OO

(=1 ehw]{e}

wWinN

. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

SUBTOTAL

OO0 |00

oo |Oo|o|o

o} [elle} e} le]

o|o|o|jo|o

ojlo|o|o|o

. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Construction Management

SUBTOTAL

[ele]{]

(e} le] [e]

ol|o|o

(e} e} e

(e} e}{e]

. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

SUBTOTAL

. Art

SUBTOTAL

OO |0|O|Oo oo |O

O|0|0|0|O|0io|o

o000 |O|O|o|O

OO0 |0 |00 |0 O

OO0 |o|jO|0 0|0

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Commissioning

SUBTOTAL

o|jojojoio

[elelleleo}e]

o|o|o|o|o

(ol e]le]le} o]

Oo|0|0|o (o

. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL

0

0]

. Other

SUBTOTAL

15,000

15,000

9,000

9,000

48,000

GRAND TOTAL

$15,000

$15,000

$9,000

$48,000

$9,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005 Project Detail
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Trade & Economic Development
Redevelopment Grant Program Funding

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 PAYMENTS Percent
General 7,000 0 0 0 7,000 (for bond-financed projects) | Amount of Total
State Funds Subtotal 7,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 16,000 General Fund 3,000| 100.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Local Government Funds 4,000 6,000 3,000 3,000 16,000 gz}ggﬂ:z;w& SJ;'ESV REg‘{'gE?’l]FNTS
. B S S e are tha e Tollowin
Private Funds 4,000 6,000 3,000 8,000 16,000 requi:emer?tz will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
Other 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
TOTAL 15,000 15,000 9,000 9,000 48,000 No MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
Remodeling Review (Legislature)
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 Yes Review (Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Building Operation ° Notification)
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 ° (Administration Dept) -
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 ° Requirements (Agency)
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 © | Review (Office of Technology)
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change from Current FY 2000-01 | 0 0 0 0 (Finance Dept)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (Agency)
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount Y Matching Funds Required (as per agency
: - - es
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision request)
Laws of 1999 Chapter 223 Art 1 Sec 2 Sub 2 3,000
Laws of 1998 Chapter 404 Sec 23 Sb 2 4,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:
12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This program is an important component of economic development efforts in the Twin
Cities and rural Minnesota.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend funds for this project.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 80
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 35
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 25
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 80
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 25
Total | 700 Maximum 315
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Projects Summary

. . Ag?ag?: v Agency Prole;:; E;qstisstiso ::;r State Funds Statewi ‘f'e Governor’ s Goverg::i ; :tlgnnmg
Project Titie Priority ; - Strategic | Recommendation
Ranking _ 2000 2002 2004 Total Score 2000 2002 2004
Conservation Easement Programs 1 $58,100 $25,700 $43,890 | $127,690 405 $35,575 $50,634 $10,000
Local Gov't Roads Wetland Banking 2 1,000 4,800 4,900 10,700 0 0 0
Total Project Requests $59,100 $30,500 $48,790 | $138,390 $35,575 $50,634 $10,000

PAGE D-187




This page intentionally left blank.

PAGE D-188
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005 Strategic Planning Summary

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) provides leadership to enable local
governments to properly manage water and soil resources and to help all citizens be
stewards of our irreplaceable natural resources.

To accomplish its mission, the BWSR:

acquires or supports the acquisition of easements to restore and/or protect
critical lands;

administers grant programs to provide funding to local governments for water
and soil resource management;

promotes water and soil resource partnerships among state, local, and federal
governments and private organizations;

conducts technical training sessions and provides individual assistance to local
units of government; and

coordinates state government water and soil resource activities with local
governments.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES, OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:

The following trends and issues are shaping the development of programs at the
BWSR: ‘

Non-point source strategy moves to implementation phase. The strategy for
non-point source pollution has moved to the implementation phase. The
BWSR’s local government network has increased in importance as a means of
disseminating financial and technical aid to local governments. The BWSR has
the structure and the relationships needed, through local water planning, to
address non-point concerns at the local level.

Federal actions increase pressure. Federal actions over the past several
years have tended to increase pressure on the BWSR and local governments.
Federal Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) is making $163
million available; however this money must be matched with state money.
Decreased United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) staffing for the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has elevated pressure on local
and state governments to provide the technical assistance necessary to design
and install conservation practices.

= Increased acknowledgement of and reliance on the role and capabilities
of local government. Partnerships — particularly between state, local and
federal government — are an effective way to accomplish resource protection
goals. Over the past several years, state government agencies have grown
increasingly dependent on local government to carry out state initiatives.
Cooperative resource management is one way to maintain or increase results
without increasing funding. State agencies acknowledge that local government
officials and staff have advantages that the state does not: knowledge of local
resources and attitudes, personal friendships, and an awareness of local needs
and priorities. With these increased expectations and the BWSR assistance,
some local government capabilities in resource management have grown
significantly over the past few years. lLocal governments now need a wider
variety of training and assistance, from the most basic level to advanced, in
areas such as technical skills, leadership, and management.

= Increased natural resource awareness/willingness among the general
public, including landowners. More Minnesotans are becoming concermned
about our environment, particularly water quality; many people have noticed
deteriorating conditions in their favorite lakes or fishing streams. With
approximately one-third of Minnesota adults either owning a cabin or having a
family cabin, people are more willing to make reasonable sacrifices to protect
and improve water quality. In addition, people are more aware of the need to
protect marginal lands, especially those close to critical water resources. The
agricultural community has accepted the need to remove marginal agricultural
lands from production in order to improve overall production.

PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE CONDITION, SUITABILITY, AND
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, OR
ASSETS:

The following information outlines the condition of Minnesota’s 23 million acres of
cropland and the related conservation needs.

Total Minnesota Cropland: 23 Million Acres
Soil Conservation Needs:

10 Million Acres:

= Adequately protected from erosion

= Annual erosion is less than the tolerable rate of soil loss
= Need to maintain good management practices

8 Million Acres:
= Eroding at one to two times the tolerable rate of soil loss
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= Technical assistance to landowners to implement good management practices to
protect soil is key

2.5 Million Acres:
= Eroding at greater than twice the tolerable rate of soil loss.
= Productive land only if protected with conservation practices
= Targeted cost-share programs for structural conservation practices

2.5 Million Acres:

s Marginal land conservation

= Highly erodible and floodplains

=  Should not be farmed

= Target with land retirement programs

Funding for BWSR
easement programs will be
used on portions of this land.

Degrading water quality and diminished fish and wildlife habitats are found
throughout all regions of Minnesota. A case in point is the Minnesota River basin.
The Minnesota River has suffered serious degradation of water quality from both
agricultural and urban development activities in its watershed. Approximately 92% of
the basin’s 17 thousand square mile area is in agricultural use. Intense land use has
made the river one of the country’s most polluted and the single largest source of
phosphorus and sediment to the Mississippi River.

In the 1970s and 1980s the State of Wisconsin filed lawsuits against the State of
Minnesota for exceeding federal water quality standards along the stretch of the
Mississippi River shared by the two states. The litigation contended that the major
wastewater treatment plants which treat the sewage of the Minneapolis-St. Paul
metro area were discharging an inappropriate level of poliutants. In 1986 the State of
Minnesota signed an agreement with the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) that, as part of the re-permitting of the major wastewater treatment

plants which serve the Twin Cities Metro area, the staté agreed to achieve major
reductions in pollutants entering the Mississippi River from the Minnesota River.

To rely on wastewater treatment plan upgrades alone to accomplish water quality
goals would require huge investments with decreasing returns on investment. It was
decided that pollution from non-point sources in the Minnesota River watershed could
be reduced more economically than relying on wastewater treatment plant upgrades
alone. Thus, in 1992 the state adopted a goal to clean up the Minnesota River to
fishable and swimmable status within 10 years.

The Minnesota River Citizen’s Advisory Committee issued a report in 1994 titled -
“Working Together: A Plan to Restore the Minnesota River". The first two
recommendations in their 11-point action plan are to 1) restore floodplain and riparian
areas, and 2) restore wetlands. This report also cites the RIM Reserve program as
an important vehicle to help accomplish these 2 recommendations. The primary

component of the strategy to achieve this goal was for the state to acquire, in
concert with local and federal initiatives, 200 thousand acres of the floodplain of the
Minnesota River proper plus riparian, the land close to the water lands along its
major tributaries. ‘

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL
BUDGET PLAN:

The BWSR Strategic Plan identifies voluntary resource management strategies and
related goals. The resource management strategies specified are acquisition,
education, incentives and regulation. The plan also identifies goals that focus on
assisting local governments and landowners in controlling natural resource
management problems.

Agency goals and objectives that are achieved through capital projects include:
u protecting or retiring marginal agricultural and highly sensitive lands;

s targeting limited resources to the highest priority marginal and sensitive
lands;

= permitting land managers to focus their stewardship efforts on more
productive lands;

= creating natural retention systems to improve surface water runoff and
enhance groundwater recharge;

= working towards a net gain of wetland resources;
= jnstalling best management practices on Minnesota lands;

The programs outlined in the capital budget request use incentive strategies as
tools available to local government to enhance local program delivery. Incentives
provide opportunities to encourage beneficial land and water use practices. They
encompass both urban and rural values, and promote both loan and grant
programs.

Conservation Easement Programs.: As part of the state’s efforts to protect
marginal land and improve water quality, the BWSR administers (or cooperates) in
the administration of various conservation easement programs. All of these
programs acquire or support the acquisition of easements to restore or protect
critical lands. Regardiess of the funding source and targeted areas, the programs
are similar in their purposes. In order to understand and place in context the other
BWSR conservation easement programs, background on the federal Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) is needed.
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Established in 1985 by the federal government, the CRP encourages farmers to
voluntarily plant grass and trees on land that needs protection from erosion, to act as
windbreaks, or in places where vegetation can improve water quality or proved food
and habitat for wildlife. The program is administered by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) through the Farm Service Agency
(FSA). The BWSR works with federal CRP administrators to insure CRP and state-
funded easement programs are coordinated. The farmers must enter into contracts
with the CCC lasting between 10 and 15 years. In return, they receive annual rental
payments, incentive payments for certain activities, and cost-share assistance to
establish the protective vegetation.

Recently, the U.S. Congress provided additional funding to enhance the CRP efforts.
In 1996, the federal farm program offered a Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program (CREP) option for states to provide for long-term retirement of flood prone
cropland. Minnesota applied for and was awarded funding from the federal
government for a CREP initiative in the Minnesota River, which would retire up to
100,000 acres of flood prone agricultural land in the basin. These funds are all
authorized and appropriated.

The state established the Reinvest In Minnesota Reserve Program in 1986. Since
1986, the state-funded easement programs have secured 82 thousand
environmentally sensitive acres throughout the state. The Conservation Easement
programs include:

RIM Reserve Match to the Minnesota River Basin Project under Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

The purpose of this program is to retire marginal, flood prone cropland along the
Minnesota River and its tributaries and to reduce phosphorus and sediment pollution
in the river. The federal program limits the geographic focus to the Minnesota River
Basin.

This request provides the state maich needed to earn the federal funds already
appropriated. The state will leverage $2.3 federal dollars for each state easement
doliar spent.

RIM Reserve: Wetland Reserve Partnership (WRP) Leverage Funding

This program restores previously drained wetlands and protects them from future
drainage with a perpetual easement. The combination of a 30-year NRCS WRP
easement and a RIM Reserve Perpetual easement streamlines the easement
process for both local units of government and landowners. The requested funding
provides the state match. The geographic focus of this program is the Prairie Pothole
Region.

RIM Reserve (non-CREP) and Permanent Wetland Preserves (PWP)
The purpose of RIM Reserve (non-CREP) is to keep marginal agricultural land out of
crop production to protect soil and water quality and support fish and wildlife habitat.

The purpose of PWP is to protect existing wetlands from conversion to other uses
by offering financial compensation to landowners in return for a perpetual easement
on projects that cannot be funded with federal funds. The geographic focus is
statewide.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUEST:

In determining the amount of this request, acreage and application estimates were
compiled based on historical program demands. Assumptions were made that the
Federal CREP would be fully funded. All estimates considered the amount of
eligible land for the program and estimated landowner interest based on past
history.

Internal agency estimates were used to arrive at the amount requested for the PWP
program. All requests are a reflection of demands for service or assistance of local
government and citizens.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
(1992-1998):

Conservation Easement Programs Appropriations

F.Y. 1992 $1.25 million

F.Y. 1993 $1.323 million

F.Y. 1994 $9 million

F.Y. 1996 $11.5 million

F.Y. 1998 $15 million

Local Government Roads Wetland Banking Appropriations
F.Y. 1996 $3,000,000

F.Y. 1998 $2,750,000

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON:

Jim Birkholz, Assistant Director

Board of Water and Soil Resources

One West Water Street, Suite 200:

St. Paul, Minnesota 55107

Phone: 651-296-0879

Fax: 651-297-5615

E-Mail: James.Birkholz@bwsr.state.mn.us
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Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $58,100
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 2
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide - Multiple locations

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Conservation Easement Programs

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is requesting $58.7 million to
purchase conservation easements on private land. The BWSR’s Reinvest in -

Minnesota (RIM) conservation reserve programs are important components of the

state’s efforts to improve water quality by reducing soil erosion and improving wildlife

habitat on private lands. RIM is the state’s umbrella program for obtaining easements.

It is coordinated with the federal conservation easements programs, and implemented

through local soil and water conservation districts (SWCD's).

The largest portion of this request, $45 million, is to partially implement a historic
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) agreement between the state
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. This agreement guarantees $163 million in
federal funds for CREP easements on 100,000 acres of flood prone cropland in the

Minnesota River watershed. This funding is only available until 9-30-2002, meaning

that the BWSR must have completed the agreement phase for all 100,000 acres by 7-

1-2002 in order to leave time for the USDA to accomplish their work.

The state has already appropriated $10 million, leaving a balance of $60 million to fully
leverage available federal funds. The $45 million in this request would leave a
balance of $15 million in additional state funds needed in the 2002 bonding bill to fully

leverage federal funds. The BWSR is working to extend the availability of the federal
funds but Congress must open the federal "farm bill" to accomplish an extension -
something not scheduled until 2002.

This request is composed of the following components:

8 Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP): $45.0 million
B RIM Reserve/Wetland Reserve Partnership (WRP): $1.1 million
B Statewide RIM Reserve/Permanent Wetland Preserves (PWP): $4.4 million
B |mplementation Funding ($7.3 million CREP, $900 RIM) $8.2 million

The RIM Reserve program was established in 1986 "to keep certain marginal
agricultural land out of crop production to protect soil and water quality and support
fish and wildlife habitat." Funds will be used to acquire conservation easements from
landowners, for the purpose of restoring wetlands and establishing permanent
vegetative cover. Priority lands for easement acquisition include riparian lands,
drained restorable wetlands, sensitive groundwater areas, and marginal agricultural
croplands.

RIM Reserve promotes the retirement of marginal lands by paying landowners to

stop cropping and grazing, and to plant native grasses, trees, and shrubs instead.

This reduces runoff, erosion, and sedimentation, and benefits land, water, fish, and

wildlife. Specific benefits to the public include:

® Improves surface water quality by reducing sediment and nutrient loads
associated with erosion.

®  Prevents contamination of groundwater aquifers by retiring cropland near
wellheads and sinkholes.

B Enhances fish and wildlife habitat by establishing permanent vegetative cover.

The process of acquiring an easement involves three distinct stages, application,
agreement, and easement. SWCD's determine landowner eligibility, finalize the
application, and prioritize in local screening committees. The BWSR selects
applications based on state resource protection priorities. The agreement stage
entails the most work, as the SWCD works to clear physical conditions or
encumbrances from the land, and work with the landowners to develop the
conservation plan that will be applied on the easement. The BWSR develops the
legal document that spells out payment amounts, acreage, legal description, and
responsibilities regarding the easement. During the easement stage, SWCD's work
with the landowner to update the abstract and obtain title insurance. The easement
is then developed by the BWSR, executed and recorded. BWSR payment to the
landowner is then authorized.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

In 1985 Congress established a similar program called Conservation Reserve
Program. The CRP encourages farmers to plant grasses and trees on land subject
to erosion, or where vegetation can improve water quality or provide food and habitat
for wildlife. Farmers enter contracts lasting 10 to 15 years. In return, they receive
annual rent payments, incentives for certain activities, and cost-share assistance with
the planting.

In 1996, Congress provided additional funding to enhance the CRP by funding the
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), which provides for long-term
retirement of flood prone cropland. Minnesota received enough funding to retire up
to 100,000 acres of marginal land in the Minnesota River basin. These funds have
been authorized and appropriated.

The focal point of BWSR’s capital budget request is the CREP partnership in the
Minnesota River Basin. We are currently operating under an agreement with the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) that creates a partnership between
BWSR programs and CREP. This enables the BWSR to leverage an extraordinary
amount of federal money in support of Minnesota’s long-term goal of cleaning up the
Minnesota River. Leveraging the federal funds triples the buying power of
conservation easement appropriations.
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Project Narrative

Capitalizing on the CREP initiative will accelerate Minnesota's effort to achieve the
water quality goals agreed to in the Wisconsin lawsuit, which in turn will provide for
continued EPA permitting of metro area wastewater treatment plants.

In addition to the environmental benefits, the increased payments to landowners in
the Minnesota River Basin will provide welcome relief during a period of extreme
hardship for the farm economy.

With funds from the 1998 bonding bill, approximately 15,000 acres have been
enrolled in the Minnesota River CREP. Under this joint program, landowners enroll
eligible land in a 15-year federal contract, followed by a permanent RIM easement.
By paying for the first 15 years, federal funds reduce the state’s cost for a permanent
easement by 50%.

CREP will promote community sustainability by providing landowners with an
alternative to trying to earn a profit on low-lying marginal lands. The economic
enhancement is more efficient farming of profitable lands, and additional federal
funds at a time when the farm economy is stressed. The "greenways" established by
these permanent easements will connect rural and urban areas across the Minnesota
landscape. It is a durable legacy of unprecedented value that is available for a
limited time.

RIiM Reserve/Wetland Reserve Program (WRP)

A second partnership. exists between the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) and the RIM Reserve program. This one splits the cost of wetland
restoration easements between RIM Reserve and the NRCS Wetland Reserve
Program (WRP). This statewide agreement expires on 12-31-2003. Under this
program, landowners sell a 30-year WRP easement and a permanent RIM easement
at the same time. Approximately 5 thousand acres are enrolled under this program.
Like CREP, this partnership reduces the state’s easement costs by 50%. The
request of $1.1 million will restore 2,396 acres of wetlands over the next 2 years.

Statewide RIM Reserve/Permanent Wetland Preserve Program PWP

In order to provide a balanced approach to the protection of marginal land, the BWSR
is also requesting $4.4 million for the (non-CREP) RIM Reserve program. These
funds will be used to acquire perpetual easements on marginal agricultural land.

This funding could also be used for the Permanent Wetland Preserve program. PWP
acquires perpetual easements on existing type 1 (seasonally flooded basin or flat),
type 2 (inland wet meadow), type 3 (cattail), and type 6 (shrub), wetlands and adjacent
lands. No federal money is available for this program. The PWP program and the
Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) were both passed in 1991 to protect the state’s
remaining wetlands. PWP discourages the conversion of wetlands exempt under
WCA by providing landowners with a financial incentive to retain them. Under these 2

programs, the BWSR expects to put another 4,380 acres of marginal cropland under
easement.

Anticipated Outcomes
Enrollment targets for all programs over the 2000-01 biennium are 29,800 acres.

Goals and funding costs are summarized below:

Acreage Enroliment Goals:

RIM/CREP RIM/WRP RIM & PWP
To Date 14,000 6,100 61,200
F.Y. 2000-2001 65,000 2,396 4,380
F.Y. 2002-2003 22,000 8,004 5,000
F.Y. 2004-2005 0 0 40,000

State Funds Required to Enroll Goal Acreage:

$1.0 = 1 million

RIM/CREP RIMWRP  RIM&PWP  Admin. Total
To Date $10.2 $2.8 $72.3 $85.3
F.Y. 2000-2001
RIM/CREP $45.0 0 0 $7.3 $52.3
RIM Reserve 0 $1.1 $4.4 $0.3 $5.8
F.Y. 2002-2003 $15.0 $3.6 $5.0 $2.1 $25.7
F.Y. 2004-2005 0 0 $40.0 $3.9 $43.9

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTES):

The BWSR received a General Fund appropriation from the 1999 Legislature of
$1.203 million for F.Y. 2000, and $450 thousand for F.Y. 2001 for implementation of
easement and grant programs. This is in addition to the $805 thousand in our base
General Fund-operating budget. The CREP and WRP partnerships double the
number of easement applications the BWSR must process, but neither of these
partnerships provides any federal funding for program implementation at either the
state or local level.

The BWSR has adequate funding to implement the conservation easement programs
in F.Y. 2000. Accelerating the RIM program to the $58.7 million level includes
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Conservation Easement Programs

administrative funding of $8.2 million from this appropriation. Of this amount $4.9
million will go to SWCD’s for their implementation costs. The balance of $3.3 million
will pay for the BWSR costs to implement the conservation easement program. The
BWSR did not receive adequate funding for implementation of the conservation
easement programs in FY 2001.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON:

Tim Fredbo, Easement Program Manager
Board of Water and Soil Resources

One West Water Street, Suite 200

St. Paul, MN 55107

Phone: (651) 296-0880

Fax: (651) 297-5615

Email: tim.fredbo@bwsr.state.mn.us
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Conservation Easement Programs Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Start | Project Finish
All Years and All Funding Sources All Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition 07/2000 06/2005
Land, Land and Easements, Options $104,620 $156,200 $65,300 $40,000 $366,120
Buildings and Land 0 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL 104,620 156,200 65,300 40,000 366,120

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0

*| 3. Design Fees

Schematic 0 0 0 0 0

Design Development 0 0 0 0 0

Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0

Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 .

4. Project Management 07/2000
State Staff Project Management 5,100 4,040 1,850 2,560 13,550 :
Construction Management 0 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL 5,100 4,040 1,850 2,560 13,550

5. Construction Costs
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 0 0 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0

6. Art SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0

7. Occupancy
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data). 0 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0

8. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction
Inflation Multiplier - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0

9. Other SUBTOTAL 7,650 6,070 2,760 3,840 20,320

GRAND TOTAL $117,370 $166,310 $69,910 $46,400 $399,990 |
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Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 57,320 50,500 23,600 40,000 171,420 PAYMENTS Percent
General Fund Projects 15,000 7,600 2,100 3,890 28,590 (for bond-financed projects) | Amount | of Total
State Funds Subtotal 72,320 58,100 25,700 43,890 200,010 | | General Fund 560,500 | 100.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 12,750 2,510 2,510 2,510 20,280 User Financing 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 31,700 105,700 41,700 0 179,100
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTOBY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Private Funds 600 0 0 0 600 Prqject apphcgnts should bg aware that the foHovymg
requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Other 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
TOTAL 117,370 166,310 69,910 46,400 399,990 No MS 168.335 ( a).: Construction/Major
_ _ _ Remodeling Review (Legislature)
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without inflation) MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 Yes Review (Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and 160 4,040 1,850 2,560 2,560 MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Building Operation : No Notification)
Other Program Related Expenses 2,350 6,070 2,760 3,840 3,840 MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No (Administration Dept)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 Requirements (Agency)
Expenditure Subtotal 10,110 4,610 6,400 6,400 N MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 ° | Review (Office of Technology)
TOTAL 10,110 4,610 6,400 6,400 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change from Current FY 2000-01 7,600 2,100 3,890 3,890 (Finance Dept)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 19.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (Agency)
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) - Amount No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision request)
ML 1998, Chap. 404, Sec. 10, Subd. 2 15,000
ML 1996, Chap. 463, Sec. 11, Subd. 3 11,500
ML 1994, Chap. 643, Sec. 26, Subd. 3 9,000
ML 1993, Chap. 172, Sec. 14, Subd. 3 (e) 823
ML 1993, Chap. 373, Sec. 13, Subd. 1 500
ML 1992, Chap. 558, Sec. 19 1,250
ML 1991 Chap. 354, Art. 11, Sec. 1, Subd. 1(b) 7,000
ML 1991 Chap. 354, Art. 11, Sec. 1, Subd. 1 (a) 5,000
ML 1991, Chap. 254, Art. 1, Sec. 17 (a) 1,900
ML 1991, Chap. 254, Sec. 14, Subd. 6(d) 600
ML 1991, Chap. 254, Sec. 14, Subd. 9 (h) 400
Other Citations (5 defined) 19,347
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. STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE
Department of Administration Analysis: Criteria Values Points
: Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
. . Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Department of Finance Analysis: Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
This project is central to the agency’s mission and strategic plan and is consistent gg?etg?golalglgg&;ﬁ%ency Six Year Plan 8;;2538;1 gg 128
with the state’s interest in reducing non-point source pollution in the Minnesota River, Cust Service/Statewide Sianifi
and provides financial assistance to farmers. USTOMEr Qelvice/olanewss Digniicance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
The project leverages 2.3 federal dollars for each state dollar spent as well as LSJS? aAnd Non-State Financing 0-100 65
contributions from landowners, it provides a positive incentive for landowners to take tate Asset Management . S 0/20/40/60 0
marginal land out of production, it's cost effective and will produce measurably State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
cleaner water. Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 405

This project is also consistent with many of the capital budget funding criteria. It's
responsible stewardship of past investments in RIM and other clean water programs,
it attempts to “finish what we've started", it takes advantage of a unique leveraging of
federal funds, and it promotes incentives for positive behavior.

required match for the availablé federal funds. Also included are budget planning
estimates of $43.6 million of bonding, and $7.034 million from the general fund in
2002, and $9.0 million of bonding and $1.0 million from the general fund in 2004.

The request includes $8.2 million for the administrative costs of all the easement
programs (CREP, RIM, and PWP). Adequate appropriations for administrative funds
are particularly important to ensure that BWSR and the SWCD's can process the
increased volume of easements inherent in the CREP program.

including past appropriations and the current request, the state will have provided
approximately $55 million of the required $70 million in state funds. Any additional
funding appropriated in the 2002 bonding bill would have to be expended before 7-1-
02, as the availability of the federal funding ends on 9-30-02, unless the deadline is
extended.

While it does provide a rare opportunity to achieve major progress on an important
environmental goal, the limited time available to receive the federal funding requires
a very large state commitment over a very short period of time. Despite the
attractiveness of this incentive, the intense competition for bond dollars makes this
commitment extremely difficult to make,

Governor’s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $30.585 million, and $4.99
million from the general fund. Of this amount, $25 million in general obligation
bonding and $4.042 million from the General Fund is earmarked for the Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program.  This funding level (combined with prior
appropriations) means that the state will have provided approximately half of the
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Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $1,000

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY:A 20of2

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide - Multiple Locations

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Local Government Roads Wetland Banking

Background

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is requesting $1.0 million to replace
wetlands lost to public transportation projects as required under M.S. 103G.222,
Subd. 1(m). This program supports the “no-net-loss” requirement of both state and
federal regulations. It benefits local road authorities by assigning responsibility for
replacing the inevitable loss of wetlands to the state.

Issues and Consequences

The 1998 Legislature appropriated $2.75 million to this program in the capital budget.
This amount was adequate for one year of projects. The BWSR will be unable to
meet its statutory obligation to replace these wetlands if additional funds are not
appropriated. Alternatives to completely funding the replacement wetlands include:

B Revising the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) to require local governments to
pay for all, or a share of the cost of wetland replacement;

®  Allowing some metro area impacts to be replaced outside the 7-county metro
area; or

B gliminating the current requirement that redevelopment projects in the 7-county
metro area be given priority.

While these options would reduce the state’s cost and obligation, they may also
jeopardize the stakeholder agreement that resulted in the 1996 revision of the WCA.
The BWSR currently has an agreement with the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) that
allows this program to meet federal requirements. If the program is not funded, local
road authorities will again have to seek separate federal permits and be responsible
for their own wetland replacement. Given these options, the BWSR believes state
interests are best served by funding this program.

History

The 1996 Legislature amended the WCA after several years of heated controversy
finally led to a consensus between local governments, business interests,
environmental groups, and others. The local government roads wetland-banking
program was one outcome of this resolution process. It transfers responsibility for
replacing wetlands lost due to local government road construction from the road
authority to BWSR. This eliminates the need for local government transportation
officials to undertake and finance environmental reclamation projects, and

consolidates the necessary administrative, financial and technical work. The result
is higher quality, more cost effective wetland replacement.

BWSR has adopted a 3-part strategy to establish the wetland credits required by
law:

1) Develop projects with lo¢al or state partners through fee title or easement,
2) Purchase wetland credits from existing wetland banking accounts, and
3) Acquire easements using existing conservation easement programs.

Program Need

Prior experience shows that approximately 250 acres of wetlands need replacement
each year, at an annual cost of $2.35 million. The number of acres impacted
depends on the funding level of local government road construction. In the past
several years, this funding has increased by about 2% annually. The cost of
establishing the wetlands varies widely, from a low of $2 thousand/acre in rural
Minnesota, to $100 thousand/acre in the metro area.

BWSR has enough funding to replace wetlands through calendar year 1998.
Wetland losses for calendar year 1999 and beyond are not funded. The projected
need for FY 1999 through 2001 is $7.0 million.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (Facilities Notes):

BWSR received $2.75 million for Local Government Roads Wetland Banking in the
1998 capital budget. The cost to implement the program was $400,000 (15%).
Fifteen percent of the current request would be used for realty, engineering, and
implementation costs associated with the credit purchase, fee title, or easement
acquisition.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

Federal Agreements

Two recently signed agreements between BWSR and the COE provide for federal
acceptance of our wetland banking procedures. This means that local government
road projects require only one review and approval process. The COE will accept
projects approved under state standards, but only if the required wetland replace-
ments are actually funded.

Alternative Financing Options

Some people believe that funding for this program should come from transportation
related sources rather than the environmental sources because wetland
replacement is precipitated by road construction projects. Others believe that
replacing wetland drained or filled by road projects is an environmental benefit, and
that transportation funds should only be used for the development or improvement
of roads.
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Project Narrative

A sharing of costs between environmental capital bonding funds, local government
gas tax proceeds, and local levy contributions is being discussed with local
government organizations, environmental groups and state agencies. A related and
parallel effort has begun with legislative policy changes likely to be introduced (S.F.
83).

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON:

John Jaschke, WCA Program Manager
Board of Water and Soil Resources

One West Water Street, Suite 200

St.Paul, MN55107 :

Phone: (651) 297-3432

Fax: (651)297-5615

Email:  john.jaschke @bwsr.state.mn.us
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Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Start | Project Finish
All Years and All Funding Sources All Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition ) 07/2000 06/2005
Land, Land and Easements, Options $5,350 $850 $4,080 $4,166 $14,446
Buildings and Land 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 5,350 850 4,080 4,166 14,446
2. Predesign SUBTOTAL . 0 0 0 0 0
3. Design Fees ]
Schematic 0 0 0 0 0
Design Development 0 0 0 0 0
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
4. Project Management 07/2000 06/2005
State Staff Project Management 400 302 720 734 2,156
Construction Management 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 400 302 720 734 2,156
5. Construction Costs
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 0 0 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0] 0 0 0 0
6. Art SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
7. Occupancy
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
8. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction
Inflation Multiplier 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0
9. Other SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL $5,750 $1,152 $4,800 $4,900 $16,602 |
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Project Detail

ML 1996 Chap. 463, Sec. 11, Subd. 4

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 3,000 1,000 4,800 4,900 13,700 PAYMENTS Percent
General Fund Projects 2750 0 0 0 2,750 (for bond-financed projects) Amount of Total
State Funds Subtotal 5,750 1,000 4,800 4,900 16,450 General Fund 1,000 100.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 152 0 0 152 User Financing 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Local Government Eunds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 Prq;ect applicants should be aware that the following
requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Other 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
TOTAL 5,750 1,152 4,800 4,900 16,602 No MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
_ . Remodeling Review (Legislature)
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 Yes Review (Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and 262 412 982 996 996 MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Building Operation No | Notification)
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No (Administration Dept)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 o Requirements (Agency)
Expenditure Subtotal 412 982 996 996 N MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 © | Review (Office of Technology)
TOTAL 412 982 996 996 N MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change from Current FY 2000-01 150 720 734 734 ° (Finance Dept)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (Agency)
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision request)
ML 1998 Chap. 404, Sec. 10, Subd. 3 2,750
3,000
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Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

12/7/99

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This project is closely aligned with the agency’s strategic plan and the six year capital
budget plan. It supports the "no net loss" of wetlands provisions in both federal and
state policy

The legislature should consider whether or not paying for wetland mitigation needed
due to local road projects is an appropriate state role. One economic perspective
would have the proposers of projects pay for the external effects (i.e. lost wetlands)
of their project decisions; under that alternative, local governments would pay for
wetland replacement from highway related state aid funds or other local sources.
State highway funds currently cover the costs of wetland replacement required for
state road projects.

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 80
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 75
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 275
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Zoological Gardens Projects Summary

' - Agl;(r)](‘]: v Agency Pro;e;:; I;scg;essst:) ::;r State Funds Statewi ‘f'e Governor’s_ Govergg{i :1 I:tI:nmng
Project Title Priority . Strategic | Recommendation
Ranking 2000 2002 2004 Total Score 2000 2002 2004
Heating Supply Line/Chiller Replacement 1 $1,100 $0 $0 $1,100 400 $1,100 $0 $0
Roadways. and Pathways 2 4,000 5,000 6,000 15,000 405 4,000 5,000 6,000
Education Expansion/Zoolab Rehab 0 2,186 0 2,186 0 0 0
Hospital - 0 - 75 0 75 0 0 0
Greenhouse 0 275 0 275 0 0 0
Bird Holding 0 860 0 860 0 0 0
Infrastructure and Maintenance 0 1,000 0 1,000 0 0 0
Water Management 0 0 800 800 0 0 0
Total Project Requests $5,100 $9,396 $6,800 $21,296 | $5,100 $5,000 $6,000
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AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The Minnesota Zoological Gardens (MZG) is an education, conservation and
recreation organization created by M.S.Ch. 85A for the collection, habitation,
preservation, care, exhibition and the examination and study of wild and domestic
animals. The MZG and its programs provide a significant enhancement to the quality
of life in Minnesota.

Mission: To strengthen the bond between people and the living earth. This mission
is accomplished through exhibits and programs that educate the public, increase
understanding of animals and nature and encourage action on behalf of conservation
efforts.

Vision: The MZG follows seven vision strategies to achieve its mission:
®  (Create a magical experience

Thrive as a special place for children

Know our customers

Manage guest “moments of truth”

Link revenues to results

Build a premier service organization

Invest to keep the existing Zoo great

As required by Minnesota statute, the MZG is a public private partnership and
consists of adequate faciliies and structures to meet its mission. The MZG
enhances the quality of life in Minnesota by providing enjoyable education,
conservation and recreation experiences to promote a better understanding of
animals and nature and to encourage stewardship of natural resources. The MZG
belongs to the people of Minnesota and its facilities and programs are accessible to
all Minnesota citizens. The MZG also attracts many visitors from other states and
countries.

The MZG focuses on delivering excellence in its three core program areas:

®  Education programs provide meaningful and entertaining interactions with the
MZG’s unique collection of plants and animals. Programs foster the
development of values regarding species survival, biodiversity, habitat
preservation and environmental stewardship. The MZG is a primary resource for
Minnesota schools to achieve environmental education outcomes. The MZG is
the only North American zoo with an education department that is accredited as
a special function school by the North Central Association of Colleges and
Schools. Education efforts include the Minnesota Zoo Mentor program for
minority youth, the partnership with ISD #196 to deliver innovative education
experiences at the School of Environmental Studies at the Minnesota Zoo,

Career Nights, Zoo Camp, Aquatic Encounter Overnights, Family Zoo
Adventures, Teacher Workshops and a variety of other youth and family
programs.

B Conservation efforts strive to preserve biodiversity and promote a better
understanding of animals and nature. The MZG partners with local and global
agencies and organizations to promote the survival of threatened and
endangered species and ecosystems. Conservation efforts include leadership
in Minnesota’'s trumpeter swan breeding and reintroduction program,
participation in the Dakota County Wetlands assessment, conservation
education and participation in Species Survival Plans to coordinate the
breeding of endangered species to maintain genetic diversity in captive
populations,

®  Recreation opportunities are fun family-oriented experiences that are delivered
both at the MZG and throughout Minnesota. Visitors to the MZG have fun and
leave with a greater understanding, appreciation and respect for animals and
nature. Recreation at the MZG provides fun learning experiences and also
generates revenue to support MZG operation. Recreation efforts include
Holiday in Lights, Spring Babies, Music in the Zoo summer concert series, and
a variety of events for MZG members, animal sponsors and the general public.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHERS ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES, OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:

In 1955, several organizations, including the Como Zoo, the Minnesota Zoological
Society, the Citizens League and the Metropolitan Council, began exploring the
concept of a major metropolitan zoo. In 1969, this concept was expanded by the
Minnesota State Legislature to encompass the entire state with the creation of the
country's first state zoo. The legislature established the MZG Board of Directors in
1969 and in 1973, approved the MZG master plan and passed a bonding bill that
was signed by the Governor to fund the construction of the MZG. Construction
began in May 1974 and the MZG officially opened to the public on May-22, 1978.

The MZG provides exciting and affordable family experiences to heighten guests’
understanding of conservation and encourage a stewardship ethic for animals and
nature. Since opening in 1978, over 21 million people have visited the MZG and its
collection now consists of 2,480 animals that represent 405 species, including
several that are classified as threatened or endangered. The MZG continually
evaluates and improves its programs and services to provide the most effective and
enjoyable experiences possible. With a membership of more than 28,000
households, the MZG has one of the largest membership bases of any family
attraction in the state. More than 1.2 million people visit the MZG annually,
including over 145,000 Minnesota K-12 students, teachers and chaperones. The
MZG provides activities and programs for people of all ages and backgrounds to
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encourage stewardship for animals and nature and to instill a greater appreciation for
the rich diversity of life on earth. ‘

Originally designed and constructed as a state-of-the-art zoological facility, the
twenty-one year old MZG is now in need of capital investment to address life safety
issues, protect the state investment in this unique state-wide asset and provide more
efficient and effective service to the public. Although the MZG is a year-round facility,
approximately 70% of the MZG annual visits occur between Memorial Day and Labor
Day. The expenses for maintenance of the facility and the management of the plant
and animal collection are fixed and distributed throughout the year, but admission
fees earned during the summer months generate the vast majority of revenue. Many
factors beyond the MZG's realm of influence (competing attractions, weather
conditions, availability of leisure time and money, etc.) impact the levels of
attendance and, therefore, in part, determine MZG revenues. In order to provide
better long-term financial stability, the MZG is developing programs and activities to
reduce the seasonal nature of attendance and revenue, but the summer season is
expected to continue to have the greatest attendance and revenue generating
opportunities.

PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESMENT OF THE CONDITION, SECURITY, AND
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, OR ASSETS:

Construction of the MZG began 25 years ago and the MZG has been open to the
public for 21 years. Over one million guests use the MZG exhibit facilities and park
areas each year. The 500 acre facility is aging and requires preventative mainten-
ance and corrective preservation.

In 1998, the Statewide Facilities Management Group, coordinated by the Department
of Administration, assessed the appropriate levels of annual building maintenance
necessary for state agencies. According to the guidelines developed by this process,
the MZG should dedicate an additional $3.4 million annually to maintenance and
preventative maintenance activities for its facilities.

The MZG will continue to address the infrastructure maintenance needs through use
of General Fund appropriations and CAPRA requests whenever feasible. The capital
budget request for the current biennium addresses specific needs to correct life
safety issues and to provide improved customer service.

The Heating Plant upgrades requested in the capital budget for the current biennium
would correct existing life safety issues and also improve efficiency of an outdated
system of connections between buildings within the MZG site. The $1.1 million
request to upgrade the Heating Plant infrastructure would prevent continued
deterioration of the infrastructure, reduce or eliminate serious life safety hazards and
protect the health of the valuable MZG plant and animal collection. This project
would also result in significant savings by preventing the need for more extensive
corrective measures in the future.

The condition of MZG Roadways and Pathways has deteriorated due to the age of
the infrastructure, increased usage, increased size and weight of vehicles to
manage the facility and severe weather in the past few years. It has become
necessary to repair and replace portions of the Roadway and Pathway
infrastructure to meet current usage standards, properly manage the site and
preserve valuable state assets. Initial progress on the Roadways and Pathways
project was funded by $1.75 million provided through state bonding in the 1997
Legislative session. The capital budget request for the current biennium would
continue improvements to the Roadways and Pathways infrastructure that are
critical to the development and maintenance of a comfortable and safe environment
for both the staff and 1.2 million annual guests.

Other areas that are currently inadequate for safe, effective and efficient operation
of the MZG and that will need to be addressed in the coming years include:

B Construction of a Learning Center to meet the growing demand for education
programs;

Continued improvements to Water Management;

Construction of a Bird Holding facility;

Improvements to the Greenhouse; and

Renovation of the Veterinary Hospital facilities.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL
BUDGET PLAN:

In June 1987, the MZG Board adopted a Long-Range Plan. The plan provided
MZG guiding vision for the subsequent 5-10 years. The MZG mission fo strengthen
the bond between people and the living earth guided the process to create the
Long-Range Plan. In 1991 and again in 1999, the MZG Board, Minnesota Zoo
Foundation Trustees and the staff worked together to update the vision and Long-
Range Plan for the future. The Long-Range Plan provides direction for the MZG as
a whole and a basis for development of specific operational plans regarding the
Collection, Conservation, Education, Recreation, Finance and Facilities Master
Plan. The Long-Range Plan also establishes the criteria to be used to establish
priorities for capital projects.

The Long-Range Plan specifically recognizes the unique public-private partnership
that exists between the State of Minnesota, the MZG Board of Directors and the
Minnesota Zoo Foundation that sustains the MZG as a resource for all Minnesota
citizens. MZG programs and activities focus on conservation, education and
recreation. The Long-Range Plan ensures that the MZG is a fun place to learn
about and enjoy animals and also serves as an excellent example of recreation with
a purpose — to promote conservation action. [n conjunction with the Long-Range
Plan, the Facilities Master Plan coordinates all activities related to asset
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Strategic Planning Summary

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

preservation, renovation of existing exhibits, support facilities and public areas and
also capital expansion projects to add new exhibits and public areas.

The most immediate priority is to address life safety concerns related to the current
condition of the Heating Plant infrastructure. The system has serious faults and
limitations that pose potential dangers to MZG staff, guests and the valuable
collection of plants and animals. Capital expenditures on the Heating Plant system
would reduce the potential for injury and also avoid the higher cost of future
corrective action.

The MZG also needs to continue the Roadways and Pathways project that was
started with funds from the previous bonding cycle. This project also addresses life
safety concerns and improves the roadways, pathways and parking areas to become
appropriate to the current types and levels of use. In addition to life safety concerns,
the Roadways and Pathways project also greatly improves the customer service for
the more than 1.2 million annual MZG guests.

The MZG strategic plan for capital investments in the next six years includes several
other projects to better serve guests, manage the living collection of plants and
animals and correct life safety issues. Construction of a Learning Center is
necessary to better serve the growing demand for the MZG environmental education
programs. The current education facilities are inadequate to meet the needs of the
existing programs and severely limit opportunities to improve and expand the MZG
education efforts. Water Management improvements are also a priority in order to
correct water quality and quantity problems and efficiently manage water issues on
the 500-acre site. The Greenhouse is twenty years old and no longer meets the
horticulture needs of the MZG. A new horticulture facility will allow better
maintenance of the collection of tropical plants, management of the virgin hardwood
forests and provide a pleasant recreational setting. The construction of a Bird
Holding facility has become necessary to support the management of the MZG
exotic and endangered bird collection. This new bird facility would improve the
MZG's nationally renowned passerine (songbird) breeding programs that generates
revenue and also provide winter holding areas for trumpeter swans that are part of
the breeding and reintroduction program in Minnesota. The current Veterinary
Hospital facilities are no longer adequate to manage .the preventative health
maintenance, medical treatment, medical records and research necessary to properly
maintain the health of the animal collection and advance MZG conservation efforts.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

The MZG routinely requests and receives guest evaluation and comments regarding
the current condition of the facility as well as requests for future exhibit
additions.Regular surveys also indicate levels of guest satisfaction with the current
MZG facility and their preferences for future exhibit additions. This information is
essential to effectively serve the needs Minnesota and its citizens.

The MZG management staff, in consultation with the MZG Board of Directors,
determines the priorities for capital projects based on guest input, cost-benefit
analysis, affordability, feasibility, conservation impact and relevance to the MZG
mission. When appropriate, consultants or engineers have been engaged to assist
in feasibility studies, planning and pre-design.

AGENCY CAPITAL PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS (1994-1999):

B $1.82 million received in 1992 funded roof replacement that was completed in
1994. The MZG is repaying 1/3 of the debt service and the state General Fund
the remaining 2/3.

®  $20.5 million in bonding was approved during the 1994 Legislative session for
the construction of the Discovery Bay — United HealthCare Marine Education
Center. This facility includes marine exhibits for Atlantic bottlenose dolphins,
large shark species, sea turtles, sting rays, eels, smaller shark species and a
variety of marine invertebrates. It also includes hands-on interactive exhibits
and facilities for after hour rentals. Discovery Bay opened in June 1997. The
MZG is repaying 60% of the debt service and the state General Fund the
remaining 40%.

B $1 million was received in 1994 for infrastructure and maintenance. Of this
total, $392,000 funded improvements to animal management areas and
$608,000 funded projects to address water management issues.

&  The MZG received CAPRA funds totaling $913,000 through F.Y. 1999. These
funds were spent to address code compliance and life safety issues.

®  $1.75 million was approved during the 1998 Legislative session to begin the
first phase of the Roadways and Pathways project. These funds provided
support to address life safety and customer service priorities that are part of
six-year plan to improve the Roadways and Pathways infrastructure.
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Zoological Gardens
Heating Supply Line/Chiller Replacement

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2000-2005 Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $1,100
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Apple Valley

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Zoo requests $1.1 million to repair and upgrade the facility’s heating and cooling
system.

Heating System: The project will install new insulated high temperature heat lines to
distribute heat throughout the Zoo complex. The Zoological Gardens is heated by a
central boiler plant which distributes the heat throughout the complex through a
system of underground high temperature supply and return pipes. The system was
installed during the original construction of the Zoo and is over 20 years old. The
steel pipes that carry the water for heating the complex from the heating plant
building to the other buildings is nearing the end of its expected life cycle and have
begun rusting badly. In addition the insulation installed originally with the pipes has
deteriorated badly and is providing minimal insulation value. Several major leaks
have occurred and have been repaired on a piecemeal basis.

Cooling System: The project will replace the existing main building complex cooling
equipment.

The Zoological Gardens complex is cooled by a 500 ton chiller which produces cool
water that is distributed though a piping system to the buildings to be cooled. The
current chiller is over 20 years old and is nearing the end of its expected life cycle.
The unit uses R-12 refrigerant, which is no longer manufactured. This has made it
difficult and expensive to obtain in case of the need to recharge the system. If a leak
requiring recharging were to occur the cost of refrigerant would exceed $84,000.

The aging heating and cooling systems at the Zoological Gardens have reached the
end of their expected life cycle and need to be replaced. Failure to replace could
result in serious consequences if the systems fail abruptly. The Zoo complex contains
no backup to either of these primary systems. The loss of heat or cooling for even a
relatively short period of time, during a period of heavy demand on the system could
result in loss to the animal and plant collection at the Zoo. Due to the outdated
technology of the present coolers, even a routine loss of refrigerant on the system will
result in excessive expenditures for the no longer manufactured and scarce R-12.
The manufacturer of the system does not recommend repair of equipment that has
reached this point in its life cycle.

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

The project is repair and replacement of current systems and will result in no
additional operating costs to the Zoo. The failure to make the necessary repairs will
subject the Zoo to potentially high emergency repair costs in the case of an abrupt
failure of the systems. The replacement of the insulation on the high temperature
heating piping should result in some utility cost savings.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:
Jim Reinholdz »

13000 Zoo Boulevard

Apple Valley, MN

Phone: (612) 431-9300

Fax: (612) 431-9211

Email:  jim.reinholdz@state.mn.us
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Zoological Gardens
Heating Supply Line/Chiller Replacement

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Start | Project Finish
All Years and All Funding Sources All Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 All Years {(Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land and Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Buildings and Land 0 0 0 0 0
. SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
3. Design Fees
Schematic 0 0 0 0 0
Design Development 0 30 0 0 30 07/2000 08/2000
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 30 0 0 30
4. Project Management 08/2000 12/2001
State Staff Project Management 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Management 0 30 0 0 30|
SUBTOTAL 0 30 0 0 30
5. Construction Costs 08/2000 12/2001
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 0 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 900 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 53 0 0
i SUBTOTAL 0 953 0 0
6. Art SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0
7. Occupancy
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0
8. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction 04/2001
Inflation Multiplier 8.60% 0.00% 0.00%
Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 87 0 0
9, Other SUBTOTAL 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL $1,100 $0 $0
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Zoological Gardens

Heating Supply Line/Chiller Replacement

e

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 PAYMENTS Percent
State Funds Subtotal 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 (for bond-financed projects) Amount of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 General Fund 1,100 100.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Other 0 0 0 0 0 Prq}ect applicgnts should bg aware that the follov\_/ing
TOTAL 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 requirements will apgi)é tk?otrl:c‘iailr: g{)oi{fcts after adoption of
_ _ . Yes MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) Remodeling Review (Legislature)
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 N MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 © | Review (Legislature)
Building Operation No | MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 o Notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 o (Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 Requirements (Agency)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 Review (Office of Technology)
Change from Current FY 2000-01 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (Finance Dept)
N MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
© | Required (Agency)
quire gency
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
request) ‘
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Zoological Gardens
Heating Supply Line/Chiller Replacement

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
‘ Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Analysis

Department of Admini'_stration Analysis:
12/7/99

Projects of an infrastructure nature do not require a formal predesign submittal.

Department of Finance Analvsis:

This project replaces 20-year old heating and cooling system water pipes and chillers
to protect the collection of plants and animals from extreme temperatures should the
system fail. The project is consistent with the agency’s strategic plan and the
Governor's views on asset preservation. ; B

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $1.1 million for this project.

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Values Points

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 80
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 60
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 20
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 0
: Total | 700 Maximum 400
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens
Roadways and Pathways

Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Narrative

2000 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $4,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 2
PROJECT LOCATION: Apple Valley, MN

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Minnesota Zoo requests $4.0 million dollars in the
next phase of an ongoing project to rebuild pathways, roadways and parking lots.

Beginning with an appropriation of dollars from the 1998 Capital Budget Request,
infrastructure improvements were made, and serious safety deficiencies were
addressed. The proposed project will continue this work by focusing on the
roadways, parking lots, pathways and public plaza areas that will handle over 5
million people over the next 5 years.

The Minnesota Zoo currently has approximately 1,645,000 square feet of asphalt
surfacing located in a variety of areas (38 acres of land). Maps showing the
pavement areas of the Zoo and their current condition are available. The following
table describes the categories and quantities of the paved areas.

Roadways 375,000 square feet Average 20-foot width
Parking Lots 1,100,000 square feet 2,700 parking stalls
Pathways 70,000 square feet Average 10-foot width
Public plaza areas 100,000 square feet

Previous funding of this project has allowed for the replacement of the public
perimeter roads (about 186,000 square feet of asphalt), new curbing in these areas,
a rebuilt public pathway along the Northern Trail (approximately 35,000 square feet)
and the replacement of a pedestrian bridge along the Northern Trail.

Because of the advanced age, a limited maintenance budget, and intense use of
these pavement areas for the past 2 decades, all of the asphalt, (except that
replaced during 1998 and 1999), need_s extensive repair or replacement.

Many of the zoo’s roadways and pathways were originally constructed for light duty
use. The 1998 appropriation was used to reconstruct the worst of the public
roadways, and the next phase is to reconstruct public parking lots and the service
roads. The roadway current width and cross section are not able to handle the
additional traffic volume and heavy loads of today’s vehicles.

As a part of this project, concrete curbing needs to be installéd in all'areas visible to
the public and where we were experiencing erosion to the roadway sub-base. This
curbing is necessary and instrumental in protecting the asphalt edge from
unnecessary deterioration, extending the lifespan of roadways for many years and
channeling storm water runoff.” With the exception of new construction, concrete
curbing had not been used on the zoo property in the past. Studies that have been

completed by several cities throughout Minnesota indicate that concrete curbing will
extend the pavement life well beyond the investment cost of the curb improvement,
Additionally, maintenance costs are reduced and esthetics improved.

A key aspect of this project is to address the increasing demand for adequate public
parking on the zoo site. With our current attendance the need to provide adequate
parking has become acute. The Minnesota Zoo has statistics documenting the
existing and required number of parking stalls based upon current and projected
attendance at the zoo.

In addition to asphalt and curbing, lighting improvements are needed in the main
entries, public walkways and plaza areas where the public congregate. The zoo
was originally built without any outdoor lighting. Only recently have we been able to
add lights to a few key areas to meet our minimum needs. In order to meet the
required Uniform Building Code (UBC) standards, lighting in all parking lots, entries,
outdoor walkways and plaza areas is necessary. Improved lighting will increase the
safety and security of the visitors, staff and the overall premises. With the increase
in the amount of nighttime activities and the huge investment in zoo facilities,
lighting is becoming a critical public safety need.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS: The annual estimated increase in
operating costs to maintain the requested FY 2000 improvements is $131 thousand
beginning in FY 2002. This is for a regular schedule of seal coating and chip
coating of the paved areas.

This project was funded during the F.Y. 1998-99 Capital Budget in the amount of
$1.750 million. Prior to that appropriation, previous repairs had been funded
through the zoo's operating funds. In 1995 and 1996, expenditures to improve the
pavements in the zoo totaled less that $100 thousand.

Because only partial funding was previously received, it is necessary to continue
this project to limit costly and. less effective further "stopgap" improvements.
Infrastructure improvements were a high priority for the zoo in the last capital
budget cycle, and public safety, program expansion and current maintenance
conditions continue to make this request a high priority for the zoo.

A predesign document was previously submitted, and partial design work has been
completed on this project.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: Pictures showing conditions of pavement and
construction tables and attendance graphs, etc. are available for review.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:

Jim Reinholdz Fax: (612) 431-9211
Phone: (612) 431-9309 Email:  jim.reinholdz@state.mn.us
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Zoological Gardens
Roadways and Pathways

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Costs | Project Start | Project Finish
All Years and All Funding Sources All Prior Years | FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land and Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Buildings and Land 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 27 0 0 0 27
3. Design Fees
Schematic 0 0 0 0 0
Design Development 103 200 300 275 878 07/2000 10/2000
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL" 103 200 300 275 878 S
4. Project Management 06/2003
State Staff Project Management - 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Management” o 32 75 100 100 307
N K SUBTOTAL 32 75 100 100 307
5. Construction Costs - ’ 10/2000 06/2003
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommiissioning ™' 0 0 0 0 0
Construction - - ) 0 0 0 0 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 1,615 3,143 3,526 3,950 12,234
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 238 262 312 812
SUBTOTAL 1,615 3,381 3,788 4,262 13,046
6. Art SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
7. Occupancy
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
8. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction 06/2001 06/2003 06/2005
Inflation Multiplier 9.40% 19.40% 29.40%
Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 344 812 1,363 2,519
9. Other SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL $1,777 $4,000 $5,000 $6,000 $16,777
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Zoological Gardens
Roadways and Pathways

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2000-2005

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 1,750 4,000 5,000 6,000 16,750 PAYMENTS Percent
State Funds Subtotal 1,750 4,000 5,000 6,000 16,750 (for bond-financed projects) | Amount | of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 27 0 0 0 27 General Fund 4,000 | 100.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Other 0 0 0 0 0 rel;(ﬁz?‘ :r;])tplicipts s:wotulc:hbg av;/a_re ihat ftthe fglloxt/ying f
S Wil g O thelr projects aiter aaoption o
TOTAL 1,777 4,000 5,000 6,000 16,777 Pt bonding, bill P
IMPACT ON STATE Current Projected Costs (Without Inflation) Yes ﬁfn:fiﬁfs Se?iéfv"?f;;“;;f,g[‘,’rﬁf"“
OPERATING COSTS FY 2000-01 | FY 2000-01 | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 No | MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and 0 0 0 0 0 % | Review (Legislature)
Building Operation N MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 Notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 ° (Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 262 262 262 MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
~ Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 262 262 262 No | Requirements (Agency)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
ST - TOTAL. 0 0 262 262 262 Review (Office of Technology)
Change from Curr it FY'2000-01 - o 0 262 262 262 No | MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ° (Finance Dept)
TR No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount Required (Agency)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter Section, Subdivision No Matching Funds Required (as per agency
98 404 00 000 a : e 1,750 request)
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Project Analysis

OoWaa

bt ‘ ~ Fiscal Years 2000-2005
Roadways and Pathways , Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) -
‘V | STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE | -
Department of Administration An ~ Criteria ; Values Paints
- Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards = | 0/700. 0
12/7/99 Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
o . y L e Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 L 0
.P.ro;ects of an infrastructure Aature do not require a formal predesign submittal. Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 80
Safety/Code Conceins - . 0/35/70/105 - 70
v _ " L Customer:Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
Department of Finance Analysis: Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 | 75
This is a continuation of a project that was requested and approved two years ago. It gf;g?gsgltoh'}'asnt:t‘z;'g:tncmg : g};ggo 5 43‘
-is a multi-year project fo replace inadeguate and worn out roads; bridges, pathways’ ie Ooora Sg , oot Efgiaa 050740760
and parking fots at the Minnesota Zoo. The proposal is consistenit with both the State _ Pef?i!ng avings or Operating Efficiencies 0 20
agency’s sirategic plan and'the state's interest in-asset:preservation. There is no Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 . 50
alternative funding source. Total | 700 Maximum 405
Governor's Recommendation:
:The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $4 million for this project. -
Also included are hizdget planning estimates of $5 million in 2002 and $6 million in ) s
2004. W\ k§
. &2
LEEE
S S
i £33
o &35
= Qo B -
® @ PR
52 & a0 o
o= A=
Vi = T mH
| Y] M it . s
& ﬁ & © NS
&= 3 oo
#o0 300
= =m @ <
2 & 9 T p N
g0 138
g % 38
=4 RN
& g = o
b o o o]
g{ S Y <
“{? n
= : D
—_ <
—di

PAGE D-218




