























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Natural Resources, Department of
Trust Fund Lands

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 0 0 1,000 1,000 2,000 PAYMENTS
State Funds Subtotal 0 0 1,000 1,000 2,000 (for bond-financed projects Percent
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 only) Amount | of Totai
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 General Fun.d 0 OOA’
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0%
grt'r‘]’::e Funds 8 g 8 g g STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
roject a Icanis shou e aware tha e Tolowin
TOTAL 0 0 1,000 1,000 2,000 requiiemer?tg will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
the bonding bill.
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 { FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 No Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 v MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 S | Review (by Legislature)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Requirements
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Review (by Office of Technology)
v MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
es -
(as per Finance Dept.)
N MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
o} -
(as per Finance Dept)
N MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
0 : -
Required (by granting agency)
No Matching Funds Required
(as per agency request)
Yes Project Cancellation in 2007

(as per Finance Dept)
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Natural Resources, Department of
Trust Fund Lands

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

The Office of the Legislative Auditor (OLA) criticized the DNR's management of its
fiduciary responsibility to the Permanent School Trust Fund in a report published in
1998 (98-05). While the legislature has yet to resolve the statutory conflicts between
preservation of resources and maximization of income, it's clear that trust fund lands
within state park boundaries will never realize their income potential:

This request acts upon the OLA's recommendation that condemnation be considered
as a way to compensate the trust fund for the non-revenue producing usage of trust
fund lands. Because a similar request for $500,000 in the 2000 capital budget was
not funded, this project requests no specific funding level, but serves as an opportun-
ity to act on this issue should the legislature choose to do so.

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend capital funding for this request.

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 0
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 0
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 25
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 40
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 90
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Natural Resources, Department of
Natural and Scenic Area Grants

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $1,000,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 3 (Grant Programs)
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This request is for $1.0 million in bonding for matching grants to cities, counties,
townships and school districts for acquisition and protection of local natural and
scenic areas with outstanding biological, geological, ecological and scenic values.
This program is a tool in the department's efforts to work with communities in
protecting and managing open space and natural habitat areas. Local governments
complete the acquisitions and are reimbursed for 50% of the appraised value of the
property. Local governments assume the responsibility for ongoing operations and
maintenance of these areas and must not convert the property to other uses. This
protects the natural and scenic values in perpetuity. This partnership arrangement
allows the state to contribute to the protection of significant public natural resource
areas without incurring long-term operating and maintenance costs. It also provides
critical matching funds to encourage local governments to protect these areas.

Applications for grants through the Natural and Scenic Area Grants program will be
due in the spring of 2002. A second round of applications would be due in the spring
of 2003. The normal project period is two years, so most projects should be
completed by the end of calendar year 2004. Project grant request amounts vary,
but the statutory maximum grant for this program under M.S. 85.019 is $500,000. In
the 2001 grant round the department received applications totaling over $2.5 million.

Interest in this program is growing throughout the state, but perhaps most intensively
from the rapidly growing counties and cities in the fringe of the Twin Cities metro
area. For example, 2001 applications were received from Benton, Sherburne,
Wright, Goodhue, Chisago and Meeker counties and from the cities of Hugo, Dayton
and Lester Prairie (McLeod County). Other fast growing communities included
Rochester, LaCrescent (spillover growth from La Crosse, Wisconsin) and Lake City.

Several of these proposals included acquisition of property that would connect with or
add to existing natural and open space areas, including linking local natural areas to
existing state lands. In addition to addressing concerns about urban sprawl and the
desire to provide habitat connections for wildlife, many of these projects provide other
benefits such as environmental education opportunities and appropriate outdoor
recreation opportunities. Often, these local projects complement state efforts to
protect important wildlife or native habitat resources.

These grants are cost effective tools that enable the state to work collaboratively
with local governments to help address the common goals of open space and
habitat protection.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

No impact on the department’s operating budget.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

None.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:
Wayne Sames, Manager, Local Grant Programs

DNR Office of Management and Budget Services

500 Lafayette Road, Box 10

St. Paul, MN 55155-4010

Phone: (651) 296-1567

Fax: (651) 296-6047
E-mail: wayne.sames@dnr.state.mn.us
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Natural Resources, Department of
Natural and Scenic Area Grants

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Land and Buildings

2. Predesign Fees

oo

oo

oo

0
0

0
0

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

(=} { =) e) )

o000

olQo|o|o

o|lojo|o

o|O|0|0

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

oo |o

olo|o|o

(@] (e} {=] =)

ojo|o|o

[} [} ] =)

5. Construction Costs

07/2002

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

29,90

4,00

4,00

4,00

41,90

. One Percent for Art

06/2004

. Relocation Expenses

QIOINIOOO|O|0|O

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

QOO0 0|0 |0|0O|O

Qlo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o

(==} Nile]{e] o] o] o] ]

(=N IE -]

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL: (items 1 - 8)

[=3[=] (o] [er] (o)

ojojojo|o

9. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

0.00%

0.00%

0

$29,902 |

$4,000

$4,000

$41,902 |
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Natural Resources, Department of

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

., Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Project Detail
Natural and Scenic Area Grants Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 500 1,000 1,000 1,000 3,500 PAYMENTS
General Fund Projects 3,700 0 0 0 3,700 (for bond-financed projects Percent
Env & Natural Resoures 3,984 0 0 0 3,984 only) Amount of Tota(l)
Minnesota Resources 5,654 0 0 0 5,654 General Fund 1,000 100.0 O/"
State Funds Subtotal 13,838 1,000 1,000 1,000 16,838 | LUser Financing 0 0.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 1,113 1,000 1,000 1,000 4113 glgtggs;ém ﬁg&i@;ﬁgg'&f?gﬂg
Lolcal Government Funds 14,951 2,000 2,000 2,000 20,951 requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 No | MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
TOTAL 29,902 4,000 4,000 4,000 41,902 © | Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
_ _ _ Yes MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) Review (by Legislature)
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Requirements
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 Review (by Office of Technology)
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 (as per Finance Dept.)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No | MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
(as per Finance Dept)
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount ves | MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision Regquired (by granting agency)
Laws of Minnesota 2001, 1SS Chapter 2, Section 15, Subd. 5 (b) 4,005 Yes | Matching Funds Required
Laws of Minnesota 2000, Chapter 492, Section 7, Subd. 11 500 (as per agency request)
Laws of Minnesota 1999, Chapter 231, Section 16, Subd. 4 (a) 3,633 Yes | Project Cancellation in 2007
Laws of Minnesota 1998, Chapter 404, Section 7, Subd. 26 3,500 (as per Finance Dept)
Laws of Minnesota 1998, Chapter 401, Section 4 200
Laws of Minnesota 1997, Chapter 216, Section 15, Subd. 4 (c) 2,000
TOTAL 13,838
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Natural Resources, Department of
Natural and Scenic Area Grants

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This project is normally funded in the capital budget.

substantially less than the program typically receives.

Governor's Recommendation:

The amount requested is

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $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 40
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 105
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 50
Total | 700 Maximum 270
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Natural Resources, Department of
State Trail Connections

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $500,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 3 (Grant Programs)
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This request is for $500,000 in bonding for matching grants to units of government for
up to 50% of the costs of acquisition, construction, and engineering services for trails
that connect communities, trails and parks. However, on average the state's portion
of the total cost for these types of projects amounts to just 23%. If land used for the
trails is not in full public ownership, then the recipients must ensure that the trail
development will be available for at least 20 years. Bond proceeds will only be used
for publicly owned trail portions. Land acquired with these funds is perpetually
dedicated for recreational trail purposes.

The Local Trail Connections grant program helps the department work with
communities in providing outdoor recreational opportunities. This program promotes
an integrated approach to managing resources by protecting linear corridors and
fostering opportunities for trail linkages between state, regional, and local ftrail
systems and their facilities. It addresses common resource objectives by expanding
outdoor recreational opportunities and encouraging sustainable (non-automobile)
travel alternatives. This partnership arrangement allows the state to contribute to the
protection of significant outdoor recreational resources without incurring long-term
operating, maintenance, and management costs.

This grant program depends on local communities and their local government
representatives to provide inspiration, planning, and commitment, as well as the local
matching requirement to make the outdoor recreational trail projects a reality. The
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) enters into a partnership with them by
providing technical assistance in reviewing project plans as well as the important
financial incentive. Local governments complete the acquisition or projects and are
reimbursed for a portion of the acquisition or project actually completed.

Applications for grant through the Local Trail Connections grant program are due on
February 28 of each year that funding is available. A second grant cycle will be
completed in the year 2003.

Last year the DNR received 26 Local Trail Connections grant applications with
requests close to $1 million. Project awards for this Local Trail Connections grant
request of $500,000 will benefit at least five communities (maximum grant of
$100,000 per project).

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

This $500,000 request for matching grants to local units of government will not
require additional staff support to provide project evaluation and selection,
environmental review, contract preparation and administration, project billings, and
project monitoring. The local governments assume the responsibility for ongoing,
long-term operations and maintenance of the trail projects and must not convert the
property to uses other than those for which the grant was provided.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The increased urbanization of the state has led to a shortage of outdoor recreational
opportunities through the rapid disappearance of natural and open space areas in
growing communities throughout the state. This has resulted in a loss of natural
areas to provide accessible public outdoor recreational opportunities at the local
level. In addition, many communities have realized the benefits of a good locally
based trail system and are interested in linking local trail projects with regional and
state trails.

The Local Trail Connections grant program is a cost-effective tool that enables the
state to work collaboratively with local governments to help address needs and
provides increased public access to recreational trail opportunities at the local level.

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

Tim Mitchell, Grants Specialist, Trail Recreation Section
DNR Trails and Waterways Unit

500 Lafayette Road, Box 52

St. Paul, MN 55155-4052

Phone: (651) 297-1718

FAX:  (651) 297-5475

E-mail: tim.mitchell@dnr.state.mn.us
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Natural Resources, Department of
State Trail Connections

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$0

$0

$0

$0

Land and Buildings

2. Predesign Fees

(=] {e]

0
0

oo

oo

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

(@)@} [e] [an)

[=l{= e} =)

olo|o|o

Qlojo|o

[} )] ]

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

ojo|o|o

(e} [e] [ ] [en]

[} [} [} [en]

olojo|o

[=lle] ] ]

5. Construction Costs

07/2002

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

4,16

1,23

1,23

7,23

. One Percent for Art

06/2004

. Relocation Expenses

OIOINIOIOIO 00O

(o} (e} |[e]e] e} ool le)

[=l{e}{e}{e] o] {e]{a]) (o] (o]

ojolo|o|Cc|jo|o|o|o

o|oNjo|o|olo|o|lo

0N,

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL: (items 1 —8)

ajojo|oio

(o2}
-

~NjOjo|ofo

9. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

0.00%

$4,162 |

0
$615
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Natural Resources, Department of AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

State Trail Connections Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Project Detail
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 500 500 1,000 1,000 3,000 PAYMENTS
General Fund Projects 1,000 0 0 0| 1,000 (for bond-financed projects Percetn:
Minnesota Resources 1,884 0 0 0 1,884 only) Amount | of To 2
State Funds Subtotal 3,384 500 1,000 1,000 5,884 | |- oeneral Fund 5001 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 778 15 230 230 1,353 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
- ject applicants should be aware that the following
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Other 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
TOTAL 4,162 615 1,230 1,230 7,237 No | MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) Y MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 S | Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by 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 Requirements
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Review (by Office of Technology)
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16A.(_395: Public Ownership Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (as per Finance Dept.) i
No MS 16A.§95: Use Agreement Required
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount __| (as per Finance Dept) . .
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision Yes | MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Laws of Minnesota 2001, 1SS Chapter 2, Subd. 5 (c) 1,000 Required (by granting agency)
Laws of Minnesota 2000, Chapter 492, Article 1, Section 7, Subd. 16 500 Yes | Matching Funds Required
Laws of Minnesota 1999, Chapter 231, Section 16, Subd. 4 (a) (3) 554 (as per agency request)
Laws of Minnesota 1998, Chapter 404, Section 7, Subd. 26 1,000 ves | Project Cancellation in 2007
Laws of Minnesota 1997, Chapter 216, Section 15, Subd. 4 (c) (3) 200 (as per Finance Dept)
Laws of Minnesota 1996, Chapter 407, Section 8, Subd. 3 (c) 130
TOTAL 3,384
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Natural Resources, Department of
State Trail Connections

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This project is part of the agency’s recreational mission. The level of funding
requested is approximately equal to the average of prior year appropriations.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obiigation bonding of $500,000 for this project,

contingent on local matching funds.

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 50
Total | 700 Maximum 235
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Natural Resources, Department of
Metro Regional Parks Capital Improvements

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $8,000,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 3 of 3 (Grant Programs)
PROJECT LOCATION: 7 - County Twin City Metropolitan Region
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

Eight million in state bonds is requested for recreation facility rehabilitation in the
Metropolitan Regional Park System. This amount would be matched with $5.33
million of Metropolitan Council bonds for land acquisition and new recreation
facility development. All projects are prioritized by the Metropolitan Council in its
2002-2003 Metropolitan Regional Parks Capital Improvement Program (CIP).

The Metropolitan Regional Park System consists of 48,500 acres of parks and 135
miles of trails currently open for public use. The Metropolitan Council, with the
advice of the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission, designates units of
the park system and prepares a Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP under
MS 473.147. The Metropolitan Regional Park System is owned, operated and
maintained by 10 regional park implementing agencies:

Anoka County Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board

City of Bloomington Ramsey County
Carver County City of St. Paul
Dakota County Scott County

Hennepin Parks Washington County

These regional park implementing agencies are responsible for spending the state
and Metropolitan Council appropriations for capital projects in their jurisdiction. The
Council grants the appropriations based on the prioritized list of projects in the 2002-
2003 Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP.

With the exception of the Suburban Hennepin Regional Park District and Scott
County, the regional park implementing agencies also own and operate local (non-
regional) parks and trails, which serve neighborhoods or several communities.
These non-regional parks and trails are not eligible for funding through the
Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP. Instead, they are eligible to apply for state grants
matched with local funds through the local recreation and trail grant programs
administered by the Department of Natural Resources.

Over 29.1 million visits occurred in the Metropolitan Regional Park System in 2000.
Of this amount, 40.1% or 11.66 million visits were from persons living out-of-state,
from Greater Minnesota, and from the Metropolitan Area outside the park
implementing agency's local jurisdiction. It is this non-local visitor origin pattern
that justifies state and Metropolitan Council funding for these projects. The state

bond request is matched with Metropolitan Council bonds on a 60% state/40%
Metropolitan Council bond ratio to fairly spread the costs of these capital
improvements between all state taxpayers relative to their use of the park system.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

There is no direct impact on state agency operating budgets since the state of
Minnesota does not operate Metropolitan Regional Park System units. However,
indirectly, the state’s capital investment in the Metropolitan Regional Park System
reduces the visitor impact on three state parks, one state recreation area and two
state trails in the Metropolitan region. The reduced visitor pressure on the state
park/trail units reduces the costs to operate and maintain those units.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP projects are also eligible for funding with
Environmental Trust Funds or Minnesota Future Resources revenues as
recommended by the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR).
Any portion of the 2002-2003 Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP that is not financed
with state bonds in CY 2002 will be considered for funding by the LCMR with
Environmental Trust Fund or Minnesota Future Resources revenues in CY 2003.
That appropriation would begin in state FY 2004.

The 2002-2003 Metropolitan Regional Parks CIP proposes that $15.26 million of
state funds be appropriated. $7.26 million of state funds beyond the $8 million
requested in state bonds is needed to fully finance the state-funding portion of the
CIP. Consequently, $7.26 million will be requested of the LCMR. The LCMR
request of $7.26 million would be matched with $5.35 million of Metropolitan Council
bonds and $4.52 million of TEA-21 grants to complete projects initially started with
the $8 million state bond request / $5.33 million Metropolitari Council bond match as
well as, undertake additional land acquisition, rehabilitation and development
projects.

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

Arne Stefferud, Planning Analyst-Parks
Metropolitan Council, 230 East Fifth Street
St. Paul, MN 55101

Phone: (651) 602-1360

Fax: (651) 602-1442

E-mail: arne.stefferud@metc.state.mn.us
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Natural Resources, Department of
Metro Regional Parks Capital Improvements

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Land and Buildings

2. Predesign Fees

0
0

oo

0
0

0
0

0
0

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

[=] [} {e] {en]
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olojo|o
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4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

olo|oo
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ojo|o|o

oO{o|o|o

o|o|o|o

5. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

107,96

13,33

43,11

26,50

190,90

6. One Percent for Art

07/2002

06/2004

7. Relocation Expenses

OOIXIOIOIOI0OI00

[=l{=][a] o] e} {a]{a]{e]{e]

[=l{=) o]} (o] [a] o] (] (o]

(@] [=] [w] [e] [e] {e] [a]{e] )]

OO0 |0|O|0|O

8. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 - 8)

[l {e){w]{w]

107,96

0
0
0
0
0

13,33

9. Inflation -

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0

0

0

0

$107,968 |

$13,330

$43,110

$26,500

$190,908 |:
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Natural Resources, Department of Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Metro Regional Parks Capital Improvements Project Detail

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

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 40,700 8,000 15,400 15,900 80,000 PAYMENTS
General Fund Projects 10,400 0 0 0 10,400 {for bond-financed projects Percent
Env & Natural Resoures 12,140 0 7,260 0 19,400 only) Amount | _of Total
Minnesota Resources 1,650 0 0 0 1,650 | |2eneral Fund 8,000 100.0%
General 2,900 0 0 0 2,900 | LUser Financing 0 0.0%
State Funds Subtotal 2 15,900 114,35
Agency Operating Budget Funds 67,793 8’008 2 '668 0 : 8 STATUTO.R Y AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Federal Funds 57000 0 2500 0 9500 Pr(?}ect appllc?nts should bg aware that the foIlovymg
e 2 2 2 requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Local Government Funds 35,178 5,330 15,950 10,600 67,058 the bonding bill.
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 N MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
Other 0 0 0 0 0 © | Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
TOTAL 107,968 13,330 43,110 26,500 190,908 Yes | MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Review (by Legislature)
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) N MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 0 (require legislative notification)
Compensation - Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 Requirements
. o (e G
= Orteci Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 Yes ?AS 16Aé395: Puglic ?)wnership Required
evenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 as per Finance Dept.
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 No MS 16A.§95: Use Agreement Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Sz qgrA Fér;asml::e Dept) T
.695: Program Funding Review
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount No Required (by granting agency)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision yes | Matching Funds Required
Laws of Minnesota 2001, 1SS Chapter 2, Section 14, Subd. 5 (a) 5,645 (as per agency reques)
Laws of Minnesota 2000, Chapter 492, Article 1, Sec. 7, Subd. 13 16,000 Yes | Project Cancellation in 2007
Laws of Minnesota 2000, Chapter 492, Article 1, Sec.7, Subd. 12 5,600 (as per Finance Dept)
Laws of Minnesota 1999, Ch. 231, Sec. 16, Sub.4(l) & (n),6(h) & Sec 17 3,295
Laws of Minnesota 1998, Chapter 404, Section 7, Subd’s. 7 & 23 19,400
Laws of Minnesota 1997, Ch. 216, Sec. 15, Subd’s. 4 (b), 6 (g) & 19(c) 4,000
Laws of Minnesota 1997, Chapter 216, Section 5, Subd. 9 2,900
Laws of Minnesota 1996, Chapter 463, Section 7, Subd’s. 9 & 10 10,100
Laws of Minnesota 1996, Chapter 407, Section 8, Subd. 3 (a) . 850
TOTAL 67,790
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Natural Resources, Department of
Metro Regional Parks Capital iImprovements

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Anal¥ sis:

This ongoing program has historically received capital budget funding. This funding
is matched by the Metropolitan Council (60% state, 40% Met Council).

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $8 million for recreation
facility rehabilitation projects, contingent on matching funds from the Metropolitan
Council for land acquisition and new recreation facility development.

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 25
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 40
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 20
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 285
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Projects Summary

2002 Agency Project Requests for State Funds . s Governor’s
. . Agency ($ by Session) Statewide Governor's Planning
Project Title Priority Strategic | Recommendations Estimate
Ranking 2002 2004 2006 Total Score 2002 2004 2006
Capital Assistance Program 1 $12,500 $8,000 $12,000 $32,500 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
Total Project Requests $12,500 $8,000 $12,000 $32,500 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000

PAGE D-179




This page intentionally left blank.

PAGE D-180



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Office of Environmental Assistance

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

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. Helping Minnesota implement an integrated solid waste
management system is an important function of the OEA. The OEA's partnerships
with local units of government, businesses, and the waste industry are vital to the
OEA’s mission.

Integrated solid waste management uses a blend of waste management methods
such as waste reduction, reuse, recycling, composting, waste-to-energy, and land
disposal. This integrated approach results in recovery of resources from waste,
reducing the overall risk and burden to the environment. Research has
demonstrated the economic and environmental benefits of managing waste as a
resource.

Building new public attitudes, cost-effective systems, and facilities have resulted in
converting 62% of Minnesota's waste into resources, energy, and new products.
Solid Waste Processing Facilities Capital Assistance Program (CAP) grants are one
of the key ingredients in building the integrated solid waste management system
serving Minnesota.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES, OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:
Minnesota's Waste Management Act guides the OEA and local units of government
in solid waste management. 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. M.S. 115A.02 (b) lists
the state's preferred waste management methods:
®  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

®  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.

The Waste Management Act outlines various programs and policies to move
Minnesota away from a land disposal based solid waste system. Integrated solid
waste management systems are preferred because they conserve resources and
energy and minimize long-term environmental risks.

CAP provides financial assistance for local governments developing various types
of recovery facilities that help to establish an integrated waste management system.
CAP is a competitive, two-stage grant 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 OEA’s main
program to assist local governments in financing the infrastructure necessary for an
integrated solid waste system.

The three major trends and policies affecting the need for additional investment in
integrated solid waste management systems are waste growth, waste flow control,
and landfills.

B Waste Growth: The 1990s were a time of rapid growth in waste generation in
Minnesota. The municipal solid waste stream alone grew from 3.8 million tons
per year in 1992 to 5.6 million tons per year in 2000, a change of 47%. During
the same period, population grew from 4.5 to 4.9 million, just 9%. If waste
generation continues to grow at the rates observed during the 1990s, it will
overwhelm our existing waste management infrastructure requiring costly
investments. Waste volumes have grown so fast that some resource recovery
plants must by-pass large volumes of waste.

The OEA is charged with coordinating MSW planning efforts throughout
Minnesota, and therefore seeks to understand how this growth may affect our
future solid waste management systems and to identify what can be done to
limit future growth and to develop an appropriate management system.

B Waste Flow Control: Resource recovery projects, funded by CAP, have been
subject to substantial legal and financial pressures due to waste flow control
issues. Prior to 1994, local governments could direct waste flow through 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 U.S. Supreme Court found some flow control/designation

ordinances to be unconstitutional. This decision has led to numerous lawsuits
and the closure of several resource recovery facilities. Alternatives to flow
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Strategic Planning Summary

control ordinances have been developed, but the perception of risk remains high
among local governments and firms that own and operate resource recovery
systems.

B 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.

Minnesota Solid Waste Management 2000
MN Solid Waste Generated: 5.6 million tons

MN Landfilling
21.6%

Resource
Recovery

22.2% Out-of-State

Landfilling
12.2%

On-Site
Disposal
3.7%

Recycling
40.3%

Since 1997, recycling has fallen from 41% down to 40% of the total MSW waste
stream; resource recovery has fallen from 30% down to 22%; landfilling of
unprocessed waste has increased from 29% to 34%. Overall, recycling and resource
recovery have fallen from 71% down to 62% while landfilling/unprocessed waste is
on the rise. Minnesota is losing ground on developing a statewide integrated solid
waste management system.

Minnesota counties have significant responsibility for waste management programs
within their boundaries. Counties must ensure the development of waste
management systems that 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. ’

To date, more than half of the OEA’s CAP funding has gone to “primary” processing
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.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS IN RELATION
TO CAPITAL REQUESTS:

One of OEA strategic goals is to help local units of government establish integrated
waste management systems that recover materials and energy from waste. CAP
grants help apply the most appropriate technology to the various segments of the
waste stream. The CAP program provides 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 establishing an integrated system statewide, the OEA promotes the
following three recommendations:

B Waste Assurance: The OEA will promote and support successful waste
assurance models. Since this is a challenge to local units of government, the
OEA will continue to provide assistance 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.

B 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 an orderly and deliberate planning process.

B 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. The
CAP program provides funding preference and larger grants as incentives for
the development of multi- county projects.
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PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE CONDITION, SUITABILITY, AND
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, OR ASSETS:
The state has provided approximately $48 million for 89 projects to help finance the
construction and expansion of 66 facilities: 25 recycling facilities, nine transfer
stations, nine waste-to-energy facilities, 12 compost facilities, and 11 special waste
stream facilities. A listing of all grant recipients is available on request.

Minnesota is a leader in recovering resources from solid waste. Forty percent of
Minnesota’s waste stream is recycled. Another 22% is maximized by the recovery of
resources and energy at primary processing facilities (MSW composting and waste-
to-energy). 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 and energy.

However, 38% of Minnesota’'s solid waste is neither recovered nor processed. It
continues to go to landfills. New projects and expansion of existing projects are
necessary to ensure the capacity to process the remaining waste and future
increases in waste generation. This request will expand Minnesota’s capacity to
recover resources and energy. 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.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In preparing this request of $12.5 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 Preliminary Assessment of Regional Waste Management Capacity
Report and the Metro Policy Plan.

The Project Narrative shows a draft listing of interested applicants. This list is merely
the basis for the OEA’s projection of funding needs for FY 2002; it does not represent
actual projects to be funded.

For FY 2004 and 2006, OEA projected the 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 are expected to expand as well to meet a portion
of the metro area needs.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS (1996-
2001):

The state created the Demonstration Grant and Loan Program (DEMO) in 1980 to
assess the need and interest of local governments in moving toward 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 $47.9 million. Currently, all
CAP grant funds have been awarded.

In addition to the $47.9 million invested by the state, the CAP grant recipients have
invested local funds of more than $105.2 million in capital expenditures alone.
Operations and maintenance costs for the projects are borne by the local
governments and are over $500 million per year.

Between 1996 — 2001, $18 million in state grant funds for capital costs have been
matched by local funds in excess of $23 million. Of the total 89 grants that have
been awarded to date, 21 were awarded during the last six years.

Summary Of Cap Funded Projects By Project Types

Project Type # Awarded Grant Amounts Total Costs
TEST 12 $ 685758 $ 685,758
Recycling 28 11,306,818 26,516,107
W-to-E 14 19,802,143 69,048,300
Compost 12 10,468,658 43,475,008
Transfer Station 9 881,809 3,884,984
HHW 10 2,106,786 4,511,080
Special Waste Stream 2 986,412 2,935,647
Yard Waste 2 299,290 654,620
TOTAL 89 $46,537,673  $151,711,504

In the program’s early years, OEA funded $1.4 million in administrative costs from
bond proceeds. OEA now funds all administrative costs from its General Fund
appropriation.

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

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $12,500,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 1

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

The purpose of this request is to provide $12.5 million in grants to local governments
for constructing solid waste resource recovery facilities. 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.

The Solid Waste Processing Facilities Capital Assistance Program (CAP) is designed
to assist and provide financial incentives to local units of government implementing
integrated solid waste management systems. The Office of Environmental
Assistance (OEA's) goal is for Minnesota to have a fully integrated system serving
Minnesota. 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 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.

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

Waste-to-energy facilities

Recycling facilities

Composting facilities

Transfer stations that will serve waste processing facilities

Projects to improve control of or reduce air emissions at existing resource
recovery facilities
¥  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

B Special waste streams (i.e., household hazardous waste)

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.

Examples of eligible capital costs are:

L.and
Structures

Waste processing equipment
On-site roads, parking and landscaping
Transfer station structures and transportation containers.

Design, engineering and architectural plans

The following list identifies potential project development and construction over the
next six years. The OEA’s bond request of $12.5 million for FY 2002-03 is the
actual grant requests received as of 8-31-01.

Interested Proposed CAP Applicant's Total
Applicant Project Costs Costs Costs
2002-03
City of Chaska Recycling $ 300,000 $ 300,000 $ 600,000
Clay County MSW Recycling 2,000,000 2,873,084 4,873,084
Olmsted County Upfront MRF 2,856,010 2,856,010 5,712,020
Pope/Douglas Cos.  Upfront MRF 2,264,000 2,283,000 4,547,000
City of Red Wing Upfront MRF 2,010,000 2,110,000 4,120,000
City of St. Paul Recycling 3,000,000 3,985,200 6,985,200
Subtotal  $12,430,010  $14,407,294 $26,837,304
2004-05
St. Louis County Processing $2,000,000 $ 8,000,000 $10,000,000
City of Fergus Falls  Upfront MRF 3,000,000 3,000,000 6,000,000
City of Perham Upfront MRF 3,000,000 3,000,000 6,000,000
Subtotal  $8,000,000  $14,000,000 $22,000,000
2006-07
North West Processing $ 3,000,000 $ 7,000,000 $10,000,000
North Central Processing 3,000,000 7,000,000 10,000,000
West Central Processing ~ 3,000,000 7,000,000 10,000,000
Southwest Processing 3,000,000 7,000,000 10,000,000
Subtotal  $12,000,000  $28,000,000 $40,000,000
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IMPACT ON STATE 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 program’s technical and financial assistance, many local
governments will not 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 program is
an incentive and a partnership with local governments to develop an integrated solid
waste management system. The OEA’s administration of CAP helps to develop
projects that are technically, institutionally, and financially sound.

GLOSSARY

MSW Mixed solid waste.

Processing MSW recovery through W-to-E, composting, recycling, etc.

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.

PRCJECT 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: (651) 215-0197

Fax: (651) 215-0246

E-mail: Sigurd.Scheurle@MOEA.state.mn.us

Mary James, Grant Coordinator

Project Assistance

Office of Environmental Assistance

520 Lafayette Road North, Second Floor
St. Paul, MN 55155-4100

Phone: (651) 215-0194

Fax: (651) 215-0246

E-mail: Mary.James@MOEA state.mn.us
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Capital Assistance Program Project Cost
P 9 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 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Land and Buildings

oo
oo
(=] (=)
oo

2. Predesign Fees

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

olo|o|o
(=} [} [en] [an]
OO |00
OO |00
OOOO

Construction Administration

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

(=} {e] e} l=)]
Qlo|oio
Qjo|o|C
olo|0|o
(e} ool o]

Other Costs

5. Construction Costs 07/1002 06/2008

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs 153,10 26,90 22,00 40,00 242,00

. One Percent for Art

[=} =) e} e)e]a]la]le]{e]
ojo|m(Oo|o|o|o|o|o
O|C|O|O |00 |O|C|O
QIO |C|C|Q|0|C

. Relocation Expenses

I~

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

[} e} {a)la) ]

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
8 0

S|o|jojo|o
[esliel el lw){w)]

26,90 22,00

SUBTOTAL: (items 1 - 8) 153,10
9. Inflation . ’ )

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Inflation Cost 0 0 ol 0

GRAND TOTAL | $153,100 $26,908 $22,000 $40,000 $242,008 |i
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: N Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Project Detail
Capital Assistance Program Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 47,900 12,500 8,000 12,000 80,400 PAYMENTS
State Funds Subtotal 47,900 12,500 8,000 12,000 80,400 (for bond-financed projects Percent
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 only) Amount | of Total
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 Genergl Fuqd 12,500 100.0%
Local Government Funds 105,200 14,408 14,000 28,000 161,608 | LUser Financing 0 0.0%
g;:/::e runes 8 8 g g 8 ETATtUTOIRY tANr? (l)d'l'lI)-IER REt(gUtltI:E?nlllENTs
roject a icants snou e aware tha € 1roliowin
TOTAL 153,100 26,908 22,000 40,000 242,008 requi{'emer?tz will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
the bonding bill.
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) N MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 ° Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 Review (by Legislature)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Requirements
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Review (by Office of Technology)
Yes MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount (as per Finance Dept.)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision Yes MS 16A.§95: Use Agreement Required
Laws of 2000, Chapter 492, Article 1 2,200 (as per Finance Dept)
Laws of 1999, Chapter 240 3,000 Yes MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Laws of 1998, Chapter 404, Section 8 3,500 Required (by granting agency)
Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 8 3,000 ves | Matching Funds Required
Laws of 1994, Chapter 643, Section 24, Subd. 4 3,000 (as per agency request)
Laws of 1992, Chapter 558, Section 22 2,000 Yes | Project Cancellation in 2007
Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Article 1, Section 23 7,000 (as per Finance Dept)
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
TOTAL 47,900
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Office of Environmental Assistance
Capital Assistance Program

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

The Office of Environmental Assistance is requesting $12.5 million in Government
Obligation bonds for the Capital Assistance Program (CAP), an existing, competitive
grant program administered by the OEA. The funds will be used to assist local
governments build waste processing facilities that reduce landfill disposal.

The strategic score is based on the following:

®  The request is consistent with the agency’s mission, goals and legislative
directives and is the only capital request submitted by the OEA.

® The program is offered statewide; individual grants primarily benefit local
communities and regional areas.

®  The program may fund between 25% and 75% of total project costs. The score
of 54 for user and non-state financing reflects the breakdown of state and local
financing proposed for the FY 2002-03 interested applicants.

B Funding for this program is contained in the state six-year planning estimates,
but at lower levels than requested. In 2000, the Governor recommended $3

_million for CAP with on-going planning estimates of $3 million. The 2000
legislature funded the program at $2.2 million.

&  Upfront MRF projects will likely result in a decrease of toxic air emissions
(mercury, lead and cadmium) from waste-to-energy combustion facilities and will
reduce the probability that these facilities will fail to meet clean air standards.

®  The facilities will be owned and operated by local governments so the state will
not realize operating savings or efficiencies.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $3 million for this project,
subject to the funding limitations and matching requirements stipulated in statute.
Also included are budget planning estimates of $3 million in 2004 and $3 million in
2006.

In order to speed project funds into the economy, the Governor recommends that
OEA choose the most urgent request(s) currently on-hand and allocate
recommended funding immediately, rather than re-advertising for new proposals.

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 54
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 429
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Pollution Control Agency

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Projects Summary
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
2002 Agency Project Requests for State Funds G s Governor's
. i Agency ($ by Session) overnors Planning
Project Title Priority Recommendations Estimate
Ranking 2002 2004 2006 Total 2002 2004 2006
Closed Landfill Bonding 1 $10,795 $25,260 $0 $36,055 $10,000 | $26,055 $0
Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program 2 5,000 0 5,000 10,000 | 0 0 0
Total Project Requests $15,795 $25,260 $5,000 $46,055 | $10,000 | $26,055 $0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Pollution Control Agency

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The mission of the Pollution Control Agency (PCA) is to help Minnesotans protect the
environment. The vision for the PCA is based on its enabling legislation that
established the agency. The vision for Minnesota’s environment is comprised of four
parts:

fishable and swimmable lakes and rivers,
clean and clear air,

uncontaminated ground water and land, and
healthy ecosystems.

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

In 1994, the legislature passed the Landfill Cleanup Act which authorized the PCA to
initiate cleanups, complete closures, and take over the long-term operation and
maintenance in perpetuity at up to 106 closed, state-permitted, municipal solid waste
landfills in Minnesota. In 1999, the eligibility was expanded to an estimated seven
additional facilities. As one of the three funding sources, the legislature appropriated
$90 million in general-obligation bond funds to be used for design and construction
work over a ten-year period at closed landfills that are publicly owned.

In 2000, the legislature passed a law requiring the Commissioner of Finance in odd
years to report to the legislature and to cancel certain unspent or otherwise
unobligated bond proceeds (M.S. 16A.642). Consequently, this statute resulted in
the cancellation of about $56 million of unused bonds that were earmarked for
construction at about 30 landfills over the next three years, despite the fact that the
legislature indicated in a 1994 law that bonds needed to raise some of the money
could not be issued until later years.

The 2001 legislature appropriated $20.5 million to meet the PCA's construction
needs for FY 2002. However, funding for FY 2003 and 2004 has yet to be
appropriated to the PCA. This funding will be used to protect public health, public
safety, and the environment at about 15 sites.

The Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program is designed to address a gap in
existing brownfield cleanup funding programs. By statute, the existing programs
prioritize awards based on the tax-base increase that is generated by property
cleanup and redevelopment. Using this criterion, the ‘existing programs have been
highly successful in stimulating brownfield redevelopment for commercial and
industrial purposes. However, redevelopment proposals for non- or low tax-
generating uses such as green space are necessarily ranked last. For this reason,

very few grants have been awarded for green space proposals. Given that both the
Department of Trade and Economic Development (DTED) and Metropolitan
Council (Met Council) brownfield grant programs have consistently received
requests that exceed available funds, the likelihood that the existing programs will
be able to fund green space proposals in the future is extremely low. As a result,
many green space and other community defined projects that could add significant
secondary economic and social benefit to their communities cannot be undertaken
because of the added cost of removing pollution.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS IN RELATION
TO CAPITAL REQUESTS:

The PCA's strategic directions for the next five years are described in its Five Year
Strategic Plan found on the PCA web site at:

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/5yearplan.htmi
PCA's four key goals:

Goal 1: Recognize and address threats to Minnesota's environment. This strategy
was reaffirmed in stakeholder meetings as the need to provide leadership on
statewide issues.

Goal 2: Prevent, limit, and clean up poliution. Stakeholders asked PCA to focus on
improving core regulatory programs.

Goal 3: Improve government collaboration. Stakeholders reaffirmed that this
strategy is necessary between PCA and sister agencies, and between PCA and
local units of government.

Goal 4: Provide responsive services to citizens and stakeholders. Stakeholders
asked the PCA to enhance communication efforts.

The Closed Landfill Cleanup Program supports the goal to prevent, limit and
cleanup pollution. The PCA is authorized under the Landfill Cleanup Act to initiate
cleanups, complete closures, and take over the long-term operation and
maintenance in perpetuity at up to 111 closed landfills in Minnesota currently
qualified for the closed landfill program. This bonding authority was intended to be
one of the three major funding sources for this program.

The Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program supports the prevent, limit and clean
up pollution goal and the goal to improve government collaboration. At this time a
multi-stakeholder work group has identified over 30 potential projects throughout the
state that illustrate the need and opportunity for this program. The long-term,
sustained need for grant funds is not known. Future bonding requests for the grant
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Pollution Control Agency

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

funds will be based on the response to grant funds made available through this
request and an evaluation of the documented environmental and social benefit of this
program.

The redevelopment of contaminated, previously developed property is critical to
maintaining healthy, vital communities as outlined in the Administration’s Big Plan.
The Brownfield to Green Space grant program will be much more than a clean-up
program, because it provides a critical resource that will enable communities to fulfill
community needs for open space and recreation, while removing contamination and
stimulating property values in surrounding areas. This request was inspired by a
coalition of partners including state and local government agencies, non-profit
organizations, and private companies that seek to expand on the success of the
PCA, DTED, Met Council and other partners in stimulating brownfield redevelopment.

Many links between the PCA's mission, Strategic Plan, the Governor’s Big Plan and
Smart Growth are contained in this request, including stimulating reinvestment in our
communities and neighborhoods, and sustaining existing development.

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

The PCA notified the Department of Finance of future state obligations relating to
eligible closed landfills of $351 million in 1999 dollars. These financial obligations are
based on reimbursement agreements to responsible parties, needed remedial
construction, and operation and maintenance of these systems and obligation to
correct catastrophic failure such as landfill covers failure, fires or explosions. About
15 publicly owned landfills in the Closed Landfill Program are in need of remedial
construction activities in FY 2003 and 2004. Construction activities at each of these
sites may include: 1) the installation or augmentation of landfill covers to mitigate the
generation of contaminated leachate; 2) the installation of ground water treatment
systems to clean up contaminated ground water that threatens public drinking water
sources; and 3) the installation of landfill gas control systems to prevent off-site
threats of explosion to buildings and damage to crops. This construction represents
about $36.1 million.

If this request for general obligation bonds is not authorized, then funding for these
activities will likely come from the Solid Waste Fund which funds similar construction
activities at non-publicly owned, closed landfills in the program. As a result,
construction activities at these sites will be delayed into future years and will come at
a greater cost to the public.

The Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program request fills a gap in existing
brownfield contamination cleanup grant funding that has prevented the reuse of
contaminated, underutilized properties that are desirable for community amenities as
parks, open space, and natural areas. With complimentary assistance from existing

Department of Natural Resource (DNR) grant funds for park development,
redevelopment, and habitat restoration, this request will provide communities with
financial assistance to address contamination and return brownfield properties to
beneficial use and enhance the attractiveness and desirability of their communities.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

Expenditures for the Closed Landfill Program from the original $90 million
authorized in 1994 have been ongoing since 1996 until February 2001 when
spending of the unobligated amount was frozen. This unobligated amount of $56.6
million was canceled on 7-1-2001. The legislature appropriated $20.5 million to
meet the PCA’s construction needs for FY 2002. Therefore, the PCA is requesting
bond authority for $10.795 million of outstanding need in the current capital budget
cycle. The remainder will be requested in the next capital budget cycle.

The Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program request was inspired by a coalition
of partners including state and local government agencies, non-profit organizations,
and private companies that seek to continue the success of the PCA, DTED, Met
Council and other partners in stimulating brownfield redevelopment. The PCA in
consultation with DTED, Met Council and DNR prepared this request.

The capital request items were presented to the PCA’s Commissioner and Strategic
Directions Team on 6-4-2001, and received approval to proceed. Representatives
of state environmental agencies met on 6-7-2001, to discuss the capital budget
initiatives that were under consideration. The PCA was determined to be the logical
agency to submit the Brownfield To Green Space Grant Program proposal and the
cooperation from Met Council, DTED and DNR will be a strong component of the
new funding program.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
(1996-2001):

In 1994, the PCA received $90 million in state general obligation bonds to be used
for design and construction work at publicly owned landfills over a 10-year period.
Expenditures from the original $90 million authorized in 1994 have been ongoing
since 1996 until February 2001 when spending of the unobligated amount was
frozen. This unobligated balance of $56.6 million was canceled on 7-1-2001. The
freeze in spending was due to the law legislature passed in 2000 requiring the
Commissioner of Finance in odd years to report to the legislature and to cancel
certain unspent or otherwise unobligated bond proceeds (M.S. 16A.642).

PAGE D-194



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Pollution Control Agency
Closed Landfill Bonding

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $10,795,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Fifteen closed, mixed municipal solid waste, landfills
throughout Minnesota

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This request for $10.795 million in state funds is to design and construct remedial
systems (cover, landfill gas mitigation, and ground water treatment systems) and
acquire land at publicly owned, closed, mixed municipal solid waste landfills
throughout Minnesota in FY 2003. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (PCA) is
authorized under the Landfill Cleanup Act (M.S. 115B.39) to initiate cleanups,
complete closures, and take over the long-term operation and maintenance in
perpetuity at up to 111 landfills currently qualified for the Closed Landfill Program
(CLP). One of the funding sources for the CLP has been the selling of state general
obligation bonds, which were appropriated by the legislature in 1994 (1994 Minn.
Session Laws, Ch. 639, Article 3, Sec. 5).

This bonding authority was intended to be one of the three major funding sources for
the closed landfill cleanup program. The other two are the solid waste tax and
insurance recovery. The legislature authorized up to $90 million in general-obligation
bond funds to be used for design and construction work at publicly owned landfills
over a ten-year period. Rather than issuing all $90 million at one time, the legislature
intentionally restricted the selling and issuance of bonds so that the total amount
issued could not exceed: 1) $10 million by 6-30-1996; 2) $35 million by 6-30-1998; 3)
$55 million by 6-30-2000; and 4) $75 million by 6-30-2002.

To date, $37.5 million of bonds have been sold. The PCA has spent and
encumbered $33.4 million of bond dollars at closed landfills to construct covers and
related remedial systems. ’

In 2000, the legislature passed a law requiring the Commissioner of Finance in odd
years to report to the legislature and to cancel unspent or otherwise unobligated
bond proceeds (M.S. 16A.642). Consequently, this statute results in the cancellation
of the unused bonds that were earmarked for construction at about 30 landfills,
despite the fact that the legislature indicated in the 1994 law that bonds needed to
raise some of the money could not be issued until later years.

The 1994 law is unique, not only because the legislature intended for bonds to be
sold incrementally over 10 years, but also because the selling of these bonds was
intended to provide a long-term funding source that enabled the PCA to address the
state’s perpetual obligation to protect public health, public safety, and the
environment at nearly half of the sites in the CLP. Now, these unused bonds - bonds

the PCA anticipated spending on construction at closed landfills in future years to
meet its obligations - were canceled on 7-1-2001.

The PCA anticipates spending $56.6 million to construct covers and remedial
systems at about 30 bond-eligible sites in FY 2002 - 2004. The legislature
appropriated $20.5 million to meet the PCA'’s construction needs for FY 2002. This,
however, results in an outstanding need of $36.1 million for actions at 15 sites. The
authorization of bonds will allow the PCA to carry out the original intention of the
1994 Act and to use the bond proceeds to pay for planned remedial construction at
publicly owned landfills. The PCA is requesting bond authority for the $10.795
million in outstanding needs in the current capital budget cycle and the remaining
$25.26 million will be requested in the next capital budget cycle.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

State appropriation from the Solid Waste Fund is used to operate the program.
Therefore, there is no impact on operating budgets to fund this initiative.

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

Douglas Day OR
Supervisor, Closed Landfill Unit
Site Remediation Section

Metro District

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road North

Shawn Ruotsinoja

Project Leader

Site Remediation Section

Metro District

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road North

St. Paul, MN 55155-4194 St. Paul, MN 55155-4194

Phone: (651) 297-1780 Phone: (651) 282-2382

E-mail: douglas.day@pca.state.mn.us E-mail:
shawn.ruotsincia@pca.state.mn.us

PAGE D-195



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Pollution Control Agency

Project Cost
Closed Landfill Bonding oject Co

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 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Land and Buildings 0 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign Fees 0 0 0 0 0
3. Design Fees i
Schematic 0 0 0 0 0
Design Development 5,337 1,080 2,526 0 8,943 07/2002 06/2004
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0] 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
4. Project Management
State Staff Project Management 0 0 0 0 0
Non-State Project Management 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0 0 0
5. Construction Costs 07/2002 06/2004
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0 0
Demoalition/Decommissioning 0 0 0 0
Construction 48,532 9,715 22,734 0
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 0 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0 0
6. One Percent for Art 0 0 0 0
7. Relocation Expenses 0 0 0 0
8. 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
Other Costs 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 - 8) 53,869 10,795 25,260 0
9. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction
Inflation Multiplier 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Inflation Cost 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL $53,869 $10,795 $25,260 $0 $89,924
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Poliution Control Agency
Closed Landfill Bonding

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : . FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 53,869 10,795 25,260 0 89,924 PAYMENTS
State Funds Subtotal 53,869 10,795 25,260 0 89,924 (for bond-ﬁgilr;f;ed projects Amount z??;g:
ﬁgggz Sgscriastlng Budget Funds 8 8 g g 8 Genergl Fuqd 10,795 100.02%,
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
g't'r‘"::e Funds ' 8 8 g g g STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
roject a icants shou e aware tha e Toliowin
TOTAL 53,869 10,795 25,260 0 89,924 requijremer?tg will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
the bonding bill.
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 No Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 Y MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 S | Review (by Legislature)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Requirements
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Review (by Office of Technology)
Yes MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount (as per Finance Dept.)
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision No | MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Laws of 94, Chapter 639, Section 4 53,869 (as per Finance Dept)
TOTAL 53,869 No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (by granting agency)
No Matching Funds Required
(as per agency request)
Yes Project Canceltation in 2007

(as per Finance Dept)

PAGE D-197




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Pollution Control Agency
Closed Landfill Bonding

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis -

Department of Administration Analysis:
NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

The PCA is requesting $10.795 million in state GO bonds for the Closed Landfill
Program (CLP). PCA plans to request another $25.26 million during the 2004
legislative session to complete the portion of the program funded with GO bonds,
bringing the program total to $90 million. Bonding proceeds will be used to design
and construct remedial systems and acquire land at publicly-owned closed landfills,
in accordance with MS 115B.39.

As noted in the narrative, the legislature originally authorized $90 million in GO bonds
for the CLP in 1994; the bonds were to be issued and spent over a 10-year period.
Subsequent to this appropriation, the legislature passed a law that resulted in the
cancellation of unobligated bond proceeds, including $56 million of unused CLP
bonds. In the 2001 session, the Governor recommended reauthorizing the entire $56
million for the CLP; the legislature appropriated $20.5 million—the amount expected
to be spent by 6-30-2002. :

The statewide strategic score was based on the following conclusions and

assumptions:

® The CLP is consistent with agency’s mission and strategic plan, as noted in the
narrative and strategic planning summary.

® The request is the first priority of the agency’s two capital requests.

& The funds will be used to address public health and safety concerns at publicly-
owned closed landfills.

"  No matching funds will be provided. However, solid waste tax proceeds and
insurance recovery also fund the CLP, including remediation work at privately
owned closed landfills and on-going operations and maintenance costs at closed
landfills.

B  The program costs are included in the state’s six-year planning estimates, given
the actions of the 2001 legislature and the Governor's recommendation.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $10 million for the closed
landfill program. Also included are budget planning estimates of $26.055 million in
2004, bringing the total general obligation bond funding for the closed landfill
program to $89.9 million.

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 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 410
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Pollution Control Agency
Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $5,000,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (PCA) in consultation with the Department
of Trade and Economic Development (DTED), Metropolitan Council (Met Council),
and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is seeking $5 million for
grants to clean up contaminated property that will be preserved as public open
space, parks, natural areas, and other similar community amenities. The grant
program is designed to compliment the DTED and Met Council brownfield
redevelopment grant programs and will also provide enhanced opportunities for
existing greenway and park development programs.

The grant funds will be awarded on a competitive basis on an annual or semi-annual
cycle. Ranking criteria will include opportunity considerations as well as financial
need. Opportunity considerations include the following: open space contribution to
green corridors and/or connectivity to existing green space; ecological contribution
via preservation, restoration or enhancement of habitat; and community livability,
recreation, and/or infrastructure contribution consistent with an overali development
plan. Financial need considerations include the presence of willing partners, a lack of
alternative means to clean up the property, and the affordability of the clean-up plan.

The PCA is seeking $5 million in bonds and 1.0 FTE in an administrative staff
position from the General Fund to operate this program. Properties must be in public
ownership to be eligible for this program. Eligible costs include predesign
assessment, clean-up plan design, and clean-up activities. Grants cannot be used
for property acquisition or site development that is unrelated to site cleanup. In
addition, the governmental authority receiving the grant must provide a 25% match.
The 25% match can include costs for Phase 1 environmental site assessments, site
investigation, and demolition costs necessary to implement the clean-up plan.

This request is designed to address a gap in existing brownfield cleanup funding
programs. By statute, the existing programs prioritize awards based on the tax-base
increase that is generated by property cleanup and redevelopment. Using this
criterion, the existing programs have been highly successful in stimulating brownfield
redevelopment for commercial and industrial purposes. However, redevelopment
proposals for non- or low tax-generating uses such as green space are necessarily
ranked last. For this reason, very few grants have been awarded for green space
proposals, and only when the mix of applications in a specific grant cycle combined
with statutory requirements made it possible. Given that both the DTED and Met
Council brownfield grant programs have consistentiy received requests that exceed

available funds, the likelihood that the existing programs will be able to fund green
space proposals in the future is extremely low. As a result, many green space, or
other community defined projects that could add significant secondary economic
and social benefit to their communities cannot be undertaken because of the added
cost of removing pollution.

‘ This request will also make it possible for brownfields that have potential regional

and statewide significance as green space to compete for grants available to
mitigate the cost of green way and park development. Although the DNR and Met
Council greenway and park development grant programs are not prohibited from
awarding grants to contaminated properties, for practical reasons these grants are
targeted to projects unencumbered by the additional logistical and financial hurdles
associated with redevelopment of contaminated property. Consequently, requests
for properties that have contamination issues tend to fall out of competition.

At this time a multi-stakeholder work group has identified over 30 potential projects
throughout the state that illustrate the need and opportunity for a Brownfield to
Green Space grant program. The long-term, sustained need for grant funds is not
known. Future bonding requests for Brownfield to Green Space grant funds will be
based on the response to grant funds made available through this request and the
documented environmental and social benefit of this program.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

The PCA is requesting a General Fund appropriation of $150,000 per biennium for
the cost of the PCA’'s administration of the Brownfield to Green Space Grant
Program. The amount requested is 1.0 FTE in an administrative position.

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

Cathy Moeger OR
Fiscal Services Division

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155 St. Paul, MN 55155

Phone: (651) 296-7369 Phone: (651) 282-2663

Fax: (651) 297-1456 Fax: (651) 297-8701

Email: cathy.moeger@pca.state.mn.us Email:  bill.dunn@pca.state.mn.us

Bill Dunn

Policy and Planning Division
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road
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Poliution Control Agency
Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
{Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Land and Buildings

0

0

. Predesign Fees

0
0

1,250

0
0

1,250

WiN

. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

[=}=][e] ]

Q|o|o|o

olo(ojo

Construction Administration

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

(=] [a]}[e} =)

[=){e] o] ]

o|o|o|o

07/2002

06/2007

5. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

o
o
o
o

3

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

. One Percent for Art

07/2002

06/2007

. Relocation Expenses

OO0 I0|0|o|0 |00

ojojo|olo|o|o|o|o

[=llel{a]l{e}elolle] (o]

o iINi

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 - 8)

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

Qiojo|o|o

9. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

0.00%

$12,500
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007 - Project Detail
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Pollution Control Agency
Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : . FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 0 5,000 0 5,000 10,000 PAYMENTS )
General Fund Projects 0 0 0 0 0 (for bond-financed projects A . P?rTcetn:
State Funds Subtotal 0 5,000 0 5,000 10,000 only) mount | of lota
- General Fund 5,000 100.0%
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Fi - S
Federal Funds 0 0 0 4] 0 Ser Financing 0 0.0%
Local G tF 250 2,500
cal Government Funds 0 1,250 0 . STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 Proi " db hat the follow
Other 0 0 0 0 0 rQJect app! lc'ants shoul gawayet at the fol owing
requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
TOTAL 0 6,250 0 6,250 12,500 the bonding bill.
N MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) 0 Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 v MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 150 150 150 150 S | Review (by Legislature)
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 150 150 150 150 Requirements
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
- TOTAL CHANGES 150 150 150 150 Review (by Office of Technology)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 ves | MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
(as per Finance Dept.)
Y MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
es -
(as per Finance Dept)
Yes MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (by granting agency)
v Matching Funds Required
es
(as per agency request)
Y. Project Cancellation in 2007
es A
(as per Finance Dept)
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Poliution Control Agency
Brownfield to Green Space Grant Program

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:
NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

This request is for $5 million in Government Obligation (GO) bonds and $150,000 in
General Fund operating dollars to create a new statewide competitive grant program
to clean-up contaminated property to be used for open space, parks and other simitar
purposes. The funding is anticipated to be on-going. However, rio GO bonding
dollars are requested for FY 2004. PCA is requesting the second $5 million GO
bonding appropriation in FY 2006. Operating costs of $150,000 are requested every
two years.

The strategic score reflects the following assumptions and conclusions:

®  The new program would be consistent with PCA’s mission and strategic plan and
is the second priority of the agency’s two capital requests.

®  Grantees would match 25% of their grant award, providing a minimum of 20% of
the total project cost.

®  The program will result in the clean up of contaminated sites that might not
otherwise be addressed.

¥ |tis assumed that the program would primarily benefit local communities.

® This is a new program and is not included in the state’s six-year planning
estimates.

®  The program would not result in state operating savings; rather, General Fund
dollars are requested to administer the program.

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend capital funding for this request.

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 35
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 75
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 20
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 245
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Water & Soil Resources Board

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Projects Summary

2002 Agency Project Requests for State Funds Statewid G s Governor’s
. . Agency ($ by Session) atewide overnors Planning
Project Title Priority ] Strategic | Recommendations Estimate
Ranking 2002 2004 2006 Total Score 2002 2004 2006

Reinvest In Minnesota 1 $21,634 $21,634 $21,634 $64,902 340 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000
Local Government Road Wetland 2 6,100 5,400 5,400 16,900 275 0 0 0
Replacement
Streambank, Lakeshore and Roadside Erosion 3 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 215 0 0 0
Control
Total Project Requests $32,734 $32,034 $32,034 $96,802 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Water & Soil Resources Board

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) provides leadership to assist local
governments with the management and conservation of water and soil resources,
which in turn helps all citizens of the state be stewards of our irreplaceable natural
resources.

To accomplish its mission, BWSR:

® acquires or supports the acquisition of easements to restore and 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
government and private organizations;

B 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 BWSR:

¥  Non-point source strategy moves to implementation phase. The strategy for
non-point source pollution has moved to the implementation phase, which puts
practices on the land. BWSR’s local government network provides the critical
means of disseminating conservation and water quality financial and technical
aid to local government throughout the state. BWSR has the structure and
relationships needed, through its local water planning, to identify, assess,
prioritize, and implement programs and practices to address non-point concerns
at the local level.

®  Federal action increases pressure. Federal action over the past several years
has increased pressure on BWSR and local government to increase their efforts
in land and water conservation. The federal government, through the
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), has made $163 million
money available and requires a state match to acquire 100,000 acres of
conservation easements. On the other hand, decreased U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) staffing for the Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) has elevated pressure on local and state governments to provide the
technical assistance necessary to design and install conservation practices.
Increased emphasis on total maximum daily loads (TMDL) establishment, on

hypoxia in the Gulf of Mexico, and the push for greater accountability by the
state also affects service demands.

8  [ncreased 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 natural 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 an effective way to maintain or increase
resources without increasing funding. State agencies acknowledge that local
government officials and staff have advantages that the state does not: local
governments have knowledge of local resources and attitudes, personal
friendships, an awareness of local needs and priorities, and, probably the most
important factor, the land use authority. With these increased expectations and
BWSR assistance, local government capabilities in resource management have
grown significantly. Local governments are now at a point, however, where
they 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 and willingness to take action
among the general public, including landowners, to ensure a future with
high quality natural resources. Minnesotans are aware of environmental
concerns, particularly water quality. With approximately one-third of Minnesota
adults either owning a cabin or having a family cabin, the state’s citizens are
more willing to make reasonable sacrifices to protect and improve water quality.
Going to “the cabin” is part of the tradition for many families. It follows then that
more people will notice if poor water conditions affect their favorite lake or
fishing stream. In addition, residents 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 agricuitural
lands from production in order to improve overall production efficiency.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS IN RELATION
TO CAPITAL REQUESTS:

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

Agency goals and objectives that are achieved through capital projects include:

®  Protecting or retiring marginal agricultural and highly sensitive lands.
B Targeting limited resources to the highest priority marginal and sensitive lands.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Water & Soil Resources Board

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

®  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.

8 Working toward a net gain of wetland resources.
" |nstalling best management practices on Minnesota lands.

BWSR programs outlined in the capital budget request use incentives as tools local
governments can use to enhance local conservation 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 effort to protect marginal
land and improve water quality, BWSR administers various conservation easement
programs. These programs acquire or support the acquisition of easements to
restore or protect critical lands.

The state established the Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Reserve Program in 1986.
Since 1986, the state funded easement programs have secured more than 121,000
environmentally sensitive acres throughout the state.

The previous three years’ focus for acquiring easements has gone to the Minnesota
River CREP to realize the 100,000-acre goal and related water quality and habitat
benefits. While not ignoring the Minnesota River's on-going resource needs, RIM
Reserve's priority for the will resume a statewide focus.

The conservation easement programs include:

RIM Reserve Match to the Minnesota River Basin Project under the
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.

RIM Reserve: Leverage Funding for Wetland Reserve Partnership (WRP)

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 and Permanent Wetland Preserves (PWP)

RIM Reserve takes marginal agricultural land out of crop production to protect sail
and water quality and support fish and wildlife habitat. PWP protects existing, at-
risk urban and rural wetlands from conversion to other uses by offering financial
compensation to landowners in return for a perpetual easement. The geographic
focus is statewide and the benefits are protection at a lower cost as compared to
restoring drained or filled wetlands after the fact.

BWSR will continue to leverage federal funding through CRP, WRP, CREP,
NAWCA and other private conservation organizations to the maximum degree
practical to realize program outcomes.

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 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 or two times the tolerable rate of soil loss.

®  Technical assistance to landowners to implement sustainable management
practices to protect soil is key.

2.5 Million Acres:

¥ Eroding at greater than twice the tolerable rate of soil loss.
®  Productive fand only if protected with conservation practices.

_®  Targeted costshare programs for conservation practices is critical and

technical assistance to landowners to implement.
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Water & Soil Resources Board Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Strategic Planning Summary

2.5 Million Acres*:

Marginal cropland.

Highly erodible and floodplains.
Should not be farmed.

Target with land retirement programs.
Drained wetlands.

*Funding for BWSR conservation easement programs will be used on portions of
these lands.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In determining the amount of this request, acreage and application estimates were
complied based on historical program demands. All estimates considered the
amount of eligible land for the program and estimated landowner interested based on
past history.

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

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS (1996-
2001):

Conservation Easement Program Appropriations

1996 $11.5 million
1998 $15 million
2000 $21 million
2001 $51.4 million

Local Government Roads Wetland Banking Appropriations

1996 $3 million
1998 $2.75 million
2000 $2.75 million
2001 $2.0 million
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Water & Soil Resources Board
Reinvest In Minnesota

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $21,634,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 3
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

Degrading water quality and diminished habitats can be found throughout Minnesota.
Approximately 2.5 million of the state’s 23 million acres of cropland have been
targeted as having more benefit to the state as retired cropland. The Reinvest in
Minnesota (RIM) Reserve and the Permanent Wetlands Preserve (PWP) programs
compensate landowners for granting conservation easements and establishing native
vegetation habitat on these economically marginal, flood-prone, or highly erodible
lands.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is requesting $23.2 million to
purchase conservation easements on private land. Of the total amount, $20.0 million
for easements and $3.2 million is for implementation. BWSRs RIM Reserve program
is an important component of the state's efforts to improve water quality by reducing
soil erosion and improving wildlife habitat on private lands. RIM Reserve is
implemented in cooperation with local Soil and Water Conservation Districts
(SWCDs).

Damage to Minnesota resources occurs in the form of soil erosion, sedimentation of
eroded soil, and phosphorus. Soil erosion reduces farm productivity, increases the
costs of farming, and creates sediment for downstream communities to address.
Sedimentation fills rivers and lakes, destroys habitat, carries pollutants, increases
flood severities, and reduces recreational values. Phosphorus makes water
unsuitable for fish or human activities, promotes excess aquatic plant growth, and
promotes eutrophication of water resources.

Both the RIM Reserve and PWP programs meet the goals and objectives of BWSRs
strategic plan. They protect the state’'s water and soil resources by retiring existing
marginal agricultural lands, by restoring drained wetlands, and by protecting existing
wetlands that are highly susceptible to alteration. Agency goals that are achieved
through capital projects include:

®  Protecting or retiring marginal and highly sensitive agricultural lands
®  Targeting limited fiscal resources to highest priority natural resources

®  Allowing land managers to focus stewardship efforts on more productive and
profitable lands

B Creating natural retention systems to improve surface water quality and enhance
groundwater recharge

B Working toward a net gain of wetland resources

®  |nstalling best management practices on Minnesota lands

Data from the 991 easements obtained in the 1998-99 biennium indicate that 395
tons lyear/easement of soil did not erode due to the presence of these easements.
Approximately 137 tons/year/easement of sediment was kept out of our waterways.
Total phosphorous reductions of 173 Ibs./year/easement were realized.

Conservation Easement Partnerships/Funding Initiatives

BWSR is completing two agreements that have been secured with the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) that effectively partners the RIM Reserve
program with two popular federal land retirement programs. These partnerships
enable BWSR to leverage significant federal funds towards the goal of protecting
our vital natural resources. The two partnerships are outlined below:

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

BWSR entered into an agreement with the USDA Farm Services Agency (FSA) to
do a CREP in the Minnesota River watershed. This state/federal partnership
combines the existing USDA Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) with the RIM
Reserve program to retire up to 100,000 acres of environmentally sensitive land in
the Minnesota River watershed by 9-30-2002. To date, BWSR has approximately
50,000 acres enrolled in CREP. Under CREP, landowners voluntarily enroll eligible
land in a 15-year CRP contract followed by a RIM Reserve easement.

RIM Reserve / USDA Wetland Reserve Program Partnership

BWSR signed an agreement with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) to jointly fund wetland restoration easements statewide via the RIM
Reserve and NRCS Wetland Reserve Program (WRP). This agreement expires on
12-31-2003. Landowners who apply and are accepted enter into a 30-year WRP
easement and a perpetual RIM Reserve easement on the same parcel of land. To
date, BWSR approximately 8,500 acres enrolled under this program. This
partnership also reduces the state’s easement payments to landowners by 50%,
and effectively leverages two federal dollars for each state dollar. Funding for this
program is dependent on federal appropriations. State funds will come from those
appropriated for RIM/PWP.

Other Conservation Initiatives

BWSR has solicited and received matching funds from the federal North American
Wetland Conservation Council (NAWCC) for RIM wetland restoration easements.
To date, BWSR has received a total of approximately $2.6 million for projects
throughout the state. These habitat restoration projects include the Minnesota River
watershed, the Heron Lake restoration (in Jackson, Nobles, Cottonwood, and
Murray counties), Grass Lake restoration (in Kandiyohi County, near Wilimar),
Northern Tallgrass Prairie restoration project (covering 18 counties in Northwestern
Minnesota), and the Prairie Heritage restoration project (covering 38 counties in
Southern Minnesota). These projects include numerous partners and have been
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Reinvest In Minnesota

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

initiated at the local level. BWSR continues to seek grants from NAWCC to fund
conservation easements associated with special projects like those listed above or
within priority watersheds. This matching program requires a 1.5:1 match to be
competitive nationally.

It is anticipated that conservation groups, such as Pheasants Forever, Ducks
Unlimited, Isaac Walton League, Minnesota Waterfowl Association, The Nature
Conservancy, Trout Unlimited, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will continue to
leverage dollars towards the establishment of conservation practices on RIM Reserve
easements. From 1992 to present, these organizations directly contributed
approximately $800,000 to the program, with additional donations in the form of grass
seed and in-kind services. :

Anticipated Outcomes

Target enrollment for the RIM Reserve and PWP programs is approximately 16,666
acres for the 2002-03 biennium. Acreage enroliment goals and funds required are
shown below:

Acreage Enroliment Goals

RIM/CREP RIM/PWP Total
Year to Date 50,000 70,575 120,575
02-03 50,000 16,666 16,666
04-05 0 16,666 16,666
06-07 0 16,666 16,666
100,000 49,998 170,573
State Funds Required to Enroll Goal Acreage
RIM/PWP
Easement Implementation Total
To Date 97.063 M 97.063 M
02-03 200 M 32M 23.2
04-05 200 M 32M 23.2
06-07 200 M 3.2 M 232
$157.063 M 9.6 M $166.663 M

Funding levels requested in this budget proposal reflect additional demand that we
anticipate being placed on our conservation easement programs as a result of
BWSRs highly successful CREP initiative in the Minnesota River watershed. The
success of this initiative has put the spotlight on the numerous benefits to the state,
landowners, and the public of conservation easements obtained through BWSRs RIM
Reserve program.

Since funding for RIM Reserve outside the Minnesota River watershed has been
limited in recent years, BWSR anticipates high demand for easements outside of
this project area, particularly in the northwestern and southeastern regions of
Minnesota. Conservation easements promote community sustainability by providing
landowners with an alternative to try to earn a profit on flood-prone and marginal
croplands. Greenways established by those easements will connect rural areas
across the Minnesota landscape. The state achieves quantifiable water quality
benefits by removing these marginal croplands from production. Through this
agency'’s Local Government Annual Reporting System (LARS), with data reported
by SWCDs, BWSR has calculated the benefits of 9.6 tons/acre/year soil loss
reduction, 4.7 tons/acre/year sediment reduction, and 5.8 Ibs/acre/year reduction of
phosphorus from each acre enrolled in a conservation easement per year.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

A direct operating budget appropriation of $3.2 million is required to implement this
program. This amount is required to support the necessary, realty, engineering,
and administrative functions associated . with 425 easement acquisition and
establishment of conservation practices on those easement lands. SWCDs will
received approximately 50% of this total as a RIM Services Grant to offset their cost
to secure easement, develop conservation plans, and monitor easement
compliance.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

In April of 1998, a citizen’s advisory committee issued a report “The Continuing
Journey to Preserve Minnesota’s Outdoor Heritage.” This report sums up the state
of wildlife-based recreation in Minnesota. This committee was established by the
1997 legislature to review the original RIM program to see if it had succeeded as it
was established in 1986. This report found that RIM has been successful, but it has
been under funded. As a result, Minnesota's fish, wildlife, and native habitats
continue to lose ground due to urban sprawl, agricultural practices, and other
development. The report concluded that Minnesota must increase investment into
programs that protect and restore fish, wildlife, and native plant habitats. The report
called for expansion of the RIM Reserve, PWP, and CREP easement programs so
that the state can protect more habitat, and recommends a funding level of $20.0
million a year to accomplish it.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:
Ronald D. Harnack, Executive Director

Board of Water and Soil Resources

One West Water Street, Suite 200

St. Paul, MN 55107

Phone: (651) 296-0878 Fax: (651) 297-5615

E-mail: mailto:ron.harnack@bwsr.state.mn.us
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$27,500

$20,000

$87,500

Land and Buildings

0

0

$20,000
-0

$20,000
0

05/2002

05/2006

2. Predesign Fees

0

0

0

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

oo |olo

[@}{e] o} {e]

O|o|0|C

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

1,402

1,634

1,634

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

05/2002

05/2006

5. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

. One Percent for Art

. Relocation Expenses

OO0 |0|o|o|o|o|o

OO |o|ojo|o|o|o|o

o|o|ojojo|o|o|o|O

|~

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL: (items 1 —8)

9. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

$28,902

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0

0

$21,634

$21,634

$21,634

$93,804
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Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 12,752 20,000 20,000 20,000 72,752 PAYMENTS
General Fund Projects 16,150 1,634 1,634 1,634 21,052 (for bond-financed projects Percent
State Funds Subtotal 28,902 21,634 21,634 21,634 93,804 only) Amount | of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0| [General Fund 20,000 100.0%
User Financing 0 0.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0
;ﬁﬁi&fgﬁg‘s’"e"t Funds 8 g g 8 8 STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Project applicants should be aware that the following
Other 0 0 0 0 0 requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
TOTAL 28,902 21,634 21,634 21,634 93,804 the bonding bill.
_ _ _ No MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 FY 2008-09 Y MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 866 866 866 866 ©S | Review (by Legislature)
Other Program Related Expenses 768 768 768 768 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 Requirements
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
TOTAL CHANGES 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 Review (by Office of Technology)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Yes MS 16A.§95: Public Ownership Required
(as per Finance Dept.)
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount No | MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision (as per Finance Dept)
Laws of 98, Chapter 404, Section 010, Subd. 002 15,982 No | MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Laws of 96, Chapter 463, Section 11, Subd, 003 11,752 Required (by granting agency)
Laws of 00, Chapter 492, Section 09, Subd. 002 1,168 No | Matching Funds Required
TOTAL 28,902 (as per agency request)
Yes Project Cancellation in 2007
(as per Finance Dept)
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Reinvest In Minnesota

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE
.. . . Criteria Values Points
Department of Administration Analysis: Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 0/700 0
NA Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 0/700 0
Prior Binding Commitment 0/700 0
. e Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 120
Department of Finance Analysls: Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
In the 2000 and 2001 legislative sessions the Governor and Legislature put Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
significant resources into the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). Agency Priority _ 0/25/50/75/100 100
The BWSR has expanded it's ability to process easements to accommodate the User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
increased funding level, and is now at maximum capacity. Providing funding at the State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
requested level would exceed that capacity and tie up funds that could be used for State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
more immediate needs. Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
' Total | 700 Maximum 340

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor recommends a partial appropriation of $7 million for RIM easements.
This appropriation is from general obligation bond proceeds. Of this amount,
$640,000 may be used to administer the program.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Water & Soil Resources Board
Local Government Road Wetland Replacement

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $6,100,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 3
PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

The Minnesota Local Government Roads Wetland Replacement program is a
statutory obligation the state has to replace wetlands lost to public transportation
projects as required under M.S. 103G.222, Subd.1(1). This program supports the
“no-net-loss” requirements of both state and federal regulations. It benefits a variety
of constituent groups: local road authorities by assigning responsibility for replacing
lost wetlands to the state; environmental interests by establishing higher quality
wetland replacement sites; state taxpayers by reducing the costs of wetland
replacement through economies of scale; and citizens by avoiding delays in safety
enhancements to existing roads.

The 1996 and 2000 legislatures amended the Wetiand Conservation Act (WCA) after
several years of controversy and regulatory inconsistency. The local government
roads wetland replacement program was a key outcome of these amendments. It
transferred responsibility for replacing wetlands lost to local road construction to the
Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR). This eliminates the need for local
government transportation officials to undertake and finance environmental
reclamation projects, and consolidates the necessary technical, financial, and other
implementation work. That results in higher quality, more cost-effective wetland
replacement.

The Local Government Roads Wetland Replacement program provides the following
benefits:

B  Regulatory simplification and more efficient wetland mitigation are achieved by
eliminating the need for local road authorities to maintain staff and budget to
mitigate wetland impacts.

®  Fragmented impacts from road projects are consolidated in targeted areas to
provide habitat, water quality, and other wetland functions away from traffic and
highway runoff areas at a lower public cost.

B Water management goals like improving water quality, flood control, greenway
preservation and enhancement can be better addressed collectively.
Site selection, ranking of project proposals, and setting program strategies

consistent with overall state and federal wetland goals are achieved through an
interagency process.

Local governments (counties, cities, and townships) believe this state mandate
should be a base element in BWSR'’s budget. The legislature recognized this state

obligation and required an assessment and recommendation for the 2001 session.
Without state funding, local governments must pay for this work. That would result
in the following negative consequences:

®  Reduce or delay completion of road projects;

¥ Require a reversal of recent statute changes and undo a fragile stakeholder
consensus that resulted in recent wetland regulatory reforms (ML 1996, Chap.
462 and ML 2000, Chap. 382); and

®  Negate an agreement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) that allows
this program to meet federal regulatory requirements, which means local road
authorities will again have to seek individual federal permits and be responsible
for wetland replacement.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):
Prior experience shows that approximately 193 acres of wetlands need replacement
each year, at an annual cost of $2.7 million. The number of acres impacted
depends most directly on the money available to local governments for road
construction. The cost of establishing the wetlands varies widely, from a low of
$2,000 an acre in rural Minnesota, to more than $20,000 an acre for some projects
in the metro area. In order to comply with the regulatory requirement to conduct
wetland replacement prior to or concurrent with the wetland losses, BWSR projects
that it will need $6.1 million to meet its statutory obligations for June 2001 through
June 2004.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The state has not determined whether this program should be funded from
transportation sources, environmental sources, or some combination of the two. To
date, it has been funded from the capital budget. This program was funded for one
year from the capital (bonding) budget by the 2000 legislature via a $2.3 million
capital appropriation with a $400,000 supplement for annual implementation costs.
This amount was similar to previous appropriations and adequate for one year of
projects and covered state obligations through June 2000. In 2001, the legislature
appropriated $2.0 million for the program. Even with that amount, BWSR projects
that the state is currently two years behind in terms of funding this program to fulfill
the regulatory requirements.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL:
Ronald D. Harnack, Executive Director

Board of Water and Soil Resources

One West Water Street, Suite 200

St. Paul, MN 55107

Phone: (651) 296-0878

Fax: (651) 297-5615

E-mail: ron.harnack@bwsr.state.mn.us
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Local Government Road Wetland Replacement

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1. Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$7,652

$5,200

$4,600

$4,600

$22,052

Land and Buildings

0

0

0

0

0

05/2002

05/2006

2. Predesign Fees

0

0

0

0

0 =

3. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

(el {a]le] )]

[=]{e} {e]{en]

olojo|o

[=]{a]{e]{e]

o000

4. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

798

900

800

800

3,298

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

05/2002

05/2006

5. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

6. One Percent for Art

7. Relocation Expenses

[=]le}e][a]{e}ele] ] o)

(o} {a}le}e]{o]{e}{oe}] (=] {e]

[=l{e}a]la} e} e]{a] (] e]

[=){e] [« }{e]{e] o] o] (=] (o]

8. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

[e]

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 —8)

ojojo|o

5,40

9. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

$8,450

0.00%

$5,400

$25.350 |
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Local Government Road Wetland Replacement

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 5,300 5,200 4,600 4,600 19,700 PAYMENTS
General Fund Projects 2,750 900 800 800 5,250 (for bond-financed projects Percent
General 400 0 0 0 400 only) Amount | _of Total
State Funds Subtotal 8.450 6,100 5,400 5,400 25350 | |Seneral Fund 2.200| 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 0 0 0 0 0 gTATUTQRY AND OTHER REQU'REMENTS
- roject applicants should be aware that the following
Private Funds 0 0 0 0 0 requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
Other 0 0 0 0 0 the bonding bill.
TOTAL 8,450 6,100 5,400 5,400 25,350 No | MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
0 Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) Y MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 S | Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 538 538 538 538 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Other Program Related Expenses 362 262 262 262 (require legislative notification)
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by 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 Requirements
Expenditure Subtotal 900 800 800 800 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Review (by Office of Technology)
TOTAL CHANGES 900 800 800 800 Yes MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (as per Finance Dept.)
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount (as per Finance Dept) i i
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision No | MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Laws of 96, Chapter 463, Section 011, Subd. 004 3,000 Required (by granting agency)
Laws of 98, Chapter 404, Section 010, Subd. 003 2,750 No | Matching Funds Required
Laws of 00, Chapter 492, Section 009, Subd. 005 2,300 (as per agency request)
Laws of 00, Chapter 499. Section 003, Subd. 000 400 Yes | Project Cancellation in 2007
TOTAL 8,450 (as per Finance Dept)
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Water & Soil Resources Board
Local Government Road Wetland Replacement

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Depariment of Finance Analysis:

Funding for this statutorily required program has been controversial since the law
was passed. The Department of Finance believes that the costs associated with
replacing wetlands lost to local government road projects is a cost of building or
modifying the existing roadway, and should therefore be funded with transportation
funds, rather than bonding appropriations.

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend capital funding for this request.

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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Water & Soil Resources Board
Streambank, L.akeshore and Roadside Erosion
Control

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $5,000,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 3 of 3

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This program will provide for the protection of water quality,'ﬁsh and wildlife habitat,
public infrastructures, and public safety through:

®  Protection of environmentally sensitive lake and river shoreland areas through
the purchase of conservation easements;

B Correction of severely eroded lake and river stream banks through the
installation of erosion control practices; and

®  Reduction of flood damages through the installation of road retention projects.

This program will be implemented in a partnership with the state’s 91 soil and water
conservation districts, 43 watershed districts, and 87 counties.

Conservation easements: Minnesota's lake and river shorelands are under greatly
increasing development pressure as the population ages and internet access makes
“cabin living” more attractive year-round. This puts urban-like pressures on those
remaining undeveloped lake and river shoreland areas. Because the best
shorelands have already been developed, what remains is often very steep or very
wet. Along with being environmentally sensitive, these areas often include important
fish and wildlife habitats such as fish spawning areas and loon nesting areas. A
program designed after the Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Reserve program is needed
in order to assist local governments to protect some of these sensitive shoreland
areas in concert with their comprehensive local water management plans and land
use plans.

As part of a recent Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) shoreland protection
pilot program, Cass County was able to use $250,000 of state dollars to purchase
development rights on land valued at over $1 million. In doing so, they were able to
protect 8,160 feet of shoreline and 219 acres of land. The state’s investment will
allow for the environmental goals of clean water, fish and wildlife habitat, and open
space to be produced from this land in perpetuity.

Erosion control practices: The state's 91 soil and water conservation districts have
identified more than 165 miles of severely eroded shoreline and 1,500 miles of
eroded stream banks. Erosion of soil from these sites resuits in degraded water
quality, destruction of near-shore fish and wildlife habitats, and impaired recreational
use. Because the magnitude of the physical erosion is great, so will be the cost to
control the problems.

For example: Although the North Shore of Lake Superior is known for its rocky
shoreline, it also includes many bays and other reaches of shoreline that are
composed of erodible red clay. Some of these shoreline areas have up to 70-foot-
high clay banks. Wave action at the shoreline results in plumes of suspended red
clay in the near-shore waters of Lake Superior. When wave action subsides,
suspended clay settles to the bottom and blankets rock and sand substrate, which
is critical for fish spawning and fish habitat. This area of fish habitat is critical in that
it occurs only within the first few hundred yards from the shore. Surveys conducted
by BWSR have identified approximately 35 miles of the North Shore's total length of
200 miles as high erosion areas.

Road retention projects: The severe flooding in 1993 and again in 1997 has
continued to highlight the need to reduce flood damage to roads, bridges, public
and private structures, farm field, river banks, and urban centers within many rural
parts of Minnesota. An interagency hazard mitigation team led by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) prepared a report that identified
floodwater retention at roads as an appropriate measure to reduce future flood
damages. As part of this capital request, BWSR proposes to cost-share with local
governments the cost of road retention projects. These projects will result in
reduced flood damages to roads, bridges, structures, and fields, as well as reduced
downstream sedimentation. The sediment and associated nutrient trapping
efficiency of these projects is 50 to 90%, providing significant water quality benefits.

BWSR's strategic plan identifies the role of the state acting through BWSR to solve
water quality and soil erosion problems voluntarily and collaboratively with local
governments.  Additionally, the state's soil and water conservation policy
(103A.206) states that it is the policy of the state to encourage land occupiers
(including local governments) to conserve soil and water resources through the
implementation of practices to prevent erosion, reduce sedimentation of surface
waters, control floods, prevent impairment of dams and reservoirs, and protect
public lands.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):
Project Costs 02-03
Property acquisition

Easements and engineering and construction of supporting practices

$4.74 million

Project Management
State Staff and Project Administration $260,000
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Water & Soil Resources Board AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Streambank, Lakeshore and Roadside Erosion Fiscal Years 2002-2007 Project Narrative
Control

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

The state of Minnesota has a reputation for its quality of life. In 2001, Morgan Quitno
Press, which annually ranks cities and states, named Minnesota the nation’s “most
livable state” — for the fifth year in a row. Minnesota is also known for its lakes, rivers,
and outdoor recreation opportunities, from which the state sees a significant
economic impact.  According to the Department of Trade and Economic
Development, domestic and international travel to Minnesota brings $9.1 billion into
the state’s economy annually, supporting 170,300 tourism jobs and generating $1.1
billion in tax receipts. This program provides additional assurance that the
environmental goals of clean water, fish and wildlife, and scenic open spaces that the
citizens of Minnesota expect and that people come from around- the world to enjoy
are preserved and protected.

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

Ronald D. Harnack, Executive Director
Board of Water and Soil Resources
One West Water Street, Suite 200

St. Paul, MN 55107

Phone: (651) 296-0878

Fax: (651) 297-5615

E-mail: ron.hamack@bwsr.state.mn.us
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Streambank, Lakeshore and Roadside Erosion
Control

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
All Years and All Funding Sources

Project Costs
All Prior Years

Project Costs
FY 2002-03

Project Costs
FY 2004-05

Project Costs
FY 2006-07

Project Costs
All Years

Project Start
(Month/Year)

Project Finish
(Month/Year)

1.

Property Acquisition

Land, Land Easements, Options

$0

$4,740

$4,740

$4,740

$14,220

Land and Buildings

0

0

0

05/2002

05/2006

. Predesign Fees

Qo

0

0

0

. Design Fees

Schematic

Design Development

Contract Documents

Construction Administration

QO |00

[} (e} {e] {w]

olo|o|o

o|lo|ojo

. Project Management

State Staff Project Management

260

260

260

Non-State Project Management

Commissioning

Other Costs

[= e} o) )

05/2002

05/2006

. Construction Costs

Site & Building Preparation

Demolition/Decommissioning

Construction

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities

Hazardous Material Abatement

Construction Contingency

Other Costs

. One Percent for Art

O~

. Relocation Expenses

O|0|0|0 0|0 |0|0|C

[=la]llel{e} e} (o e]e]le]

(=} e}l {e} ool [a]la}{a] o)

o|oj0|ojo|o|o|o|o

. Occupancy

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment

Telecommunications (voice & data)

Security Equipment

Other Costs

SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 — 8)

[=le}elle}le]

o|o(olo|jo

5,00

(=i e]lele] (-]

3
o
(=}

. Inflation

Midpoint of Construction

Inflation Multiplier

0.00%

0.00%

Inflation Cost

GRAND TOTAL

$5,000

$5,000

$15,000
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Streambank, Lakeshore and Roadside Erosion
Control

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

FY 2004-05

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 -FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 0 4,740 4,740 4,740 14,220 PAYMENTS )
General Fund Projects 0 260 260 260 780 (for bond-financed projects Percent
State Funds Subtotal 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 only) Amount | of Total
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0| [General Fund 4,740| 100.0%
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
zoca) Sovernment Funds : 2 : ; : STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Project applicants should be aware that the followin:
Other 0 0 0 0 0 loc Spplee o awal g
requirements will apply to their projects after adoption of
TOTAL 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 the bonding bill.
N MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) 0 Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 v MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 219 219 219 219 S | Review (by Legislature)
Other Program Related Expenses 41 41 41 41 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Expenditure Subtotal 260 260 260 260 Requirements
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
TOTAL CHANGES 260 260 260 260 Review (by Office of Technology)
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Yes | MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
(as per Finance Dept.)
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
(as per Finance Dept)
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (by granting agency)
No Matching Funds Required
(as per agency request)
Yes Project Cancellation in 2007
(as per Finance Dept)
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Water & Soil Resources Board
Streambank, Lakeshore and Roadside Erosion
Control

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

NA

Department of Finance Analysis:

The need identified by this new program could be better addressed by expanding the
statutory definitions of the existing RIM Easement program to accommodate
easements in lake and river shorelands. Some aspects can also be addressed by

local governments through the land use planning process.

The Department of

Natural Resources now provides shoreland habitat restoration grants that may be
duplicative if similar grants or cost-share were to be instituted under this proposal.

Governor's Recommendation:

The Governor does not recommend capital funding for this request.

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 35
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 50
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 215
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Zoological Gardens

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Fiscal Years 2002-2007
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Projects Summary

2002 Agency Project Requests for State Funds Statewid G , Governor's
. . Agency ($ by Session) atewide overnor's Planning
Project Title Priority Strategic | Recommendations Estimate
Ranking | 2002 2004 2006 Total Score 2002 2004 2006
Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction 1 $18,563 $67,442 $0 $86,005 370 $7,184 $0 $0
Asset Preservation 2 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 410 3,000 3,000 3,000
Total Project Requests $21,563 $70,442 $3,000 $95,005 $10,184 $3,000 $3,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The Minnesota Zoological Board is the state agency established by M.S. 85A and
charged with operating the Minnesota Zoological Garden (Zoo) as an education,
conservation, and recreation organization for the collection, habitation, preservation,
care, exhibition, and examination or study of wild and domestic animals.

The mission of the Zoo is “To strengthen the bond between people and the living
earth.” This mission is accomplished through exhibits and programs to educate the
public, to increase understanding of animals and nature, and to encourage action on
behalf of conservation efforts.

As established by Minnesota statute, the Zoo is a public-private partnership and is
intended to operate with considerable independence and to actively solicit
contributions from non-state sources. The Zoo 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 Zoo belongs to the people of
Minnesota and its facilities and programs are accessible to all Minnesota citizens.
The Zoo is also a popular tourist destination which attracts many visitors from other
states.

The Zoo provides activities and programs for people of all ages and backgrounds to
encourage stewardship for animals and nature and a greater appreciation for the rich
diversity of the wild earth.

®  Education programs provide meaningful and entertaining interactions with the
Zoo's unique collection of plants and animals. Programs foster the development
of values regarding species survival, biodiversity, habitat preservation, and
environmental stewardship. The Zoo is a primary resource for Minnesota
schools to achieve environmental education outcomes.

B Conservation efforts strive to preserve biodiversity and promote a better
understanding of animals and nature. The Zoo partners with local and global
agencies and organizations to promote the survival of threatened and
endangered species and ecosystems. Conservation efforts include participation
in Minnesota’s trumpeter swan breeding and reintroduction program, and active
participation in individual American Zoological Association Species Survival
Plans designed to coordinate the breeding of endangered species to maintain
genetic diversity.

®  Recreation opportunities are family-oriented educational experiences that are
delivered both at the Zoo and throughout Minnesota. Visitors to the Zoo have

fun and leave with a greater understanding, appreciation, and respect for
animals and nature.

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

In 1969 the Minnesota legislature accepted the recommendation of a group of
Minnesota organizations that had been exploring the concept of establishing a
major zoo in the metropolitan area. At that time the legislature established the
Minnesota Zoo Board and in 1973 approved the master plan and appropriated
funding to construct the Minnesota Zoological Garden in Apple Valley. Construction
began in May 1974 and the Zoo officially opened to the public on 5-22-78.

The Zoo provides exciting family experiences to heighten understanding of
conservation and encourage a stewardship ethic for animals and nature. Since
opening in 1978, over 22 million visitors have come to the Zoo and its collection
now consists of 2,500 animals that represent over 400 species. The Zoo continually
evaluates and improves its programs and services to provide for an effective and
enjoyable experience. The Zoo has one of the largest membership bases of any
family attraction in the state, with a membership of more than 29,000 households.
More than one million people visit the Zoo annually, including over 130,000 K-12
students, their teachers and chaperones. The Zoo provides activities and programs
for people of all ages and backgrounds to encourage stewardship for animals and
nature and to instill a greater appreciation for the earth.

Originally designed and constructed as a state-of-the-art zoological facility, the Zoo
is now in need of capital investment to protect the state investment in this unique
asset and provide move efficient and effective programs to Minnesotans. A
renewed Zoo will be more able to meet the need for additional conservation efforts,
and the public demand for sophisticated educational and recreational experiences.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS IN RELATION
TO CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In June 1987 the Minnesota Zoological Board (Board) adopted a long-range plan
that was designed to provide the Zoo with a guiding vision for the next 10 years.
The Zoo mission “To strengthen the bond between people and the living earth”
guided the process to create the long-range plan. In 1999 the Board adopted an
updated plan. The long-range plan provides direction for the Zoo as a whole and is
a basis for development of specific operational plans regarding the collection,
conservation, education, recreation, and facilities plans. 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 Board, and the Minnesota Zoo
Foundation that sustains the Zoo as a resource for all Minnesota citizens. Zoo
programs and activities focus on conservation, education, and recreation. The long-
range plan ensures that the Zoo is a fun place to learn about and enjoy animals and
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Strategic Planning Summary

also serves as an excellent example of recreation with a purpose--to promote
conservation action. In conjunction with the long-range plan, the facilities plan
coordinates activities related to asset preservation, renovation of existing exhibits,
support facilities and public areas, and also capital expansion projects to add new
exhibits and public area improvements.

Critical to fulfilling the mission of the Zoo as outlined in the plan is the existence of
and maintenance of a facility that provides the physical environment needed. Priority
goals of the capital budget plan are:

B Preserving the current capital assets.
®  Leveraging private funds for additions and improvements to the Zoo.

®  Expanding the Zoo collection to bring a wider spectrum of experience to the
visitor.

®  Increasing the ability to address increasingly critical conservation issues.
B Expanding the educational and interpretive opportunities at the Zoo.

The Zoo capital projects requested in this budget reflect these priority goals.

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

Construction of the Zoo began over 25 years ago and the Zoo has been open to the
public for over 23 years. Over one million visitors come to the Zoo and experience
the Zoo exhibits and park-like facility each year. The 500-acre facility is aging and
requires increased investment to preserve the asset.

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 Zoo should dedicate an additional $3.4 million annually to maintenance and
preventative maintenance activities for the facility.

The current facility does not meet the expectations or needs of the public for
increasingly sophisticated conservation education opportunities.

In 2001 the Zoo completed a master planning study. The goal of the process was to
define a compelling range of opportunities for the Zoo’s physical redevelopment in
order to create a strategic, flexible, long-term vision.

The new Master Pan for the Zoo has identified the areas of renewal and

development, which are available at the Zoo to increase the ability of the facility to be

enjoyed by the people of Minnesota and to be used effectively in delivery of
- educational and conservation programs designed to fulfill the mission of the Zoo.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

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

The Board, upon consultation and recommendation of the Zoo management staff,
determines the priorities for capital projects based on guest input, the
appropriateness to the Zoo strategic plan, the conservation impact, and the
relevance of the project to the successful fulfillment of the Zoo's mission.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
(1996-2001):

&  $1.75 million was approved during the 1998 legislative session to be used for
the first phase of the renewal of the roadways and pathways at the Zoo.

®  $1 milion was appropriated from bond funds during the 2000 legislative
session for the replacement of heating distribution lines on the Zoo facility.
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Zoological Gardens
Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $18,563,000
AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 0of 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Minnesota Zoological Garden--Apple Valley
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This request for $18,563,000 state dollars is to complete the design work and begin
construction of major renewal of existing and development of new exhibits and
facilities at the Minnesota Zoological Garden (Zoo). The Zoo was originally
constructed during the mid 1970s and opened to the public in 1978. The original Zoo
development was based on a visionary plan completed in 1970, “The Minnesota
Zoological Garden: Mirror to the Environment,” which laid out a course for building
the Zoo based on a foundation of education and conservation. The objective of the
original construction was to provide for public recreation and education through
interpretive displays featuring the natural characteristic of the animals exhibited.
Among the principles guiding the construction of the original facility was that animals
should be exhibited in a facsimile of their natural environment, and that the Zoo be
designed to provide a pleasant and visually stimulating experience for the visitor.
These guiding principles resulted in the construction of a zoo that was considered the
model for zoo renovations for years to come.

The original Zoo master plan, developed after extensive input from the legisiature,
zoo professionals, educational groups, as well as the public in general, envisioned a
place where the visitor would leave the rush of the city behind, would walk through a
park like setting and experience exhibits of animals in settings as natural as possible.
The Zoo would present the relationship between animal and human as the central
theme, mirrored in every exhibit. The original master plan envisioned a zoo that
contained exhibits that would have displayed to visitors animals representative of all
of the major zoographic area of the world. The plan called for phases of construction
that would have eventually met this objective. Many of the proposed features of the
original master plan have never been undertaken.

The Zoo is now 25 years old and the facility condition has been in decline. Since its
inception, the Zoo has been viewed by visitors as lacking certain elements expected
to be present in a major zoo. Although visionary in the 1970s, the Zoo must
significantly renew its exhibits and facilities to return to earlier levels of prominence in
terms of animal management, public experience, and educational impact. Density,
intensity, and quality of exhibits and interpretive opportunities are low. Infrastructure
maintenance has not kept pace with increasing operational needs. The level of
attendance achieved, consistently over one milion annually, is remarkable
considering the incomplete build-out of the Zoo, and strongly suggests that additional
desirable features will result in increased support and attendance.

In the 1999 session the legislature directed the Zoo to submit a report regarding the
governing structure and operations of the Zoo. That report was completed and
presented to the 2000 session of the legislature. Two of the recommendations
contained in the report were to: 1) create a vision for the Zoo's future and when the
vision is clear, produce strategic facilities and business plans to execute that vision;
and 2) invest in the capital infrastructure at the Zoo.

In order to fulfill these recommendations the Minnesota Zoological Board made the
decision in the fall of 2000 to produce a renewed master plan to provide guidance in
continuing the development of the Zoo. Private donations were received by the Zoo
and were used to contract with nationally recognized zoo master plan consultants to
complete the process. The process has been completed and the product of that
effort is the “Minnesota Zoological Garden Feasibility Master Plan/Business Plan”
(Master Plan).

The Master Plan envisions continuing the Zoo's original objectives and updates the
original plan to reflect the changing demands and expectations of the visitors and
the community. The master planning process included visitor evaluations that
concluded that although visitors generally rate the experience as positive and
enjoyable they would desire to see more animals and specifically more exotic
animals. The opportunity for increased close up viewing and immersion
experiences is desired by visitors. The Master Plan envisions a zoo that meets
these needs and moves toward completion of the vision originally laid out when the
Zoo was conceived in the 1970s. The renewed Zoo will be more able to meet the
public demand for sophisticated education and compelling recreation. The need for
addressing increasingly critical conservation issues will be possible through the
educational interpretation of new and renewed exhibits.

The primary outcomes of the Master Plan will be:

B A significant increase in the delivery of environmental education to a wider
Minnesota constituency by the Zoo.

B [Increased effect on conservation both at the Zoo and in nature.

® Increased access to and ownership of a premiere cultural/educational/
recreational attraction for the citizens of Minnesota.

The Master Plan has been completed and the next step is the initiation of the design
phase to produce the schematic design, and the design development and
construction documents necessary to implement the Zoo facility and exhibit
improvements as envisioned in the Master Plan.

The Zoo, as envisioned in the renewed Master Plan, is to be designed in such a
way as to be ideal for the delivery of programs by the education and bioprograms
divisions to meet the mission of the Zoo to strengthen the bond between the people
of Minnesota and the living earth.
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Zoological Gardens
Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

This Master Plan seeks to focus, clarify and solidify the vision of the Minnesota Zoo
as a meaningful and important state asset The Master Plan supports the
development of a world-class facility and environmentally knowledgeable citizens.
The Master Plan strives to create a timeless framework that can be enjoyed for
generations and incorporates an operational flexibility that will allow the Zoo to
continue to develop with and meet the needs of the citizens of Minnesota.

MINNESOTA ZOO FEASIBILITY MASTER PLAN/BUSINESS PLAN

The goal of the master planning process was to define a compelling range of
opportunities for the Zoo’s physical redevelopment in order to create a strategic,
flexible, long-term vision. The implementation of these ideas will allow the Zoo to
maximize its existing and future investments in facilities, exhibits and programs, and
enhance its position as a key provider of environmental education and public
recreation for the citizens of Minnesota. One of the Zoo's primary goals is to display
and interpret the magnificence and diversity of the world’s wildlife in as natural a
setting as possible. The Zoo should be a dramatic and engaging destination that
provides an intimate experience with animals and environments. To accomplish this,
the Master Plan distributes the collection into a series of thematic zones. These
zones allow for compelling, engaging points of viewing as well as meaningful
interpretation of the collection. The result of the physical Master Plan is a dramatic
and interpretively coherent zoo that carefully integrates the existing landform, lakes
and vegetation, exhibits, and facilities, one that supports the mission of the Zoo as a
sustainable conservation organization.

The core of the Zoo experience is the exhibits, the pathways, and the public areas, all
of which will be linked to the mission of the Zoo and the Zoo's interpretive approach
in order to create a compelling presentation of the Zoo’s collection. The Master Plan
proposes a significant increase in the number of animal exhibits.

The organization of the collection is modified from bioclimatic (the presentation of
species from a single biome but multiple locations) to a zoogeographic organization
that presents animals from a single location with the potential for multiple biomes.
Phase 1 of the Master Plan envisions development and renewal of the following
interpretive zones.

Prairie’s Edge: )
Minnesota’s natural prairie heritage will be celebrated and interpreted by this new
exhibit complex, which will serve as an introduction to the entire Zoo experience.
Dramatic prairie, woodland and marsh habitats, complete with herds of bison,
pronghorn antelopes, red fox, prairie dog colonies, and black bears will lead guests
from newly enhanced parking areas to the heart of the Zoo. The history of
Minnesota’s natural resources will be an important component of the visitor's
introductory experience. In addition to providing an immediate immersion into a

wildlife environment, the Prairie’s Edge zone will significantly improve access,
services and orientation for Zoo guests.

Biodiversity Center (Main Building Entry):

The Prairie’s Edge will lead all visitors into a significantly redeveloped main building,
the Biodiversity Center (Center). The Center will present dramatic views of the
natural Minnesota landscape that the Zoo occupies. Within the Center, visitors will
be oriented to the mission and offering of the Zoo. Improved visitor services and
exhibits will greatly clarify the Zoo experience, provide expanded opportunities for
school group education programs, address the current lack of capacity for
admissions, bring accessibility levels up to current standards, and enhance the
Zoo's ability to generate revenue through improved retail, food service, and group
rental facilities. The conservatory like Biodiversity Center, will offer introductory
exhibits, including new habitats for small primates, reptiles and fish. It will serve as
an introduction to the primary exhibit trails of the Zoo and will create a powerful
demonstration of the Zoo's mission—to strengthen the bond between people and
the living earth.

Asia Trail Gateway:

The existing Northern Trail has never been developed to the level envisioned in the
Zoo’s original Master Plan. As a result many visitors have expressed dissatisfaction
with the Zoo’s primary outdoor exhibit area, due to the long, largely unsheltered
pathway, and the minimal selection of animal exhibit experiences offered on the
existing trail. The Asia Trail Gateway project will remedy this situation by providing a
series of immersion exhibits and educational facilities that will serve as a new
“gateway” to the Asian Trail. The project will include new exhibits for snow
leopards, red panda, takin, saiga antelope, pheasants, white-lipped deer, wolverine,
amur leopard, wild boar, and new close-up views of tigers. Visitors will travel a
simulated Himalayan mountain trail and a Siberian forest habitat, with integrated
cultural elements discovering both flora and fauna. Enclosed viewing structures will
shelter visitors from the elements and provide opportunities for interpretation.

Africa Trail:

The Zoo’s original master plan envisioned a major exhibit of African animals, and
after 25 years this remains the development most desired by our guests, and the
one that holds the greatest promise for significantly increasing Zoo attendance and
community support. The updated Master Plan proposes a dramatic new
indoor/outdoor complex of African animal exhibits, where guests will be immersed in
a simulated African tropical forest and grasslands environment featuring
chimpanzees, hippos, giraffes, lions, cheetahs, crocodiles and other species.
Linkages to research programs at the University of Minnesota and conservation
programs in Africa will be integral to the development, as will new revenue
generating facilities including food service and group rental spaces.
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Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction

Other Projects:

In order to support the increased attendance generated by the Master Plan projects,
and to address long-standing infrastructure deficiencies, significant investment in
utilities, circulation systems and service facilities is required. New and improved
parking lots and roadways, upgraded water, sewer, electrical, heating and cooling
systems, expanded storage and support areas, and significant storm water
management structures will be completed to allow the Zoo to meet the expectations
of guests and the requirements of the collection.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

The additional exhibits and buildings to be constructed as envisioned in the Master
Plan will require increased expenditures for staff and operations at the Zoo. These
increased costs are projected to be funded through increased revenue.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

Past capital additions to the Zoo since the original construction have been funded in
part or completely by contributions from the private sector. The Zoo envisions that
the Minnesota Zoo Foundation will undertake a major fund raising effort in support of
the completion of this major development and renewal at the Zoo. The Foundation
board of directors has made a commitment to raise and contribute a one to three
match for the Master Plan project.

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

Jim Reinholdz

Chief Financial Officer

13000 Zoo Boulevard

Apple Valley, MN 55124

Phone: (952) 431-9309

Fax: (952) 431-9211

E-mail: jim.Reinholdz@state.mn.us
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Cost

Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction 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 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Land and Buildings 0 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign Fees 200 0 0 0 200 11/2000 12/2001
3. Design Fees e i i
Schematic 0 1,644 0 0 1,644 06/2002 06/200
Design Development 0 2,739 0 0 2,739 06/2002 06/2005
Contract Documents 0 4,383 0 0 4,383 06/2002 06/2007
Construction Administration 0 346 1,847 0 2,193 06/2002 06/2007
4. Project Management 06/2000 06/2007
State Staff Project Management 0 287 1,539 0 1,826
Non-State Project Management 0 460 2,462 0 2,922
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 805 4,309 0 5,114
5. Construction Costs 06/2002 06/2007
Site & Building Preparation 0 143 303 0 446
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 96 952 0 1,048
Construction 0 3,209 31,818 0 35,027
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 4,772 11,974 0 16,746
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 115 615 0 730
Construction Contingency 0 1,046 5,596 0 6,642
Other Costs 0 2,239 10,915 0 13,154
6. One Percent for Art 0 115 615 0 730 iy aal
7. Relocation Expenses 0 115 615 0 730 06/2003 06/20
8. Occupancy 06/2003 06/2007
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 575 3,078 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL.: (items 1 - 8) 200 23,089 76,638 0
9. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction 04/2003 07/2005
Inflation Multiplier 7.20% 17.30% 0.00% .
Inflation Cost 1,662 13,258 0 14,920
GRAND TOTAL $200 $24,751 $89,896 $0 $114,847

PAGE D-232



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction Project Detail

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

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 0 18,563 67,442 0 86,005 PAYMENTS
State Funds Subtotal 0 18,563 67,442 0 86,005 (for bond-figi?y?ed projects | z?’T‘ftg:
pgency gfﬁ;i“"g Budget Punds 8 8 8 8 8 General Fund 18,663 | 100.0%
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
g?f\]/::e Funds 208 6,18(8) 22,458 g 28,845 gT ATtUT OIRY tAN'? ?J‘:)-lER RE g”t'::E'fV'fNTs
roject g iIcants shou e aware tha e roliowin
TOTAL 200 24,751 89,896 0 114,847 requif'emer?tg will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
the bonding bill.
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) Y MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 °® | Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 323 1,622 4,207 5,753 N MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Other Program Related Expenses 56 265 1,049 1,703 ° | Review (by Legislature)
Building Operating Expenses 11 176 549 779 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
Expenditure Subtotal 390 1,963 5,805 8,235 Yes MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Revenue Offsets <390> <1,963> <5,805> <8,235> Requirements
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 Yes MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 7.0 23.0 63.0 65.0 Review (by Office of Technology)
Yes MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
(as per Finance Dept.)
N MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
o} -
(as per Finance Dept)
N MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
0 : -
Required (by granting agency)
Y Matching Funds Required
es
(as per agency request)
Y. Project Cancellation in 2007
es .
(as per Finance Dept)
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Zoological Gardens
Zoo Master Plan Design/Construction

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

Without a predesign being submitted prior to the request it is not possible for an
analysis to be made. Project construction information and costs have not been
provided to examine $/SF of functional areas.

Department of Finance Analysis:

This request is the result of a master planning study conducted in 2001, which
recommends major redevelopment and renewal of the Zoo’s facilities. The request is
for $18.563 million in 2002 and $67.442 million in 2004 to design and construct
Phase 1 of the plan. The total cost of Phase 1 is $114.847 million.

The Zoo is requesting the state to pay for 75% of the project and proposes to raise
the remaining 25% ($28.8 million) from private sources. The Zoo has not undertaken
a capital campaign of this size in the past; however, it has successfully raised $9
million for Discovery Bay and the Family Farm.

The Zoo is not requesting additional state funds to support the increased operating
costs of the Zoo resulting from the new exhibits and development. Rather, the Zoo
proposes to pay these increased costs from increased operating revenue and fees
generated by the new exhibits. The Zoo has prepared a business plan that details
revenue, expenditure and attendance projections of the master plan.

The amount budgeted for “1% for art” exceeds the statutory requirement for this line
item.

In addition to those discussed above, the strategic score also reflects the following
conclusions:

®  The master planning study is strongly linked to the Zoo's mission, strategic goals
and objectives.

®  Aportion of the proposal will involve asset preservation work.

® Because the master plan was only recently completed, this is the first capital
budget in which funds have been requested. Therefore, no points were awarded
for the project’s inclusion in the state’s six-year planning estimates.

Governor’'s Recommendation:

The Governor recommends a partial appropriation of $7.184 million for the Asia Trail
Gateway component of the Zoo master plan. This appropriation is from general
obligation bonding and is contingent upon the Zoo securing matching funds for the
remaining costs of the Asia Trail project, estimated at $2.4 million or 25% of the
project’s cost.

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 0
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 105
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 25
State Asset Management 0/20/40/60 20
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 370

The Zoo’s proposed master plan includes many new exhibits and facility
renovations. At this time however, the Governor is proposing to fund only the Asia
Trail Gateway component of the plan. This new exhibit will significantly improve the
Zoo experience for the visitor in a cost-effective manner.
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Zoological Gardens
Asset Preservation

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Narrative

2002 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $3,000,000

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 2

PROJECT LOCATION: Minnesota Zoological Garden--Apple Valley
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE:

This request for $3 million in state funds is to preserve and maintain the Minnesota
Zoological Garden (Zoo) and involves the repair, replacement, and renewal needs of
the facility. These needs have developed over the time since the Zoo was originally
constructed in the 1970s and represent an assessment of the current facility's
deficiencies including, but not limited to, the following:

safety hazards and code compliance issues;
roof repairs and replacements;
mechanical and structural deficiencies;

®  building envelope work including tuck-pointing, window and door replacement,
etc,;

B road, pathways and parking lot repair and replacement;

& major mechanical and utility system repairs, replacements and improvements;
and

B storm water management.

The projects associated with this request are primarily nonrecurring in scope,
although all facility components require scheduled maintenance and repair, and
eventually require replacement in order to maintain the facility in a utility state. Many
of the projects have an average life cycle of 20 to 25 years, which corresponds with
the original construction and opening of the Zoo facility. The facility has reached the
age where significant level of repair and replacement are necessary and cannot be
addressed with the current level of repair funding in the operating budget. This
request is primarily to address the accumulated deferred maintenance needs of the
Zoo facility.

Asset preservation is a fundamental component of the capital budget process. The
objective of asset preservation is to reduce the amount of deferred maintenance and
deferred renewal in state owned facilities. Because the Zoo was an entirely new
facility 25 years age, the operating budget was not originally funded at a level
sufficient to maintain repair and replacement activities at a level sufficient to maintain
the facility in a continuing state of utility. In 1998 the Statewide Facilities
Management Group, coordinated by the Department of Administration, assessed the
appropriate level of annual building maintenance necessary for state agency
facilities. According to the guidelines the Zoo should be spending an additional $3.4
million annually to maintain and preserve the facility. The Zoo maintains a list of

projects that are prioritized based on life safety, facility preservation, existing
conditions and the consequences of not performing the repair and renewals. The
list is updated as needs and conditions change. The current list of deferred
maintenance needs totals over $20 million.

Asset preservation is an ongoing need at the Zoo. Funding this request will
preserve the state's asset and improve service and operation of the Zoo. The
consequences of not funding this request include long-term facility depreciation,
further deterioration and structural decay, escalating repair costs of emergency
repair, and the ability and effectiveness of the facility in meeting the expectations
and needs of the public that visits the Zoo. Funding of this request will enable the
Zoo to address the deferred maintenance problem and reduce the backlog of
deterioration to the facility.

IMPACT ON STATE AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE):

Funding this request will allow the Zoo to address the large and growing backlog of
deferred asset preservation projects. Lack of funding will require the continued use
of limited repair funds within the operating budget to address critical and emergency
asset preservation. This will continue to limit the Zoo’s ability to perform routine
preventative facility maintenance and add to the deferred maintenance problem.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

In the past, the Zoo has requested funding for specific asset preservation projects
including the “roads and pathways” and the “heating supply line/chiller replacement”
projects. These projects were partially funded in previous capital budget
appropriations. The need for asset preservation activities at the Zoo has been
increasing significantly as the facility ages and this asset preservation request is
being expanded to include the total need for asset preservation funding at the Zoo.

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

Jim Reinholdz

Chief Financial Officer

13000 Zoo Boulevard

Apple Valley, MN 55124

Phone: (952) 431-9309

Fax: (952) 431-9211

E-mail: jim.reinholdz@state.mn.us

PAGE D-235



Zoological Gardens
Asset Preservation

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 All Years (Month/Year) | (Month/Year)
1. Property Acquisition
Land, Land Easements, Options $0 $0 $0 $0
Land and Buildings 0 0 0 0
2. Predesign Fees 0 0 0 0
3. Design Fees
Schematic 0 0 0 0
Design Development 0 200 200 200 600 07/2002 06/2004
Contract Documents 0 0 0 0 0
Construction Administration 0 0 0 0 0
4. Project Management 07/2002 06/2004
State Staff Project Management 0 100 100 100 300
Non-State Project Management 0 0 0 0 0
Commissioning 0 0 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0 0 0
5. Construction Costs 07/2002 06/2004
Site & Building Preparation 0 0 0
Demolition/Decommissioning 0 0 0
Construction 0 2,700 2,700
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 0 0 0
Hazardous Material Abatement 0 0 0
Construction Contingency 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0
6. One Percent for Art 0 0 0
7. Relocation Expenses 0 0 0
8. Occupancy
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 0 0 0
Telecommunications (voice & data) 0 0 0
Security Equipment 0 0 0
Other Costs 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL: (items 1 — 8) 0 3,000 3,000
9. Inflation
Midpoint of Construction
Inflation Multiplier 0.00% 0.00%
Inflation Cost 0 0
GRAND TOTAL $3,000 $3,000
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

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

Project Detail

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years | FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS
State Funds : FOR DEBT SERVICE
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 PAYMENTS
State Funds Subtotal 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 (for bond-financed projects Percent
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 0 0 0 0 only) Amount | of Tota‘!
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0 Genergl Fuqd 3,000 100.00A;
Local Government Funds 0 0 0 0 0 User Financing 0 0.0%
S 0 0 0 0 0| [ STATUTORY AND GTHER REQUIREWENTS
roject applicants shou € aware tha e 1ollowin
TOTAL 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 requiiemer?tg will apply to their projects after adoptiongof
the bonding bill.
CHANGES IN Changes in State Operating Costs (Without Inflation) MS 16B.335 (1a): Construction/Major
STATE OPERATING COSTS FY 2002-03 | FY 2004-05 | FY 2006-07 | FY 2008-09 No Remodeling Review (by Legislature)
Compensation -- Program and Building Operation 0 0 0 0 Y MS 16B.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This
Other Program Related Expenses 0 0 0 0 ©S | Review (by Legislature)
Building Operating Expenses’ 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects
Building Repair and Replacement Expenses 0 0 0 0 (require legislative notification)
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Review
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 0 0 0 Required (by Administration Dept)
) Expenditure Subtotal 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation
Revenue Offsets 0 0 0 0 Requirements
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Review (by Office of Technology)
Y. MS 16A.695: Public Ownership Required
es :
(as per Finance Dept.)
N MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required
o -
(as per Finance Dept)
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review
Required (by granting agency)
No Matching Funds Required
(as per agency request)
Yes Project Cancellation in 2007

(as per Finance Dept)

PAGE D-237




Zoological Gardens

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Asset Preservation

Fiscal Years 2002-2007

Project Analysis

Department of Administration Analysis:

Admin policy is to support the appropriation of funds for asset preservation as a
means of ensuring appropriate stewardship of current state owned facilities.

Department of Finance Analysis:

This request is for $3 million in ongoing asset preservation funds for the Minnesota
Zoo, a 25-year old, state-owned and operated facility.

The strategic score for this request is based on the following:

Although the Zoo draws visitors from throughout the state, the asset preservation
improvements would not increase attendance in any quantifiable way.

All of the funds will be used for asset preservation activities, and a portion of the
funds will address safety concerns and code compliance issues.

The request is consistent with the agency’s strategic goals and mission.
No matching funds are anticipated with this request.

Asset preservation is contained in the state’s six year planning estimates. In the
2000 capital budget, the Zoo requested and the Governor recommended two
asset preservation projects: $1.1 million to repair and upgrade the heating and
cooling system and $4 million for road and pathway repair. The legislature
appropriated $1 million for the heating and coocling system. The Governor also
recommended asset preservation funds for the Zoo in his 2001 capital budget.

Governor's Reesmmendation:

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $3 million for this request
as part of his statewide asset preservation and facility repair initiative. Also included
are budget planning estimates of $3 million in 2004 and $3 million in 2006.

To encourage rapid expenditure of these capital funds for immediate economic
stimulus, the Governor recommends a sunset date of 6-30-2004 for the 2002
appropriation. Any portion of these funds not spent or encumbered by that date
shouid be cancelled.

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 75
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 0
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 50
Total | 700 Maximum 410
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