






























During the fi rst half of 198 1, ARDC conducted 
the first self-evaluation since its inception as an 
organization over a decade ago. The final report 
printed here is the result of a process that has 
involved more than 400 people from throughout 
the Arrowhead Region. The evaluation was 
undertaken partly as a result of a legislative 
mandate, but primarily as a long overdue assess­
ment of ARDC's strengths and weaknesses, as 
they are perceived by the individuals, agencies, 
and units of government affected by its actions 
and by the programs it administers. 

The ARDC self-evaluation was conducted in 
three stages: 

1. Mail-out survey 
2. Discussions with the ARD C Board of 

Directors , Commiss ioners, and Advi­
sory Committees 

3. Outside evaluation team interviews 

Mail-out Survey 
The purpose of the mail-out survey was to 

obtain the options and impressions of a variety 
of people regarding ARDC. A complete descrip­
tion of the various groups which responded to 
the survey is available upon request . Nearly 650 
questionnaires were mailed out and approxi­
mately 50% were returned. The results of the 
survey were analyzed and presented to the 
ARDC Coordinating Committee fo r their 
consideration. 

Board, Commission and Committee Review 
The second stage of the evaluation process 

involved discussing the survey results with the 
• ARDC Board of Directors, Commission and 
Ad .-i:ory Committees. Each group reviewed 
their own responses in aggregate form . In other 
words, the Board of Directors was given a 
summary of the survey responses from Board 

members. The purpose of these discussions was 
to identify specific problems areas for the indi­
vidual committees as well as to address the 
manner in which each group related to the 
overall ARDC structure. Because of time con­
siderations, not all Advisory Committees were 
able to participate in this stage of the evaluation. 

Outside Evaluation Team 
The third stage of the evaluation involved an 

eight-member outs ide evaluation team whose 
task was to conduct a number of face-to-face 
interviews throughout the Region. 

The outside evaluation team was composed of 
eight members , none of whom is directly associ­
ated with ARDC. The assigned task of the 
outside team was to interview various people 
throughout the Arrowhead Region to determine 
their attitudes and perceptions of ARDC and to 
identify specific strengths and weaknesses of the 
agency. It was felt that the interviews would 
provide an opportunity for a mo re in-depth 
discussion of ARDC as compared to the mail­
out survey. 

On May 7, 198 1 the outside team met at the 
ARDC offices for an orientation session and to 
review the results of the evaluatio n survey. At 
this time, each member of the team was assigned 
a geographic area in which he or she would 
conduct up t o ten interviews each. With the 
exception of St. Louis County, each county had 
one person conducting the interviews. Because 
of the large area to cover in St. Louis County, 
one person conducted the interviews in Duluth 
and another on the Iron Range. 

Team members selectec survey respondents 
fro m their assigned area for some of their 
interviews. In addition, several local elected 
officials in each county and the Iron Range area 

findings & recom dations 
A. Although ARDC received favorabl e re­

sponses in all areas of the evaluation survey, 
one of the less positive areas was "comm unity 
support." Many written comments ref erred 
to the lack of public relations and under­
standing of what ARDC does. This was also 
apparent by the high percentage of "not 
sure" responses to several survey questions. 

From the personal interviews, it seemed 
that overall, people who had some type of 
direct involvement with ARDC were very 
positive towards the agency and its activities. 
Both the survey and the interviews indicated 
that many townships and smaller municipal­
ities perceive ARDC as being another layer 
of government and a "fear of red tape" makes 
them reluctant to use the services which 
ARDC can provide to them. It was also 
mentioned that ARDC needs to develop 
some type of on-going communication with 
area legislators. 

Based on these findings, it is important for 
ARDC to work towards improving its com­
munications with all levels of government in 
order to promote a better understanding of 
ARDC throughout the Region. 
R ecommendation I : ARDC Should develop 

and distribute to all of its constituencies 
an information package which describes 
its capabilities and the types of services 
it provides. This information package 
should include a special section which 
specifically explains how ARDC can 
assist smaller units of government. 

Recommendation 2: ARDC staff should 
develop contacts in each county and 
municipality in the Region and make 
personal visits at least once each year. 
Staff should also attend meetings of the 
County Township Associations when­
ever possible. 

Recommendation 3: The executive director 
of ARDC will attend at least one 
meeting of each county board in the 
Region during the year. 

Recommendation 4: When appropriate, 
legislators from the Arrowhead Region 
should be invited to regular meetings of 
the ARDC Board, Commission and 
Advisory Committees. 

Recommendation 5: Implement the "cen­
tralized directory" of elected officials 
and others interested in receiving in­
formation regarding ARDC. 

B. Closely related to the issue of improved 
communications is the "accessibility" of 
ARDC. The large geographic size of the 
Region makes it difficult and costly for some 
people to travel to ARDC's offices in Duluth. 
Although this situation may be partially 
solved by increasing staff travel and personal 
contacts, the day-to-day accessibility of the 
agency remains an issue. 

Many survey respondents and interviewees 
specifically mentioned the addition of the 
toll-free line as being a very positive step. 

_ Other suggestions for improving the acces­
sibiiity of ARDC are listed below. 

of St . Louis County were selected even if they 
had not responded to the survey. The content of 
the interview was left up to the individual 
interviewers. By design, the interviews were 
unstructured. The interviewers were provided 
with the surveys which were returned by their 
subjects as well as a list of sample questions 
which they had the option of using. During the 
period of May 11-22, sixty-nine interviews were 
conducted in the seven-county Region. 

On May 18, the outside evaluation team met 
at the ARDC offices and discussed the results of 
their interviews. Their impressions and conclu­
sions about the interviews contributed signifi­
cantly to the findings and recommendations 
listed below. 

The information from each of these three 
stages of the evaluation was presented to the 
ARDC Coord inating Committee. Their role was 
I) to review all the information obtained from 
the survey, discussions and interviews; 2) to 
determine the significant findings; and 3) to 
develop a series of recommendations based on 
the overall evaluation. 

It should be noted that based on the evalua­
tion, the overall perception of ARDC throughout 
the Region is very positive. The majority of 
people who participated in the evaluation process 
felt that ARDC is providing needed services to 
the Region. Within this framework, therefore, it 
should be unders tood that t he findings and 
recommendations are not in response to major 
criticisms of the agency, but rat her they are 
proposed as ways by which ARDC can be even 
more responsive to the people of the Arrowhead 
Region. 

Recommendation 6: Continue to publicize 
the ARDC toll-free telephone number 
and encourage its maximum use. 

Recommendat.ion 7: If resources are avail­
able, ARDC should explore the possi­
bility of re-opening branch offices in 
various parts of the Region. 

Recommendation 8: ARDC Board and 
Commission members should take more 
responsibility for serving as an ARDC 
communications "link" with local gov­
ernments and other groups which they 
represent. 

C. Several survey respondents commented that 
ARDC is limited in its service to the Region 
by reacting to state and federal mandates 
and guidelines rather than promoting the 
Region based on its identified problems and 
needs. Many people suggested that ARDC 
should spend more time and resources on 
local needs and issues. 
Recommendation 9: ARDC needs to more 

specifically identify its constituency and 
• regularly ascertain the ARDC service 
needs of those constituencies. 

Recommendation I 0: ARDC should per­
iodically prioritize the identified needs 
for its services and its annual work 
program should include an allocation of 
discretionary funds to be spent on local 
priority issues. 

Recomm endation I I: The State of Minne­
sota should provide increased funding 
to Regional Development Commissions 
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ARDC EVALUATION TEAM 

Membership 

Richard Humphrey - Grand Marais, MN 
-former Mayor of Grand 

Marais 

R obert Benner 

Dennis Dunne 

-former member of 
ARDC 

-chairman of B WCA 
Citizens Advisory Task 
Force 

-St. Paul, MN 
-farmer Executive Dir-

ector of Region 5 RDC 
(Staples) 

-Director of Minnesota 
Environmental Quality 
Board (EQB) 

- Duluth, MN 
-former member of 

Outside Evaluation Committee Chairman Jay Hess presents findings to the Commission. 
Metro Council 

-President, First Na­
tional Bank, Duluth 

-President, Downtown 
Development Corpor­
ation, Duluth 

COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 
Warren Youngdahl, Marcell, 

Chairman 
Al Arnold, Duluth 
Vincent Gentilini, Virginia 
Barbara Goman, Duluth 
Harriet Headley, Twig 
Ed Hoff, Virginia 

- Darrell Lau -er, Grand Rapicfs 
Clarence Maddy, Duluth 
James Nynas, Cloquet 
Donald Soderberg, Duluth 
Peg Sweeney, Proctor 
Jon Waters, Ely 
Michael Zilverberg, Aitkin 

so that they can more adequately address 
local priority issues. 

D. Based on tne survey responses from con­
tracted technical assistance recipients, it 
appears that an improved system of follow­
up would be helpful for both the TA recipient 
and ARDC. 
Recommendation 12: Develop an ongoing 

evaluation system which will focus on 
the technical assistance projects con­
ducted by ARDC in the Region. 

E. From the survey responses, discussions and 
interviews with ARDC Board and Commis­
sion members, it seems that the major inter­
nal problem is the lack of involvement of 
Commission members in the programs and 
activities of the agency. Commission mem­
bers sometimes feel that they do not have 
access to the same information as the Board 
of Directors even though they are ultimately 
responsible for the agency. The term "rubber 
stamp" was used to describe the Commission 
in relation to the Board and staff. 

Although an improved flow of informa­
tion to the Commission and a better orienta­
tion package are partial solutions, it seems 
that the organizational structure itself is 
inherently cumbersome. The large size of the 
Commission, which is required by legisla­
tion, makes it difficult for its members to be 
involved in the day-to-day operation of the 
agency. The Board of Directors, which serves 
as an executive committee of the Commis­
sion, is of a more functional size yet does not 

Gloria Habeck - Isle, MN 

Patty Wilson 

Jay Hess 

John Sem 

Ir! Carter 

meet the legislative requirements. 
If the Commission is to serve as the final 

decision-making body, then it is crucial that 
they be kept better informed and become 
more active in ARDC's pro grams and 
activities. 
Recommendation 13: ARDC's Executive 

Director should distribute a bi-weekly 
"status report"to members of the Board, 
Commission and Advisory Committees 
in order to broaden the awareness of 
ARDC's activities and strengthen a sense 
of involvement. 

Recommendation 14: ARDC should develop 
a more adequate orientation for new 
Commission members. This could in­
clude such things as an orientation 
manual and more personal contact with 
new members. 

Recommendation 15: On a trial basis, Com­
mission members from each county 
could meet periodically as a group. 
These meetings could possibly be cen­
tered around the development of the 
annual work program and budget. 

Recommendation 16: The Commission 
meeting agenda should be revised to 
include a regular report of Board actions 
taken since the Commission's last 
meeting. 

Recommendation 17: ARDC's legal counsel 
should review the organizational lines 
of authority in regard to the Board and 
Commission, as they are currently de-

-county commissioner 
- chairman, East Central 

RDC (Mora) 

-Cloquet, MN 
- chairman, Arrowhead 

Regional Correction 
Board 

-Duluth, MN 
-Executive Vice Presi-

dent, United Way of 
Greater Duluth 

-St. Paul, MN 
-former Executive Di-

rector of West Central 
RDC (Fergus Falls) 

-policy planning staff for 
MnDOT 

- Duluth, MN 
-Dean, School of Social 

Development, Univer­
sity of Minnesota, 
Duluth 

fined in the by-l~ws, to determine 
whether they are 'being followed in 
practice. The Commission should then 
consider whether they wish to amend 
the by-laws based upon legal counsel's 
report. 

F. The survey comments regarding the role of 
ARDC emphasized the regional perspective 
which ARDC provides . This regional per­
spective was reinforced by many respondents 
who felt that this was one of the agency's 
major strengths. 
Recommendation 18: That ARDC sponsor 

a "State of the Region" event in order to 
focus public aUention on the issues and 
problems facing the seven-county area. 

G. The final recommendation arises from the 
interviews conducted in the Duluth area 
only. It is evident that the work of the 
Metropolitan Interstate Committee (MIC) 
has been received very positively in the 
Duluth area. Several people interviewed 
from Duluth, however, did not perceive MIC 
as being connected with ARDC. It would be 
to the benefit of ARDC as an agency to 
promote MIC as being part of ARDC. 
Recommendation 19: The Metropolitan In-

terstate Committee should be more 
closely identified with other ARDC 
activities. 
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FINANCES 

Revenues: 
Tax Levy 
State Appropriation 
Grants and Contracts 

MN Board on Aging $ 

1980 

$ 180,314 
118 ,310 

104,980 
Crime Control P lanning Board 
Developmental Disabilities Council 

62,198 
1,621 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Economic Development Administration 

73,218 
67,496 

U.S. Forest Service 42,800 
Federal Highway Administration 51,56 I 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission 
Duluth Transit Authority 

67,456 
32,820 
21,479 

MN Department of Health (Emergency Medical Services) 
Northwest Wisconsin Emergency Medical Services 

I 70,855 
6,455 

Local Technical Assistance 27,668 
Other Grants and Contracts 3,383 733,990 

Northwest Regional Planning Commission 
Interest 

6,257 
2,760 

Other Income 

Total 

Expenditures: 
Salaries and Fringe Benefits 
Building Rental 
Consultants 
Contracted Services 
Other Agencies 
Staff Travel 
Committee and Board Travel 
Supplies 
Depreciation 
Interest 
Communications 
Other 

Total 

1980 

$578 ,036 
52,731 
46,313 
62,208 
55 ,988 
26, 751 
35,478 
13,109 
18,042 
I 1,767 
40,768 
11,763 

11,266 

$1,052,897 

Revenue Over (Under) Expenditures 

$952,954 

$ 99,943 

Staff 
ADMINISTRATION 
David A. Martin, Executive Director 
Barbara Therrien, Executive 

Secretary 

OPERATIONS DIVISION 
Thomas S. Renier, Director 
Bob Lundberg, Cartographer 
Barbara Solin, Bookkeeper 

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
Terry Hill, Director 

Aging 
Kathy Johnson, Director 
Cindy Conkins, Associate Planner 
Diane Levitt, Planner 
Patty Povich, Secretary 

Criminal Justice 
Jim Erchul, Associate Planner 

"Our latest audit indicates that the new leadership of 
the organization has done a remarkable job in turning the 
agency around in a very short span of time." 

"It was a very difficult mission for management to turn 
around an agency that was technically bankrupt and 
implement a whole new financial management plan. The 
Arrowhead Regional Development Commission did it; 
and just as the Office of the State Auditor was critical of 
its previous management practices, we are proud of their 
improvement." 

"If there is a lesson to be learned from this experience, 
maybe it is that governmental agencies need a severe 
crisis before implementing a sensible management plan. I 
hope that this is not generally the case, but, unfortunately, 
there is a tendency for government to be slow to react 
when they come face to face with serious financial stress. I 
hope that the lesson from ARDC is that it is possible for 
government agencies to become well managed and to 
turn around a difficult and serious situation in a relatively 
short period of time." 

Arne H. Carlson 
State Auditor 

Emergency Medical Services 
Terry Hill, Director 
Dave Knutson, Associate Planner 
Jake Peters, Associate Planner 
Anne Vaillant, Secretary 

Developmental Disabilities 
Stan Kaitfors, Planner 
Nancy Hanson, Secretary 

PHYSICAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION 
Randy Lasky, Director 
Bill Bolander, Senior Planner 
Mary Durward, Associate Planner 
John Elden, Associate Planner 
Bob Louiseau , Associate Planner 
Tom Mullins, Senior Planner 
Luana Sullivan, Secretary 
Cindy Wallin, Secretary 

1981 Approved 
Operating Budget 

$ 192,650 
78,543 

$ 99,152 
23,894 
27,810 
55,450 
71,500 

8,831 
65,419 
98,000 
33,839 
20,500 

193,492 
32,512 
91,076 
78,560 900,035 

4,590 
4,000 
8,465 

$1,188,283 

1981 Approved 
Operating Budget 

$ 619,088 
62,790 

128,457 
28,394 
65,250 
44,194 
47,300 
26,155 
20,500 
4,000 

46,735 
23,571 

$1 ,116,434 

$ 71,849 

METROPOLITAN DIVISION 
Dick Ilse, Director 
Kay Jennings, Planner 
Kris Liljeblad, Senior Planner 
John Powers, Senior Planner 
Katie Turnbull, Associate Planner 

INTERNS AND OTHERS 
Dan Peterson 
Vicki Spragg 
Eileen Pirkola (CETA) 

BOARD CONSUL TANT 
Robert Eaton, Legal Counsel 
Stillman, House, Swanson and Co., 

Accountants 



PUBLICATIONS AND REPORTS 

ADMINISTRATION 

1979 Annual Report (February, 1980) 
Arrowhead Regional Report (bi-monthly 
newsletter) 
Annual Work Program F. Y. 1981 (June, 
1980) 
ARDC Self-Evaluation Final Report 
(June, 1981) 
Annual Work Program F. Y.1982 (June, 
1981) 
Regional Update (unscheduled, periodic 
informational highlights) 
ARDC Innersight (bi-weekly newsletter 
for ARDC Commission, Board, Advisory 
Committees, staff) 

HUMAN RESOURCES 
PLANNING 

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

E.M.S. and the Public: A Regionwide 
Consumer Survey (April, 1980) 
Training Manual for Medical Anti-Shock 
Trousers (September, 1980) 
Emergency Medical Services Communi­
cations Plan for the Arrowhead Region 
(March, 1981) 
Clinical Systems Plan for Emergency 
Medical Services in Northeast Minnesota 
and Northwest Wisconsin, Draft (Sep­
tember, 1980) 
Application for Federal Support to 
Establish a Regional System of Emer­
gency Medical Care (March, 1981) 
Community Plan Guidelines for Imple­
mentation of Emergency Medical Tech­
nician-Intermediate Services in the 
Arrowhead Region, Draft (May, 1981) 
Emergency Medical Services Response 

----=in'"""'t=h=e BWCA, Draft (MayJ9-8..L) 
EMS in the Arrowhead Region and You 
(Brochure), (January, 198 I) 
Procedures for Emergency Care (Bro­
chure), (January, 1981) 
Regional Emergency Medical Manage­
ment Information System Report, (De­
cember, 1980) 

EMS Newsletter (since January, 1980) 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

1981-1983 Regional Criminal Justice Plan 
(June, 1980) 

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES 

Directory of Services in the Arrowhead 
Region for the Developmentally Dis­
abled, 1981 (June, 1981) 

AGING 

1981-83 ARDC Annual Plan on Aging 
(December, 1980) 
ARDC Report on Information and Re­
ferral Resources in the Arrowhead Re­
gion (February, 1981) 
Description of Home Delivered Meals 
Resources in the Arrowhead Region 
(December, 1980) 

METRO POLIT AN 

PLANNING 

TRANSIT 

Transit Working Paper 80-1: Transit 
Energy Contingency Plan (February, 
1980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-2: Transit 
Route Analysis: East Duluth to the Mall 
(May, 1980) 

Duluth-Superior Metropolitan Area 504 
Transition Plan (May, 1980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-3: 1980 On­
Board Ridership Survey (August, 1980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-4: 1980 Brown 
Sheet Passenger Survey (September, 
1980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-5: Route Per­
formance Criteria (September, 1980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-6: The Park 
and Ride Concept and Planning Guide­
lines (October, I 980) 
Transit Working Paper 80-7: DTA Bike/ 
Bus Study (November, 1980) 
1980 Telephone Survey of Residents in 
the Duluth-Superior Metropolitan Area 
(December, 1980) 
Transit Working Paper 81-1: Duluth­
Superior Transit Development Program, 
1980 Update (February, 1981) 
Transit Working Paper 81-2: 1980 Cen­
tral Hillside Telephone Survey (February, 
1981) 
Transit Working Paper 81-3: 1981 On­
Board Ridership Survey (June, 1981) 
Transit Working Paper 81-4: 1981 Brown 
Sheet Passenger Survey (June, 1981) 

TRANSPORTATION 

Goods Movement in Duluth-Superior: 
Rices Point Access Study and Grain 
Truck Parking Update (December, 1980) 
1979 Annual Transportation Report 
(September, 1980) 
Annual Consistency-Conformity-Pro­
gress Report (July, 1980) 
1981 Transportation Improvement Pro­
gram for the Duluth-Superior Urbanized 
Area (September, 1980) 
Rideshare Survey Results for Douglas 
County Employees (January, 1980) 
Final Report: Voluntary Inspection and 
Maintenance Program (December, 1980) 
Becks Road Realignment (October, 1980) 
Woodland Backdoor (December, 1980) 
Letter of Interest for the US DOT Com­
prehensive Transportation System Man­
agement Program (February, 1981) 

1980 Transportation Statistics for the 
Duluth-Superior Urbanized Area (March, 
1981) 
Rideshare Matching in Duluth-Superior, 
Design Requirements for a Computerized 
Matching System (June, 1981) 

HARBOR 

Arthur M. Clure Public Marine Terminal 
Modernization and Expansion Plan (for 
Duluth Port Authority, 1980) 
Estimating the Future Volume of Main­
tenance Dredged Material in the Duluth­
Superior Harbor (June, 1980) 
Study of the Potential Beneficial Uses of 
Maintenance Dredged Material from the 
Duluth-Superior Harbor (October, 1980) 
Developing the Duluth-Superior Harbor 
(A Special Meeting of the Upper Great 
Lakes Regional Commission (January, 
1980) 
Proceedings of the Workshop on the 
Future Disposal of Maintenance Dredged 
Material in the Duluth-Superior Harbor 
(~ay, 1980) 
UDAG Application: Port Terminal 
Modernization and Expansion Project 
(January, 1980) 
Response to the Wisconsin DNR Position 
on Disposal Alternatives (May 18, I 981) 
Evaluation of Potential Sites and Meth­
ods for the Disposal of Maintenance 
Dredged Material in the Duluth-Superior 
Harbor (May, 1981) 

Rices Point Industrial Development Dis­
trict and Tax Increment Financing Plan 
(May, 1981) 

LAND USE AND HOUSING 

1970-1979 Housing Growth and Location 
Trends in the Duluth-Superior Metro­
politan Area (March, 1980) 
Town of Canosia Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (December, 1980) 
1980 Update, Housing Growth and Lo­
cation Trends in the Duluth-Superior 
Metropolitan Area (June, 1981) 

OTHER 

An Analysis of Particulate Air Pollution 
in Duluth-Superior (April, 1980) 

PHYSICAL 

PLANNING 

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY 
PLANNING ASSISTANCE 

1980 Draft Census Analysis (April, 
1981) 
Carlton Downtown Improvement 
Plan and Neighborhood Land Use 
Strategy (March, 1981) 

Working Paper #1, Problems and 
Issues Assessment 

Carlton County Twin Lakes Town­
ship 1-35/210 Corridor (July, 1981) 

Working Paper #1, Public Meeting 
Results Summary (November, 
1980) 
Working Paper #2, Land Owners 

Working Paper #4, Moose Lake 
Market Analysis (April, 1980) 
Working Paper #5, Downtown 
Goals and Policies (May, 1980) 

Draft, Arrowhead Regional Trans­
portation Pilot Study 1981 Up-date 
(June, 1981) 
1980 Annual Report and Up-date of 
the Overall Economic Development 
Guide for the Arrowhead Region 
(June, 1980) 
1981 Annual Report and Up-date of 
the Overall Economic Development 
Guide for the Arrowhead Region 
(June, 1981) 
Scope of Study to Assess the Feasi­
bility of Consolidating the Cities of 
International Falls and South Inter­
national Falls (March, 1981) 
Working Paper #1, Factors to Con­
sider in Proceeding with a Study of 
the Potential for Consolidation of 
the Cities of International Falls and 
South International Falls, Minnesota 
(February, 1981) 
Congressional Testimony on the 
Impacts of Federal Economic and 
Community Development Program 
in the Arrowhead Region of North­
eastern Minnesota (April, 1981) 
Application to Economic Develop­
ment Administration for a Technical 
Assistance Grant to Assess the Fea­
sibility of Establishing a Semi-Com­
mercial Direct Reduction Demon­
stration Plant (December, 1980) 
Working Paper #1, Itasca County 
Shoreland Management Program­
Study Area Selection Information 
(June, 1981) 

Draft, Fond du Lac Physical Infor­
mation System and Development 
Plan (July, 1981) 

--- Survey Results (January; l981)·----
Working Paper #I, Community Atti­
tude Survey, Alden Township-A 
Survey Conducted as a Part of 
Alden's Comprehensive Plan (June, 
1981) 

Working Paper #3, Development 
Trends and Conditions (February, 
1981) 
Working Paper #4, Draft Goals 
and Policies (March, 1981) 
Working Paper #5, Plan Recom­
mendations (April, 1981) 

Housing Advisory Committee, Back-
ground and Proposed Amendment, 
Project Notifications and Review 
Procedures Subsidized Housing De­
velopment (November, 1980) 
Arrowhead Regional Coordinated 
Investment Strategy, Working Paper 
I, Preliminary Program Design 
(January, 1981) 
Arrowhead Regional Coordinated 
Investment Strategy, Working Paper 
II, Discussion of Factors to Consider 
in Establishing a Hierarchy of Ser­
vice Centers in the Arrowhead Re­
gion (March, 1981) 
Economic Development Strategy for 
Rural Koochiching County (October, 
1980) 
Moose Lake Land Use and Down­
town Development Strategies (April, 
1981) 

Working Paper #1, Goals and 
Policies Statement (December, 
1979) 
Working Paper #2, Moose Lake 
Shopper Survey (April, 1980) 
Working Paper #3, Moose Lake 
Business Survey (April, 1980) 

Silver Bay Park and Recreation Sys­
tem Plan (September, 1980) 

REGIONAL RESOURCES 
PLANNING 

Draft Peat Policy Recommendations 
(March, 1981) 
Report to the Lake and St. Louis 
County Board's from the Local 
Copper/Nickel Work Group (Octo­
ber, 1980) 
A Proposal for Intergovernmental 
Contingency Planning and Manage­
ment Strategy for Potential Local 
Growth Impacts Related to Copper/ 
Nickel Mining Development in Lake 
and St. Louis Counties (December, 
1980) 
Private, Non-Industrial Forest Re­
sources in Northeastern Minnesota, 
An Evaluation of Current Forest 
Resource Uses and Attitudes Toward 
Resource Management (June, 1981) 
Superior National Forest Wood 
Fuels Study, 1981 (June, 1981) 
Summary of Efforts of the Gover­
nor's Citizens' Advisory Task Force 
on the Boundary Waters Canoe Area 
(BWCA) (May, 1981) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
: ARDC TOLL -FREE LINE : • • • • • • • • • • : 1-800-232-0707 : 
• • • • • • : . ................................................... : 
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CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW 

The Arrowhead Regional Development Commission serves as a clearinghouse 
for application for federal and state financial assistance on proposed projects 
and programs in Northeastern Minnesota. 

The review process, known as the Project Notification and Review System, is 
an effort to reduce waste and duplication of public expenditures through 
cooperation and communication between applicants and funding agencies. 

The number of reviews performed is not an indication of applications which 
are eventually funded. Due to incomplete information on some proposals, the 
totals are approximate. 

NUMBER OF FUNDING 
FEDERAL AGENCIES APPLICATIONS REQUESTED 
ACTION 5 $ 2,521,003 
Community Service Administration 22 2,296,716 
Department of Agriculture 58 19,665,143 
Department of Commerce 13 976,797 
Department of Education 3 524,846 
Department of Energy 12 31,823,053 
Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare 50 3,082,496 
Department of Health and Human 

Services 40 4,237,052 
Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 43 43,260,677 
Department of Interior 22 549,364 
Department of Justice 18 1,351,452 
Department of Labor IO 14,595,443 
Department of Transportation 43 37,049,043 
Environmental Protection Agency 21 60,304,115 

FEDERAL TOTALS 360 $222,237,191 

NUMBER OF FUNDING 
STATE AGENCIES APPLICATIONS REQUESTED 
Board on Aging 4 $ 903,196 
Cable Communications Board I 0 
Community Health Services I 10,674 
Community Services Agency l 31,696 
Crime Control Planning Board 2 69,477 
Department of Corrections I 2,200 
Department of Economic Development I 1 1,279,129 
Department of Economic Security 15 1,515,710 
Department of Education 5 87,150 
Department of Health 13 633,240 
Department of Labor I 25,554 
Department of Natural Resources I 0 
Department of Transportation 41 85,968,153 
Energy Agency I 22,524 
Historical Society I 8,120 
Housing Finance Agency 5 2,422,843 
Iron Range Resources and 

Rehabilitation Board 2 453,100 
Pollution Control Agency 17 1,114,404 
Legislative Commission on Natural 

Resources 26 8,677,066 
Rural Development Council 3 169,551 
Solid Waste Management Board I 11,750 
State Arts Board I 59,973 
State Planning Agency 24 41 7,848 

ST A TE TOTALS 178 $104,004,978 

LOCAL FUNDING SHARE 30,517,402 

OTHER FUNDING SOURCES 44,169,998 

TOTAL FUNDING $400,929,569 

Total project notifications reviewed by ARDC from January 1980 through June 
1981: 514. (Total inconsistent due to applications proposing both Federal and 
State funds.) 




