

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {($137,500 = $138)

TYPE OF REQUEST {Check all that apply]: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets :
Maintenance of State Assets X _Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
X __ Grants to Local Governments . :
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants (specify):
X _ General Fund % of total _100

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X __ Health and Safety

User Financing % of total

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X __ Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 1,900 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___ 1,900 State funding
$___ 300 Federal funding
$___ 532 Local gov't funding
$___ O Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Al Kean - Chief Engineer 297-2907 7-23-93

Name Title Telephone Date
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Form G-3

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Criteria Points
tion. Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Legal Liability - existing liability o
The Governor recommends $1,900,000 for the Area Il Grant-in-Aid Program. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Furthermore, the Governor recommends that only the Redwood-22 Reservoir Prior/Legal Commitments 0
project (RW-22) be funded under the current matching formula (75%
State/25% local) because of a prior commitment. Other Area |l projects should User/Non-State Financing 39
be funded at 50%, the match formula for all other areas of the state. .

Strategic Linkage 60
This formula change will provide statewide uniformity. A statutory amendment Agency Priority 60
affecting M.S. 103F.175 will be drafted to implement the Governor’s ]
recommendation. An appropriation rider is recommended to continue funding Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
RW-22 at the 75% rate. Customer Services Improved 60
Also included are preliminary recommendations of $1,000,000 in 1996 and Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
$1,000,000 in 1998. ‘ » )

Total Strategic Score 269
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of

PROJECT TITLE: Abandoned Well Sealing

PROJECT COSTS: $1,5600

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $ 250
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ 250
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ 250
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Statewide

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only}:

# 4 of __ 5 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The requested funds will be used to share the cost of sealing high-priority
abandoned wells on public land (excluding state land) under Minnesota
Statutes 103C.501. The state share of well-sealing costs will be up to
75%. Well sealing costs can range from several hundred to many thousand
dollars, so the exact numbers of wells that will be sealed is not known, but
using the statewide average of $500 per well sealed, the requested funds
will seal approximately 2,000 priority wells.

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

Abandoned wells are wells that are no longer used on a regular basis, or are
in such a state of disrepair that continued use is impractical or a health
hazard. Unsealed abandoned wells are a potential source of ground-water
degradation, and can pose a safety hazard. They can act as conduits or
channels for contamination to reach ground water. Water from a contami-
nated aquifer may move through an unsealed abandoned well to contami-
nate another aquifer that is normally protected by an impermeable layer. The
Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) has estimated that there are
approximately one million unsealed abandoned wells present throughout the
state. Some counties are estimated to have as few as 1000 abandoned
wells, while others may have many tens of thousands.

The Ground-water Protection Act of 1989 provided limited state funding to
establish a cost-share program to seal abandoned wells. This program was
administered by the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR). To date
1.1 million dollars have been allocated in grants to 39 counties to share the
cost with landowners of sealing high priority abandoned wells. Over 1500
wells have been sealed to date with these cost-share funds, with an
additional 2000 projected to be sealed as part of the cost-share grant
allocation. Program results have been summarized in a "Status Report on

- Abandoned Well Programs™ submitted jointly to the Minnesota legislature

in January, 1993 by BWSR and MDH.

The well-sealing cost-share program has not been able to address the
problem of abandoned wells on publicly owned land. The Department of
Natural Resources has been charged with conducting inventories of
abandoned wells on state land, and is separately seeking funding to seal
priority wells on state land. :

These requested funds will begin to address the problem of abandoned
wells on publicly owned land other than state land. The requested funds will
compliment the existing regulatory program which requires disclosure and
sealing of unused wells at the time of property transfer.

The BWSR strategic plan identifies reducing ground-water contamination by
cost-sharing on sealing abandoned wells as a goal. The BWSR, in coopera-
tion with other agencies, has developed the capabilities and procedures to
successfully implement well-sealing cost-share programs.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL]}:

A concern in this type of program is setting priorities to insure that the
highest priority wells (those with the greatest potential to contaminate
ground water) are sealed with available funds. Setting priorities insures that
the most effective use is made of state funds and that the state gets the
most ground-water protection for its money. In 1990, BWSR led an

-interagency advisory group with representation from BWSR, MDH, DNR,

MPCA, and several counties which developed a system for prioritizing wells
for sealing.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REO.UEST'

Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets X Bonds: Tax Exempt X Taxable
X __ Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Other Grants (specify):
: X General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):
User Financing % of total
X __ Health and Safety
X __ Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 250 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$ 250 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ 83 Local gov’t funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Greg Larson Head, Water and Land Management 296-0882 7-23-93
: Name Title Telephone Date



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99 4
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form G-1

Priority wells are wells which, by virtue of their construction, depth,
condition, location, aquifer characteristics, or proximity to contamination
sources and other wells provide increased potential for ground water
contamination and contamination of drinking water. Examples include wells
receiving surface drainage, wells penetrating confining layers, multi-aquifer
wells, wells near public water supply wells and in the same aquifer, wells
near a zone of surface contamination, and wells in an aquifer for which
unsealed abandoned wells are the main potential contamination source.

A great deal of experience has already been gained in setting priorities for
well sealing. The prioritization criteria developed as a part of the current
well-sealing cost-share program will be used to prioritize requests from
public entities for well-sealing funds so that the allocations will achieve the
most ground-water protection per state dollar spent.

It is recommended that the BWSR be allowed for certain high priority wells,
upon request from a local government unit and with approval of the
interagency advisory group, to remove the $2,000 cost-share cap that
currently exists in MN Statutes 103C.501. The determination of these high
priority wells will be made by the interagency group.

PAGE B-243



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- -
tion. Criteria Points
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
' Critical Legal Liability - existing liability o
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. L. . .
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 35"
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal -0
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0]
Total Strategic Score 195
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Water and Soil Resource, Board of
PROJECT TITLE: Permanent Wetlands Preserves

PROJECT COSTS: $10,680
APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $5,5630

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $3,960
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $1,190
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Statewide

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

# 5 of _ 5 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The permanent wetland preserve program was enacted under the Laws of
1991, c. 354, Article 3, subpart 1. The requested funds will be utilized to
acquire perpetual conservation easements on existing type 1 (seasonally
flooded basin or flat), 2 (inland wet meadow) and 3 (cattail) wetlands,
adjacent lands, and for the establishment of permanent cover on the
adjacent lands. The dollar amount requested includes 10% for professional
service costs associated with acquiring easements.

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

The permanent wetland preserve program was enacted during the same
legislative session that the Wetland Conservation Act 1991 (WCA) was
passed. Both programs strive to protect the state’s remaining wetland
resources. The permanent wetland preserve program discourages the
conversion of wetlands that are exempt from the regulatory restrictions of
the WCA, and offsets the financial burden that may result when individuals
are denied a permit exemption from WCA rules. When the permanent
wetland preserve program was created, the state waterbank program which
compensated landowners when a DNR protected wetlands permit to drain
for agricultural purposes was denied was sunsetted. Even though the two
programs are not identical, the permanent wetland preserves program was
intended largely to replace the state waterbank program.

The BWSR’s strategic plan (1990) states that "wetlands can provide
significant public benefits by storing water, controlling erosion, purifying
runoff by nutrient uptake, recharging groundwater, and by providing open
space, landscape diversity, wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities.”
The permanent wetland preserve program provides county soil and water
conservation districts (SWCDs) with an incentive tool to persuade landown-
ers to alter present land use practices by refraining from cropping, grazing,
draining or filling qualifying wetland basins. The strategic plan also
identifies the BWSR’s position that "a ‘net gain’ wetland management goal
should be adopted in Minnesota.” This position was formally adopted by
the State via the wetland conservation act and is supported by the passage
of the permanent wetland preserve program.

The BWSR received 7 million dollars from general bond funds in the 1991
Wetland Conservation Act for conservation easements and permit denials.
The funds requested for FYs 1994-99 ($10,680,000.00) are anticipated to
secure an additional 13,500 acres.

FUNDS AVAILABLE
(in thousands)

SIGN-UP PERIOD FUNDS APPLIED FOR

October 1992 3,500 ‘ 2,083
February 1993 3,500 741
October 1994 4,176* N/A

* 1,000 will be reserved to fund permit denials.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

One intent of the permanent wetland preserve program was to ease the
implementation of the WCA that now restricts activities taking place in
certain defined wetlands. However, it is important to recognize protection
of our valuable wetland resources was also a prominent objective of the
program. The BWSR intends to implement the program to obtain maximum
resource benefits. Priority will be placed on applications that are presently
in agricultural.use. In addition, type 1 and 2 wetlands will be targeted as
they are likely to be in ag use, and are also liable to be exempt from current
laws.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
’ Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
X __ Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
X __ Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments. DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants (specify):
X General Fund % of total 100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check_ all that apply): '

Health and Safety

User Financing % of total

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X  Expansion of Existing Program/Services '
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 5,530 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$__ 5,530 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov’'t funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Marybeth Block _ ___Easement Coordinator 297-7965 7-23-93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
: STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- ]
tion. Criteria Points
, Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability o
The Governor recommends $2,000,000 for the Permanent Wetlands Preserves L. . .
Program. Also included are preliminary recommendations of $2,500,000 in Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
1996 and $2,500,000 in 1998. Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 20
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 170
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ABOUT THE BOARD

ae Board of Water and Soil Resources is a Minnesota state agency. The BWSR
membership comprises twelve voting and five nonvoting members. The voting members
include three county commissioners, three soil and water conservation district supervisors,
three watershed district representatives, and three unaffiliated public members. Voting
members are appointed by the Governor to staggered four-year terms. The Governor
designates the Chair from among the voting members. The five nonvoting members
represent the Department of Natural Resources, Pollution Control Agency, Department of
Health, Department of Agriculture, and University of Minnesota.

The BWSR staff is headed by an Executive Director who serves at the pleasure of the
Board. The central staff is located in St. Paul, and field staff are located in regional offices
in Bemidji, Brainerd, Duluth, Marshall, New Ulm, and Rochester.

| BOARD OF WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES |
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MISSION STATEMENT:

The mission of the Board of Water and Soil Resources is to provide leadership enabling

local governments to ‘properly manage water and soil resources and to help all citizens te
be stewards of our irreplaceable natural resources.
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L INTRODUCTION: MINNESOTA’S WATER AND SOIL RESOURCES

Minnesota is endowed with an abundance of natural resources. The "land of 10,000
lakes® and "sky blue waters” contains nearly 12,000 lake basins; about 95,000 miles of
watercourses; major ground water resources; more than 16 million acres of forest lands; and
over 23 million acres of agricultural lands. Although our endowment is rich, we have learned
that it is not limitless. Only a small fraction of the area of Minnesota has not been directly

- altered by man’s activities. Millions of acres of our original prairie lands, forests, wetlands,
and shallow lake basins have been converted to agricultural, commercial, industrial,
residential, and other intensive la.nd.uses. Only one-half of Minnesota’s original forested

lands remain._Land use conversion has had major impacts on our water and soil resources.

Combined wind and water erosion on our 23 million acres of cultivated cropland

__generates an estimated 150 million tons of eroded soil per year. Significant erosion also can

" cesult from development activities and forest harvesting practices. This eroded soil carries

nutrients and pollutants that degrade our water quality and productivity of our soils. Eroded
- soil also settles out in our lakes, waterways, and wedénds destroying habitat and reducing
flow capacities. Loss of natural water retention basins due to drainage and filling has
degraded water quality, diminished wildlife habitat, and exacerbated flooding problems.
Construction of buildings, roads, parking lots and other impervious surfaces in urban areas
has caused erosion and has increased stormwater runoff and flood damages to stream

channels and adjoining properties. We have begun to detect chemical pesticides and
nutrients in our ground water.

To understand the importance of managing and protecting our limited water and soil
resources, we need to appreciate our reliance on them and how our actions affect their
integrity.

e
ua
o
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A. WATER RESOURCES

Minnesota’s rivers, Jakes, and wetlands cover nearly 5% of the state’s area. Alaska
is the only state with more lakes than Minnesota. This abundance of surface water features

has significantly influenced our economic development, "outdoors” heritage, and quality of
life.

Minnesota’s major rivers are the Mississippi, Minnesota, Red River of the North,
Rainy, and St. Croix. Many of our cities developed along these and other rivers in our state
because of river transportation and water supply. Minnesota includes a portion of Lake

Superior, which has the largest area of any freshwater lake in the world - 31,800 square

miles.

Surface water resources play a big part in Minnesotans’ love of the outdoors. Our
lakes are dotted with seasonal cabins, resorts, and year-round residences. Our rivers and
lakes are heavily used for recreation and relaxation. In some counties, shoreland property
is the largest component of the iocal property tax base. Water-related recreation and

tourism is an important part of Minnesota’s economy.

Sound management of our water resources is vital to our quality of life. We are

drawn to our rivers and lakes for fishing, swimming, boating, and other outdoor activities. -

Our wetlands provide valuable habitat for both game and non-game wildlife species. We

place a high value on being able to spend leisure time near surface water amenities.

Minnesota 1s also fortunate in bhaving a major groundwater resource. The United
States Geological Survey has defined 14 major aquifer types in the state. They all fall into
the two broad categories of "glacial drift" and "bedrock”. Southeastern Minnesota is
underlain by major sandstone and limestone bedrock formations that contain the largest
quantities of groundwater found in the state. The highest yielding glacial drift aquifers are
located in central Minnesota and along the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers where there
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are major sand and gravel deposits. In western Minnesota the glacial drift is predominantly

composed of tight clay soils that yield little water, although significant supplies can be found
in scattered buried drift aquifers.

Groundwater resources provide water supply for domestic, agricultural, commercial,
and industrial uses. The quality of these resources is critical because two out of three

Minnesotans rely on wells for their drinking water.

The importance of wisely managing our water resources is heightened by the fact that
less than 1% of the water on earth is freshwater. This small freshwater fraction is distributed
in the atmosphere; in our lakes, rivers, and wetlands; and in the ground. Ground water
represents over 90% of our limited freshwater supply. ‘

B. SOIL RESOURCES

Soil is one of Minnesota’s most valuable resources. Our fertile topSoil and favorable
climate make Minnesota one of the outstanding food and forest products producing regions
in the world. About one-half (more than 20 million acres) of Minnesota is covered by soils
capable of supporting agricultural uses. This large base of productive soils has made it
possible for Minnesota to develop the sixth largest agricultural industry in the nation.
Minnesota’s agricultural production of corn, soybeans, many small grains, sunflowers, hay,
potatoes, sugarbeets, processed sweet corn and peas, and livestock and poultry and their
products consistently rank in the top ten nationally. Minnesota’s forest products industry is
about one-fourth the size of agriculture and generates nearly $5 billion annually.

Because our popﬁlation and standard of living are increasing, demand for agricultural
and forest pfoducts is expanding. It is important that this demand be translated into careful
conservation and management of soil and not into exploitation. Soil, because of its extremely
slow development process, is essentially non-renewable. Minnesota’s soil must be maintained

. asa permanent, useful resource because future needs for productive soil will be even gfcatcr
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_ than those of the present. Soil is, and is likely to remain, the major source of human

sustenance far into the future.

Soil is formed by the complex interaction of several natural elements. These elements
include the parent geologic material, climatic conditions, the plants and animals living on
or in the material, and time. Soil scientists estimate that it takes 30 or more years for one
inch of topsoil to be formed from subsoil by natural processes. Conversion of parent
geoiogic material to one inch of topsoil,. however, may take between 100 and 250 years.
Consequently, our soil resources are largely non-renewable and, without proper
management, the amount of subsoil could actually decrease over time. Over 600 different
soil types have been identified im Minnesota, each having unique characteristics and

management requirements for various land uses.
I THE BWSR’ MISSION

The mission of the Board of Water and Soil Resources is to provide leadership

enabling local governments to properly manage water and soil resources and to help
all citizens be stewards of our irreplaceable natural resources.

The BWSR’s activities are focused on encouraging proper water and soil resource
management. The planned management of these precious natural resources is required to

ensure their wise use and prevent their degradation.

The BWSR has a unique role in water and soil resource management because of its
direct ties to local government. The board members include representatives of soil and
water conservation districts, watershed districts, and counties. Virtually all of the BWSR’s
statutory responsibilities relate to local water and soil management planning and

implementation. The BWSR’s primary role is to guide and support the water and soil

management activities carried out by local governments.



The BWSR's mission is accomplished in several ways:

Policy Development: The BWSR seeks, th:ough legislative initiative, policies
supportive of water and soil resources management. The BWSR serves as a forum for policy
development relating to water and soil resources management and encourages
implementation through local units of government. The BWSR participates on the
Environmental Quality Board and its Water Resources Committee in developing and
coordinating state water policy development and implementation. The BWSR also serves

as a forum for resolving inconsistencies in statutory water policy.

Service to Local Units of Government: The BWSR provides local governments with
guidelines, training, and technical assistance in developing, implementing, and administering
water and soil resource management plans. It offers leadership training to local officials and

provides local government with educational materials on resource management issues.

Coordination: The BWSR uses its members, local planning guidelines, rules, and staff
assistance to foster communication, understanding, exchange of information and ideas, and
working partnerships among Minnesota c'dunﬁcs, soil and water conservation districts,
watershed districts, other units of local government, regional development commissions, the
Metropolitan Council, state and federal agencies involved in water and soil resources
management, and also with neighboring states and Canada.

Education: The BWSR develops information and education material designed to
increase awareness and knowledge of local water and soil resources problems and provides
training opportunities in skills necessary for citizen action and local govemrhcnt involvement
in solutions and prevention. The BWSR’s information and education program emphasizes

and supports effective educational practice and creative problem solving.
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Funding: The BWSR advocates funding for water and soil resources management

activities carried out by local government. It administers state grants and incentive programs

to local governments to help them accomplish their resource management goals.

Conflict Resolution: The BWSR can act as both mediator and adjudicator in
resolving resource management conflicts between people, local governments, and agencies;

and recommends procedures to avoid future conflict.
0. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES

The BWSR’s conservation mission will be accomplished primarily by enabling local
governments to effectively address four key resource management issues: land use alteration,

nonpoint source pollution, soil conservation, and water quantity management.

A  LAND USE ALTERATION

Land use alteration, regardless of whether it occurs in a rural or an urban area,’

impacts water and soil resources. Although each situation is unique, converting land to a
more intensive use generally has negative effects on water and soil resources. This type of
land use alteratioz can result in: increased runoff, erosion, and sedimentation; higher

downstream flood flows due to loss of natural storage or changes in the timing of

subwatershed discharges; reduced rates of groundwater recharge due to creation of

impervious surfaces; increased generation of water pollutants due to loss of natural filtering
mechanisms; and decreases in wildlife populations due to destruction of habitat. On the
other hand, converting land to a less intensive use, such as restoration of drained wetlands
or conversion of marginal agricultural land to permanent vegetation, generally will have
positive water, soil, and wildlife impacts. Altering the use of wetlands, marginal agricultural
lands and sensitive lands, and forest lands are of primary concern.
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1. Wetlands

| Wetlands are lands where water is the dominant factor determining the nature of soil
development and the types of plant and animal communities living in the soil and on its
surface. Wetlands can provide significant public benefits by storing water, controlling
erosion, purifying runoff by nutrient uptake, recharging groundwater, and by providing open
space, landscape diversity, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities. Wetlands
protection, restoration and management are critical because there is continued pressure to
fill wetlands for land development purposes and to drain wetlands for agricultural and other
uses. Various local, state and federal regulatory programs discourage wetland degradation,

but they are fragmented. No comprehensive wetland management program is in place.

It is the BWSR's position that:

L A "net gain" wetland management goal should be adopted in Minnesota.

2. Wetland regulation must be accompanied by strong education, incentive, and
compensation programs.

3. Wetlands that are restored, enhanced or created for mitigation purposes should be
located in the same watershed as the impacted wetland and as near to the impacted
wetland as practical.

4, Wetlands restored, enhanced or created under state and federal programs designed

to increase our wetland base should not be used for mitigation purposes.

5. Local adoption of wetland protection programs should be promoted and supported.

The BWSR will serve a major role in furthering wetland management efforts by
fostering strong local wetland protection and restoration programs through such activities

as local water planning; providing financial incentives; encouraging and supporting research;

creating opportunities for education, including forums for local-state-federal communication

on wetland issues; and seeking progressive changes in wetland management laws, programs,
and policies.
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2. Marginal and Sensitive Lands

Marginal lands are either highly erodible, inherently unproductive, or highly
susceptible to drought or flooding problems. Sensitive lands are areas where ground water
is at significant risk of contamination from activities conducted at or near the land surface.
An area of land can be both marginal land and sensitive land. Considerable public benefits
can be gained by taking marginal and sensitive agricultural lands out of crop production.
These benefits include erosion and sediment control, surface and ground water quality
protection, and enhanced wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities. As of July 1990,
the BWSR had acquired conservation easements on about 34,000 acres of privately owned
marginal and sensitive land under the Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve Program . About one-
half of these lands are permanently retired under perpetual easements. Under the wetlands
restoration portion of the Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve Program applications have been
received to permanantly restore 196 weiland basins comprising 1,900 acres of wetlands and

3,400 acres of adjacent upland cover.

The federal government has temporarily retired over 1.8 million acres in Minnesota
under the Conservation Reserve Program at a cost of approximately one billion dollars. The
Conservation Reserve Program contracts are for a ten-year duration. The earliest enrolled
lands will be due to come out of retirement starting in 1997. Most of the lands protected

under the federal "soil bank” programs of the sixties came back into production.

It is the BWSR’s position that:

1. Marginal agricultural lands now under temporary retirement should not be brought
back into production, unless they are effectively protected under a comprehensive
water and soil conservation plan.

2. Programs should be available to protect or retire all existing marginal agricultural
lands and highly sensitive lands. ' |

3. Local governments should be encouraged to use their planning and regulatory

authorities to encourage proper management of marginal and highly sensitive lands.
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4. Retirement of marginal agricultural lands and highly sensitive lands will permit land

managers to focus their stewardship efforts on more productive lands._

The BWSR will actively support locai, state, and federal programs dcsignéd to

protect marginal lands and highly sensitive lands on a long-term basis.

3. Urbanizing Lands .

The process of converting undeveloped lands or agricultural lands to residential,
commercial, or industrial ﬁses is called urbanization. This process takes place around all
expanding urban centers. Urbanization is occurring rapidly in the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Area, Rochester, and St. Cloud. Poorly planned or managed urbanization can create serious
water and soil resource problems, including erosion, water quality degradation, and flooding.
Urbanization of prime agricultural land also raises the vital issue of adequate future food
supply. Currently the Metropolitan Area and many other urban centers in Minnesota are
involved in local water planning. Sound local planning and adoption of effective regulations
can prevent many of the harmfﬁl water and soil resource impacts of urbanization. Current
methods of planning and zoning to control urban sprawl, which limit conversion of
agricultural land and encroachment on wetlands and other natural resources, need to be
continually re-evaluated. Certain zoning approaches, such as minimum lot sizes and
clustering of development, may not be the best approach in all areas. For example, some
sand plain areas may have low productivity for dryland farming but high urban development
potential, while certain glacial till areas may have high agricultural productivity but low
urban development potential.

Because of its composition the BWSR offers counties, soil and water conservation
districts, and watershed districts ample opportunities for input into policy development and
program implementation. Municipalities and townships are key local governments in
planning and zoning and are invited to be advisors to the BWSR. The current BWSR
structure and lack of specific opportunities for direct input, however, may be limiting the
participation, cooperation, and coordination of municipalities and townships with the BWSR.
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In the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area the Metropolitan Council administers the
comprehensive land use planning act, which requires adoption of local comprehensive land
use plaﬁs. Also in the Metropolitan Area the BWSR administers the metropolitan water
management act, which requires local governments to prepare watershed plans and local
water plans. Metropolitan watershed plans can dictate amendments to local comprehensive
land use plans. Because of the close interrelationships between local land use planning and
local water planning, it is important for the BWSR and the Metropolitan Council to closely
coordinate their planning guidelines and policies.

The Minnesota Deéanmcnt of Agriculture administers the State Agricultural Land
Preservation program, which provides assistance to counties outside the metropolitan area
in developing plans and ordinances that guide non-farm growth and preserve agricultural
land. The program also provides tax credits to farmers who place agricultural and forest use
restrictive covenants on their land. Participating farmers are required to conform to the state
model soil loss limits ordinance. The Metropolitén Agricultural Preserves program applies
within the metropolitan area. It is similar to the State program, but is administered by local

* land use authorities. Since these programs are so closely related to the BWSR Soil Loss

Limits program, close coordination is necessary.

It is the BWSR’s position that: ‘

1. Governmental units with planning and zoning authority should develop and adopt
long term comprehensive land use plans and official controls based on sound
scientific principles to ensure proper land use and land use management practices to
effectively protect soil and water resources and promote a healthy, sustainable, and
econoﬁ:xically viable environment.

2. Policies adopted by state and regional agencies that impact local land use planning
should be consistent and coordinated. v H

3. Opportunities to increase participation and input of municipalities and town.ships’ into

BWSR policy development and program implementation should be pursued.
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The BWSR will serve to minimize the potential water and soil resources problems
associated with urbanization by assisting local governments in developing and implementing
effective local water management plans and coordinating with other state agencies and the

Metropolitan Council in establishing water planning and management policies.

4. Forest Lands
The proper use and management of forest lands is imperative to maintain and
improve water quality, the forestry economy, wildlife habitat, and the recreation and tourism
industries. Forty-three percent of Minnesota’s forest resources are found on small tracts or
private lands. The Department of Natural Resources Division of Forestry is the lead state
agency in forest management. The Division of Forestry annually provides guidance to about
one-fifth of the state’s individual private forest landowners with professional advice or
technical assistance. Soil and water conservation districts could deliver guidance to

additional private forest landowners, but presently they lack technical expertise in forestry.

It is the BWSR’s position that:
1 Expertise in forestry management techniques needs to be delivered to a greater
number of private owners of small forest tracts.

2. Incentive programs should be available to private owners of small forest tracts to

encourage sound forest management practices.

The BWSR will serve an important role in forest management by facilitating,
coordinating, and promoting DNR and SWCD activities so that Minnesota forest landowners

receive sound guidance on managing for multiple uses and enviromental protection.

B. NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION .

Nonpoint sources of pollution are defined as land management or land use activities
that contribute to water pollution as a result of runoff into surface waters or seepage into

groundwater. Nonpoint sources are distinguished from point sources in that they can be

,.
“
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generated by a variety of land use practices over broad areas of land. Examples of potential
sources of nonpoint pollutants include agricultural runoff, wind erosion, feedlot runoff,
urban runoff, runoff from forestry and mining activities, and leachate from septic systems.
The primary pollutants contained in the rumoff from these sources are soil particles,
nutrients, and pesticides. Despite significant efforts and expenditures to address point
sources, Minnesota's surface water quality still bas not attained the federal Clean Water
Act’s "fishable and swimmable" goal. Nonpoint sources are the most significant sources of
water pollution and the major contributers to eutrophication and degradation of water

quality in our lakes and strearms.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is the state agency responsible for
developing Minnesota’s nonpoint source pollution management program in accordance with
requirements of the federal Environmental Protection Agency. Minnesota agencies have
developed handbooks describing various land management practices that can help reduce
nonpoint source pollution in urban, agricultural, and forested areas. These practices are
called "best management practices” or "BMPs". The Minnesota Department of Agricﬁlture
has specific responsibilities under state and federal law for regulating agricultural pesticides
and nutrients. Local units of government are authorized to foster proper land use

management through information and education, cost-sharing and other incentives, and land
use controls. |

It is the BWSR’s position that: v

1. Best management practices should be used on all Minnesota lands.

2. Minimum use of pesticide and fertilizer should be encouraged, consistent with good
production practices. ’

3. Concepts such as "sustainable agriculture" and "watershed-based management” should
be promoted and supported through incentive programs.

4, Local government development and delivery of educational programs on nonpoint

source pollution and adoption and enforcement of land use controls to prevent

nonpoint source pollution should be encouraged and supported.
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The BWSR will work to provide local governments with the tools to carry out

effective nonpoint source pollution control programs.
C. SOIL CONSERYATION

Close to one-half of Minnesota’s total land area is used for growing crops.
Agricultural use dominates the western and southern portions of the state, comprising over
90% of the land area in some counties. Cultivation makes the land surface more susceptible
to erosion from the forces of water and wind. Total soil erosion in Minnesota is estimated
to be in excess of 150 million tons per year with over 96 percent attributed to cropland.
Although the effect of this soil loss on crop production varies, it usually increases costs and
makes the soils less productive. Soil disturbing activities also take place on the over 13

‘million acres of public and private commercial forests in Minnesota. In addition, intensive
“land development and rapid urbanization is occuring in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area,
Rochester and St. Cloud, and in the areas between these cities, The way these agricultural,

forested, and urbanizing lands are managed has significant effects on both water quality and
quantity.

The erosion rate at which a particular soil can sustain its productivity is called the
soil loss tolerance or "I". Values of T range from 1 to 5 tons per acre per year, depending
on the soil type. In 1982 the USDA Soil Conservation Service estimated that over one-half
of Minnesota’s cropland was eroding at a rate in excess of the tolerable level. In 1987 the
Soil Conservation Service estimated that our cultivated lands had an average annual soil loss

of over 7 tons per acre, or over twice the soil loss tolerance rate. Excessive soil losses not

only reduce or destroy the productivity of the land as well as unprotected crops, but cause -

several other harmful off-site environmental effects. These off-site impacts include siltation
of streams, drainageways, lakes, and reservoifs; impairment of fish and wildlife habitat; air
pollution from wind eroded soil particles; and degradation of water quality. Although
government programs to control excessive soil loss have been in place since the 1930’s,

excessive soil erosion continues. Conservation farming practices such as conservation tillage,
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&rop rotation, contour farming, strip cropping, terracing, and the use of field windbreaks can
reduce erosion and its associated harmful impacts.

Controlling soil erosion rates below that which can, over the long term, sustain the
productive capacity of agricultural soils does not necessarily eliminate water quality
- problems caused by sediment. Water quality problems, due to sedimentation, can still occur
even when soil losses are controlled to rates less than soil loss tolerance levels for
maintenance of long term soil productivity. Thus, the single greatest threat to of the state’s
surface water quality is soil erosion. Sediment is, by volume, the greatest pollutant of our
surface water. Recent estimates indicate that off-site damages from erosion and
sedimentation actually exceed soil productivity losses by a large margin. Soil erosion by

water and wind are naturally occurring events. However, increasing demands from

agricultural, forestry, mining, and urban development have accelerated the erosion process.

Effective soil conservation practices have been developed for both agricultural and non-

agricultural land uses.

Local governmental units with planning and zoning authority can adopt ordinances
requiring landowners to control soil erosion. Special "soil loss limits" legislation was enacted
in 1984 that established procedures for implementing local soil loss ordinances and specified
a technical role for soil and water conservation districts. As of July 1,1990, three counties
have enacted ordinanées directed at soil erosion control using their general planning and

zoning authority rather than the soil loss limits law.

The 1985 federal farm bill included a provision called "conservation compliance” that
requires persons farming certain highly erodible lands to fully implement a conservation
farm plan by January 1, 1995 to remain eligible for federal farm program benefits including
price and income supports. Because most farmers participate in the farm program,

conservation compliance should have significant agricultural soil erosion control benefits.
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It is the BWSR’s position that:

1

Land retirement programs should be targeted to the highest priority marginal
agricultural lands and sensitive lands.

Land treatment cost-share programs should be targeted to productive lands that are
erosion-prone.

Retired marginal agricultural lands with severe erosion potential should not be
brought back into agricultural production unless they are effectively managed to
prevent excessive soil loss. .

Soil loss on all lands should be controlled or reduced to levels at or below soil loss
tolerances by the year 2000. .

Local adoptipn of erosion and sediment control ordinances should be promoted and
supported in both rural and urban areas as part of the local water planning process,
and local units of government that take the initiative to adopt a.ﬁd enforce erosion

and sediment control ordinances should be rewarded.

Local governments and state agencies should be authorized to assess owners of - ~

severely-eroding lands for the public costs of removing the landowners’ eroded soils
from adjoining public property and right-of-way in cases where owners refuse to take

reasonable steps to prevent excessive soil loss.

D. WATER QUANTITY MANAGEMENT

Water quantity management deals with actions that affect water runoff, detention,

retention, diversion, appropriation, and use. Issues involving water quantity management are

most apparent when precipitation varies greatly from normal. In times when precipitation

greatly exceeds normal we experience flooding; in times when precipitation is greatly below
normal we éxperience drought. The economic impacts of both flooding and drought can be
great, Flood damages alone are estimated at $130 million annually in Minnesota. Water
supply problems in times of drought can have even greater economic impacts because of lost
agricultural income. Water supply problems can also be caused by contamination of surface
or ground water. The true costs of finding adequate supplies of good quality drinking water
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or trying to clean up contaminated supplies are significant and are an incentive to promote

the wise use and conservation of water resources.

The water quantity management issue is particularly significant for the BWSR
because local government plays a major role in regulating activities directly affecting water
quantity. Both state and federal floodplain management and flood control programs rely
upon local implementation. Land use regulations that control runoff rates and volumes, and
urban water use restrictions are implemented primarily by local government. Water supply,
through municipal systems, is also a local responsibility; both federal and state regulations
require the local water supplier to develop water conservation plans. The Department of
Natural Resources Division of Waters has the reponsibility for state regulation of water

appropriations._

It is the BWSR’s position that:

1. Every owner of land has a responsibility for the runoff from their property.

2. Runoff should be managed to minimize property loss and environmental damage by

| moderating high flows and maintaining low flows of streams.

3. Natural retention systerns should be preserved and properly used to the maximum
practical extent in managing surface water runoff and ground water recharge.

4, Water conservation policies and programs should be strengthened and drought
planning should be undertaken at both local and state levels.

IV. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
The BWSR achieves its resource management goals primarily through the actions of

local governments. The basic strategy of the BWSR is to ernpowervlocal governments to be

effective resource managers.

Successful implementation of comprehensive local programs for the protection and

management of water and soil resources will require the use of several management
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strategies with emphasis on a local/state partnership and interlocal governmental
cooperation. Comprehensive local water plans establish policy direction for protection and
management actions at the local level. The BWSR will encourage joint efforts among local
units of government when necessary to properly protect and manage resources within river
basins and aquifer systens. The strategies the BWSR intends to use to accomplish its
resource management mission can be broadly categorized as education, incentives, ahd

regulation.
A. EDUCATION

Education includes providing information, guidance, technical assistanée, and support
for water and soil resource management initiatives. Education should be the principal
component of any program which attempts to change human activities. Sound management
and protection of water and soil resources will require that some land use activities be
changed, and some prohibited. Therefore, education will play a key role in serving as a
change agent in the modification of land use activities. Modification of a number of existing
land use activities must occur before any significant progress can be achieved in addressing
our priority resource management issues. Education initiatives must encompass holistic as
well as targeted approaches, innovative concepts as well as dissemination of existing
information, and advocacy of intergovernmental communication and cooperation. Education
must also meet the needs of children as well as adults, urban as well as rural resideats, and

advocate regulatory compliance as well as voluntary adoption of best management practices.

It is the BWSR’s position that its educational activities should include:
1 Disseminating resource management information in the most effective ways possible,
including K-12 curriculum and the use of print, radio, television, video, and other

communication methods.

2. - Developing and maintaining local technical assistance and educational services
capabilities.
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3. Directly communicating with targeted audiences, including cooperating agencies and
land occupiers affected by water and soil resources policies and programs.

4. Advocating proper management of our resources and strengthened cooperation and
coordination among units of government and resource management agencies.

5. Instilling a sense of personal responsibility for stewardship of our natural resources.

BWSR education-related management strategies include:
*Providing local governments with the capabilities to develop and implement information

and education programs through technical and financial assistance.

*Facilitating communication and cooperation among local, state, and federal agencies, and
private resource organizations and educational institutions through informational mailings,
sharing of information on successful local programs and projects, local tours, special

meetings, local planning guidance, and related methods.

*Identifying the needs of local govemmént to successfully implement water and soil

management programs and communicating those needs to other agencies and the legislature.
*Supporting the educational efforts of other agencies and educational institutions.

*Providing the public and local governments with educational and informational research

materials on water and soil resources management issues.

*Providing local government officials and staff with special training regarding water and soil
resources rmanageinent, program administration and operation, personnel management,

governmental accounting and reporting, leadership, and related topics.

*Developing and making available planning guidelines, model ordinances, conservation
easements and trusts, technical guidelines and policies, and other guidance materials to
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assist local governments in designing and implementing effective and coordinated water and

soil management programs.

*Utilizing BWSR monthly meetings to provide a forum at the state level for presentation

and discussion of important local resource management issues.

*Publicizing and promoting the use of effective local, state, federal, and private programs

designed to manage and protect water and soil resources.

*Supporting legislative initiatives for the gathering of resource information and
implementation of broad-based public education and information programs, as well as
innovative approaches to reaching specific target groups.

B. INCENTIVES

Incentives can be successfully used to accelerate acceptance of desired values and
attitudes. Incentives include those which reward compliance with desired values and
attitudes as well as those which attempt to discoufagc undesirable values and attitudes.
Proper management and protection of water and soil resources will require that desirable
activities be rewarded and that undesirable activities be actively 'discouraged. It is important
that state policies affecting land use decisions, such as property tax policy, create incentives
to conserve water and soil resources. Incentives must encompass urban as well as rural

values, loans as well as grants, and reward desired behavior as well as discourage
undesirable behbavior.

All citizens who benefit from the goods and commodities produced from the natural
wealth of our lands and waters should share the cost of maintaining their integrity. Incentive
programs must recognize that all land occupiers should practice good stewardship, and that

the marketplace may not always totally compcn.éatc them for conserving our water and soil
resources.
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It is the BWSR’s position that incentives should:

1. Be a tool available to local government to enhance local program delivery.

2. Be offered to potentially affected land occupiers to create positive attitudes about
proper land management practices.

3. Provide opportunities to dissuade harmful and encourage beneficial land and water
use activities. '

4. Be provided to landowners who practice good stewardship and create economic
disincentives for those who do not.

S. Be coordinated at the state level through (though not necessarily administered by)
the BWSR, and at the local level through comprehensive local water plans.

BWSR incentive-related management strategicsk include:

*Providing direct guidance and financial assistance to counties and other local governments

involved in the preparation or implementation of comprehensive local water plans.

*Providing direct guidance and assistance to soil and water conservation districts and

watershed districts in the preparation and implementation of annual and comprehensive

plans.
*Advocating expanded state and local financing opportunities for implementing elements
of approved comprehensive local water management plans and other vital water and soil

protection programs.

*Advocating a role for the BWSR in serving as an informational clearinghouse for local

governments seeking state grants for local water and soil resources management prograrms,

*Making available awards programs to ensure public recognition of individuals and local
units of government practicing exceptional water and soil stewardship.

* Assisting local governments in developing local incentive programs.
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C. REGULATION

Regulation is often viewed as a "last resort” for dealing with resource management
problems, rather than an important element of a comprehen.sive approach to resource
management. To be effective, the need for a regulation must be understood by the public,
the regulation itself must be known, and the regulation must be enforcable. Many resource
management issues are not yet well understood by the general public. However, the public
is beginning to recognize the connections between land use activities and nonpoint source
pollution and other resources management problems. For example, in some areas the public
is beginning to demand adoption of local land use regulations to address nonpoint pollution.
To be equitable, regulations must encompass urban as well as rural activities, the sources
as well as the effects of resource problems, and a philosophy of progressive as well as
ultimate penalties.

It is the BWSR’s position that local governments with regulatory authorities should:
1. Be provided the governmental powers necessary to address water and soil
management issues proactively and be encouraged to use these authorities.

2, Be able to obtain the resources needed to properly administer and enforce local rules
and official controls.

3. Couple local regulations with active efforts to educate residents and provide
incentives to land occupiers to properly manage water and soil resources.
4, Be encouraged to adopt and enforce local regulations to meet their unique needs.

BWSR’s regulation-related mana‘gctncnt strategies will include:

*Providing general guidance and assistance to local governments seeking to adopt official
controls or rules addressing surface water runoff, erosion and sediment control, water
quality, and other aspects of ‘watcr and soil resources mai:agcmcnt.



*Collecting, developing, and making available model ordinances and rules for water and soil
resources management, and supporting needed improvements in the statutory powers of

local governments to regulate activities impacting water and soil resources.

*Encouraging local governments to make use of their regulatory authorities in addressing
water and soil resources management issues, and to maximize their roles in achieving

compliance with state and federal laws and rules.

*Making use of the BWSR'’s local plan approval authorities to ensure communication and
facilitate cooperation among local governments and state agencies regarding local water and

soil resources management programs and projects.
V. THE BWSR’S FUTURE

The BWSR believes that its unique structure and role provide an unprecedented

opportunity for local governments to greatly expand their roles in water and soil resources
management and state policy development.

The BWSR envisions its future to include:

*Creating é more unified voice for local government at the state and federal levels

on water and soil resources management issues.

® Acting as a catalyst for creation of coalitions amonglocal government associations,
state and federal resource agencies, and private resource organizations on emerging
water and soil resources management issues.

*Serving as an effective participant in state and federal water and soil resources

policy development and implementation in partnership with other resource
management agencies.
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*Continuing to provide guidance and service to local governments involved in water

and soil protection and management activities.

*Reviewing its strategic plan annually to ensure that it effectively communicates the

BWSR’s mission, policies, and management strategies.
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ATTACHMENT B

Reinvesting in Minnesota’s Water and Soil Resources:
A Five-Year Program Plan for RIM Reserve (1993-1997)

PURPOSE
Legislative Authority

1

Laws of 1986, Chapter 383, sections 2 through 6 created the Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) Resources
Act to "keep certain marginal agricultural land out of crop production or pasture to protect soil and
water quality and support fish and wildlife habitat."

Minnesota Statutes (1991) Sections 103F.501 - 103F.531 provides enabling legislative intent and
specifies state policy "to encourage the retirement of marginal, highly erodible land, particularly land
adjacent to public waters and drainage systems, from crop production and to reestablish a cover of
perennial vegetation."

Administrative Authority

1

Minnesota Code of Administrative Rules (MCAR) Parts 84003000 - 84003930 were initially
promulgated as emergency rules in 1986 and later as permanent rules in 1988 and most recently
revised in January 1990. Substantive revisions are likely during this five-year period to reflect the
long-term goals described herein.

Board of Water and Soil Resources has statewide coordination and administrative responsibilities and
oversees the local administration of the program by soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs).

Guiding Strategies [from BWSR Strategic Plan]

L
2.

3.

10.
11.

14,

Incentives should be a tool available to local government to enhance local program delivery.
Incentives should be offered to potentially affected land occupiers to create positive attitudes about
proper land management practices.

Incentives should provide opportunities to dissuade harmful and encourage beneficial land and water
use activities.

Incentives should be coordinated at the state level through the BWSR, and at the local level through
comprehensive local water plans.

Programs should be available to protect or retire all existing marginal agricultural lands and highly
sensitive lands.

Land retirement programs should be targeted to the highest priority marginal agricultural lands and
sensitive lands.

Retired marginal agricultural lands with severe erosion potential should not be brought back into
agricultural production unless they are effectively managed to prevent excessive soil loss.

Concepts such as "sustainable agriculture” and "watershed-based management” should be promoted
and supported through incentive programs.

Retirement of marginal agricultural lands and highly sensitive ]ands will permit land managers to
focus their stewardship efforts on more productive lands.

Every owner of land has a responsibility for the runoff from their property.

Runoff should be managed to minimize property loss and environmental damage by moderating high
flows and maintaining low flows of streams.

Natural retention systems should be preserved and properly used to the maximum practical extent
in managing surface water runoff and ground water recharge.

A "net gain" wetland management goal should be adopted in Minnesota.

Wetlands restored, enhanced or created under state and federal programs designed to increase our
wetland base should not be used for mitigation purposes.

1
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II. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
‘A.  Long-term Goals
1. Water Quality Protection and Improvements
Protection of ground water quality shall be given priority over the improvement of state and locally-
designated surface water resources.

@

(®)

Ground Water
Only the following lands shall be considered:
@ lands immediately adjacent and contributing to sinkholes,
® lands immediately adjacent and contributing to exposed and fractured bedrock, or
® lands lying within designated wellhead protection areas.
Enrollment goal = 20% of highest priority acres within wellhead protection areas (20% =
59,250 acres) and 75% of highest priority acres adjacent to known sinkholes and fractured
bedrock outcroppings (75% = 15,000 acres)
Prioritized parameters limited to:
1) nutrient retention
2) pesticide retention
3) recharge potential
Surface Water -
® Lakes: Only lands immediately adjacent to the riparian source shall be considered.
Enrollment goal = 25% of highest priority acres within shoreland areas
(25% = 358,850 acres)
Prioritized parameters limited to:
1) nutrient retention
2) sediment reduction
3) manure reduction
@ Rivers and Streams:
Only lands immediately adjacent to the riparian source shall be considered.
Enrollment goal = 50% of highest priority acres within shoreland areas
(50% = 418,180 acres)
Prioritized parameters limited to:
1) sediment reduction
2) manure reduction
3) nutrient retention
® Wetlands: [Only restorations, not protection of existing basins.]
Only legally drained wetlands shall be considered for restoration. Highest priority
shall be given to:
© wetlands which have been completely drained,
@ wetland basins which will be completely restored,
® wetlands with a cropping history, and
® wetlands of types 1 through 4.
Enrollment (restoration) goal = 65% of highest priority drained wetlands
(65% = 1,082,250 acres)
b) Prioritized parameters limited to:
1) runoff retention
2) nutrient retention
3) sediment retention from adjacent surface waters
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2. Soil Erosion Reductions
1982 NRI (county level basis) indicated 5 million cropland acres eroding at rates exceeding 2xT.
One half of those acres are inherently unproductive and should be retired from agricultural
production. Only marginal lands shall be considered. Highest priority shall be for those lands
in land capability classes V through VIII, followed by capability class IV, followed by other
specifically designated classes and subclasses. Except for allowing reasonable boundaries of
easement areas, land capability classes I and II shall not be considered. Enrollment goal = 30%
of inherently unproductive agricultural lands, including enrollment of highest priority acres
from expiring CRP contracts and limited duration RIM Reserve easements (30% = 750,000 ac)

3. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancements
Each parcel enrolled shall have a conservation plan developed to ensure adequate habitat
enhancements for all wildlife species, but particularly with a priority for endangered or
threatened flora or fauna species where the land has such capability, and generally followed by
fish species, and lastly generally followed by any game species of wildlife. _
Enrollment goal = sum of above enrollment goals

Five-year Objectives
FY93:
1. (a) Enroll and restore 2,000 wetland acres plus adjacent uplands.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs")
(b) Enroll 1,750 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs?)
(c) Enroll 250 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs?)
2. 50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.

FY94:
1. (a) Enroll and restore 2,000 wetland acres plus adjacent uplands.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs)
(b) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs®)
(c) Enroll 2,500 acres of highly erosive marginal lands. ($750/acre average total costs?)
(d) Enroll 500 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs?)
2. 50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.

FY95:
1. (a) Enroll and restore 2,000 wetland acres plus adjacent uplands.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs')
(b) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs®) -
(c) Enroll 2,000 acres of highly erosive marginal lands. ($750/acre average total costs?)
(d) Enroll 1,000 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs?)
2. 50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.

FY96:
1. (a) Enroll 25% of most fragile CRP acres from expiring contracts under perpetual easements.
($750/acre average total costs?) [25% = 10,200 acres]
(b) Enroll 50% of most fragile RIM Reserve acres from expiring 10-year easements under perpetual
easements. ($750/acre average total costs’) [50% objectlve = 55 acres]
(c) Enroll and restore 2,000 acres of wetland basins.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs’)
(d) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs?)
(e) Enroll 1,500 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs?)
2. 50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.
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FY97:

1.

(a) Enroll 25% of most fragile CRP acres from expiring contracts under perpetual easements.
($750/acre average total costs?) [25% = 75,500 acres]

(b) Enroll 50% of most fragile RIM Reserve acres from expiring 10-year easements under perpetual
easements. ($750/acre average total costs®) [50% objective = 4, 060 acres]

(c) Enroll and restore 2,000 acres of wetland basins.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs‘)

(d) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs?)

(e) Enroll 2,000 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs®)

50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.

! Average total costs of wetland restoration projects include easement payment for acquisition of land rights, practice payment
for restoration of wetland and establishing permanent vegetative cover (grasses, trees, and/or shrubs) on adjacent uplands,
and administrative costs estimated to be approximately 20% of the total project costs.

% Average total costs include easement payment for acquisition of land rights, practice payment for establishing permanent
vegetative cover (grasses, trees, and/or shrubs), and administrative costs estimated to be approximately 20% of the total
project costs.

IIL.

EVALUATION
A. Cumulative Accomplishments [Totals through 1990]

1. Water Quality Improvement
(a) Ground Water:

® Lands adjacent to sinkholes = 0.0 acres
® Lands adjacent to exposed, fractured bedrock = N/A acres
® I ands within wellhead protection areas o= 0.0 acres

(b) Surface Water:
1) Riparian areas:
a) Riparian cropland = 9779 acres
b) Riparian pastures 0.0 acres
2) Restored wetland areas 2,053.1 acres

2. Soil Erosion Reductions : :
(a) Expiring CRP contract enrollments ' = 0.0 acres
(b) Expiring RIM Reserve limited easement conversions 0.0 acres
(c) TOTAL Marginal Agricultural Lands 29,804.1 acres

3. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancements
(a) Wildlife Habitat:

1) Lands with grasses/legumes = 32,466.2 acres
2) Lands with shrubs/trees = 3,515.2 acres
3) Lands with wetlands/open water areas = 2,060.8 acres
4. Auditing and Enforcement
(a) Violations:
1) Cumulative =10
2) Resolved without legal action or penalty =0
3) Resolved with legal action or penalty =0
4) Pending = 10

ADDENDUM

-378
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APPROVED BY BOARD, 6/24/92

Staff Projections for Fiscal Year 1998 & 1999

FY 1998:

1

FY 1999;

(a) Enroll 25% of most fragile CRP acres from expiring contracts under perpetual easements.
(8750/acre average total costs®) [25% = 33,150 acres]

(b) Enroll 50% of most fragile RIM Reserve acres from expiring 10-year easements under perpetual
easements. ($750/acre average total costs?) [50% objective = 50 acres]

(c) Enroll and restore 2,000 acres of wetland basins.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs')

(d) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs?)

(e) Enroll 2,500 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs?)

50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.

(a) Enroll 25% of most fragile CRP acres from expiring contracts under perpetual easements.
($750/acre average total costs®) [25% = 24,650 acres]

(b) Enroll 50% of most fragile RIM Reserve acres from expiring 10-year easements under perpetual
easements. ($750/acre average total costs’) [50% objective = 50 acres]

(c) Eunroll and restore 2,000 acres of wetland basins.
($1000/acre average total costs, which is approximately 90% of average total costs')

(d) Enroll 3,000 acres of riparian areas. ($750/acre average total costs?)

(e) Enroll 3,000 acres for ground water protection purposes. ($750/acre average total costs®)

50% of enrolled acres must be located within priority area(s) designated by the Board.
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Minnesota Strategic Capital Budget Plan 1994-99
- Governor's Recommendations

(in $000)
Agency Request Governor's Governor's

Agency Strategic Recommendation Planning Estimates
Project Description Priority Score FY 94 FY 96 FY 98 FY 94 FY 96 FY 98

Zoological Garden
Marine Education Center 1 370 20,500 0 0 20,500 0 0
Animal management 3 -215 411 0 0 211 0 0
Water management 2 210 1,250 0 0 0 0 0
Roadways and pathways 4 195 3,650 0] 0 0 0 0
Bird Holding facilities 5 195 2,091 0 0 0 0 0
Perimeter fencing 0 0 200 o 0 0 0
Parking lot expansion 0 0 6,100 0 0 0 0
Greenhouse 0 0] 0 269 0 0 0
Administrative Building 0 0 0 3,000 0 0 0
Agency Totals $27,902 $6,300 $3,269 $20,711 $0 $0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF Form A
Strategic Planning Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99

AGENCY: MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) exists to Strengthen the Bond
Between People and the Living Earth. The MZG strives to accomplish its
mission by:

1. providing an exciting, affordable family experience that unobtrusively
brings visitors to a heightened awareness of and appreciation for
wildlife;

2. operating a high quality recreational and educational facility that
serves the people of Minnesota and out-of-state tourists;

3. serving as a statewide environmental and educational resource that
provides a significant addition to the quality of life in Minnesota;

4. providing a multi-disciplinary education and research environment to
promote a better understanding of MZG’s endangered and exotic
animal collection.

The Zoo operates in three major programmatic areas: the Biological
Programs, Enterprise Programs and Operations in order to achieve the
following mission-related objectives:

B to maintain the animal husbandry, animal health, animal records and
research necessary for a healthy animal collection.

B to provide people of all ages with a variety of zoo learning adven-
tures which help foster an understanding and appreciation of wildlife
and the environment.

B to acknowledge a responsibility to provide leadership in conserving
the biological diversity of our planet and in protecting the wild

species living under our stewardship.

® to assure the quality of the visitor experience.

B to maintain the exhibits and grounds to assure the visitor an interest-
ing, safe and pleasant recreational experience.

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

The Minnesota Zoo has experienced steady attendance growth since
1988, with F.Y.91, F.Y.92 and F.Y.93 each setting record attendance.
Not only are we experiencing record attendance, but visitors are spending
more discretionary dollars during their visit. Out attendance since 1988
has increased 48% while per capita revenue has increased 30%.

Our visitor comments tell us that expectations are high in relationship to
what they want to see while here, what and how they like to learn, as
well as the level of comfort they expect once here.

The zoo is in the final phase of its long range exhibit planning process.
This plan will address exhibit development for the next ten years. A
priority for exhibit development is the proposed Marine Education Center
which is the zoo’s number one priority in our capital budget. Marine
mammals are the number one attraction at the Minnesota Zoo and this
facility would greatly enhance our visitor’'s experience as well as improve
the animal management and animal care of the dolphins. The current
facility is totally inadequate resulting in a reduced learning experience for
the visitor as well as an uncomfortable setting. Visitors voice displeasure
regularly with the current facility and expect us to improve the situation.

Not only has our general attendance increased but the requests for special
private rentals is also growing. With these special events and private
parties, comes increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic. The roads and
pathways need immediate attention. Repairs to surface areas, widening
roads and pathways to accommodate increased visitors and outside
lighting for evening events to meet building code requirements.

The requests for customized services and experiences are increasing.
People see the zoo as a place for a business conference, a family reunion,
a wedding reception, a field trip or just a day of family fun. We expect
this trend to continue. Our sales department is booking two or three
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF Form A

Strategic Planning Summary (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

— —_

events a day, rather than two a week as was the case in the past.

The other issue for the zoo is the inadequate amount or repair and
betterment dollars. The facility is over 15 years old and is beginning to
show signs of aging. For the past 5 years, approximately five to six
hundred thousand dollars have been spent annually on major maintenance
items. This amount is totally inadequate to deal with all of the mainte-
nance issues on a facility this size which is experiencing the amount of
growth we are experiencing. As a result, maintenance has been deferred
and ultimately could cost more in the long run. ’

Items that have been deferred include plaza repair, asphalt repair, lighting
installation, re-insulating of piping in mechanical rooms and the tunnel
system, air conditioning, installation of curbs and replacement of
deteriorating visitor amenities such as benches and picnic tables.

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

The Minnesota Zoo is more than 15 years old and beginning to show the
wear of 15 million visitors since it first opened. '

The zoo will continue to address the need of maintaining the infrastructure
through the use of general fund appropriations and CAPRA requests
whenever possible. In addition, three capital project requests for the
current biennium will address specific needs which the zoo faces.

The zoo proposes building a Marine Education Center (MEC) which will
increase the accessibility of the very popular dolphin show which currently
accommodates 150 people at each show 4 times daily. The MEC would
replace the present dolphin pool which is in dire need of upgrade due
strictly to its age.

Since the inception of the zoo, water management has been a concern.
The main building complex was built adjacent to the main lake on the
property which acts as a catch basin during heavy rains every spring. As
the level of the lake rises it becomes necessary to pump water from the
lake to lower the level at a cost of approximately one thousand dollars per

pumping. The water management request will allow the zoo to economi-
cally and effectively manage the fiooding issues of the site.

The third capital request for the current biennium addresses the needs of
the Animal Management areas of the zoo. The expanding visitor base
requires new and more varied exhibits to provide expanded educational,
conservation and recreational opportunities. The wear on animal holding
areas and the expansion of successful breeding programs for endangered
species to areas not designed to handle these programs point to the need
for expanded facilities.

The final request for the current biennium addresses our need for
improved roadways and pathways. While the zoo continues to grow, the
supporting roadway system must be improve to accommodate this
growth. More visitors means more requests for services. With a four
hundred eighty-five acre site, a lot of traveling takes place to conduct
daily business and after 15 years with little maintenance, the time has
come to make major improvements if for no other reason than safety.

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

The mission of the Minnesota Zoo is to Strengthen the Bond Between
People and the Living Earth. Strategies have been developed and
endorsed by staff and the Minnesota Zoological Board which strives to
assist in supporting that mission. These strategies are:

B Create a magical experience

B Thrive as a special place for children

B Know our customers

8 Manage visitor moments of truth

Link revenues to results

Build a premier service organization
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF

Form A

Strategic Planning Summary (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

B Invest to keep the existing zoo great

The capital budget plan for of the Minnesota Zoo is directly related to our
strategies and goals.

The plan must balance the needs of an aging facility that has not had
adequate funding for maintenance and is being stretched to the limits by
rapid growth, with the ever growing expectations of the zoo visitor for
new exhibits and learning opportunities that are fun and enjoyed in a
comfortable and safe environment.

The Marine Education Center is a multi-purpose facility. It will greatly
enhance our animal management program by providing a new home for
our 6 Atlantic bottle-nosed dolphins, provide new opportunities for
learning through both traditional and "wet" classrooms, provide additional
space for special events and after hours rentals and most importantly give
the zoo visitor a- 1,000 seat presentation pool for our doiphin shows.

The water management plan included in our capital request is not only
necessary to protect the investment the State has made in the infrastruc-
ture but also to improve the overall appearance of the zoo site.

The improvements to the animal management areas support our plan in
all areas. It will address long overdue major maintenance issues, safety
issues for staff, the animal collection and visitor, and will ultimately result
in improved exhibitry.

Improvements in our infrastructure are critical to the future development
of the zoo site as well as the safety of staff and visitors. Roadways and
pathways are 15 years old and with the increased demand for services,
increased attendance and lack of maintenance, it is time to make major
improvements and build for the future.

The bird holding building also supports the strategies of the zoo and our
capital plan. It will greatly improve our animal management program,
eventually provide more exhibit opportunities for the avian collection,
result in greater staff efficiencies and ultimately result in additional
revenues to the zoo due to the propagation program.

8.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

The zoo receives input from visitors, board members, volunteers and staff.

In preparing the capital budget requests, the zoo uses in-house staff,
consultants or a combination thereof to analyze improvements needed, to
develop cost estimates and to determine the best course of action. The
Zoo Board approves all requests.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
{1988-1993):

B The zoo successfully completed the construction of the coral reef
exhibit at a cost of $2,500in 1991. The sources of funding for this
project were $750 from the General Fund, $750 from private gifts
and the $1,000 from zoo special revenue funds.

B [n 1992 the zoo opened the new bird amphitheater which cost
$2,600 and was funded by $350 from the General Fund, $1,800
from private gifts and the $450 from the zoo special revenue fund.

8 The zoo received CAPRA funds which totaled $27in F.Y.91, F.Y.92
and F.Y.93. These funds were used for code compliance and health
and safety projects.

2 Roof replacement bonds totaling $1,820 were approved in the 1992
legislative session and that work is in progress. The Zoo is paying

one-third of the debt service and State General Obligation bonds the
remaining two-thirds.

OTHER (OPTIONAL):
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF

Projects Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form B

AGENCY: MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN

MARINE EDUCATION CENTER (o 1 20,500 20,500 370 20,500 0 0 20,500
WATER MANAGEMENT NB 2 1,250 1,250 210 0 0 0 0
ANIMAL MANAGEMENT AC 3 411 411 215 211 0 0 211
ROADWAYS & PATHWAYS NB 4 3,650 3,650 185 0 0 0 [
BIRD HOLDING FACILITIES C 5 2,091 2,091 185 0 0 0 0
PERIMETER FENCING NB 200 200 0 0 (o] 0
PARKING LOT EXPANSION NB 6,100 6,100 0 0 0 0
GREENHOUSE 269 269 0 0 0 0
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING o 3,000 3,000 0 0 0 0
Total Project Requests: $ 27,902 $ 6,300 $ 3,269 $ 37,471 $ 20,711 (V2 I 0] §& 20,711

Construction of a new facility $ 22,591 $ 0 $

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced programs or uses $ 0 $ o] $ [o]
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes or liability purposes $ 411 $ 0 $ 0
Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no program changes) $ (o] $ 0 $ 0
Non-building projects; grants-in-aids, funds to other government units $ 4,900 $ 6,300 $ 0
Total $ 27,902 $ 6,300 $ 3,269

* Project Types (choose one for each project or program):

C
AP
AC
R
NB

o

Construction of a new facility for new program/uses or for expanded /enhanced programs/uses or for replacement purposes.
Adaption of an existing facility for a new program/use or for program expansion/enhancement purposes.
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped access or legal liability purposes.

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion) and CAPRA requests.

Non-building projects, grant-in-aid programs, capital project funding to other government jurisdictions. '
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF

Facilities Summary

Fiscal Years 1991-95
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form C

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

Gross Square Footage of State Owned Buildings*

310,884

310,884

317,400

327,400

327,400

Leased Square Footage

0

o

0

Operating Repair and Betterment Account(s) 526 548 624 842 (1) 648

Operating Maintenance Account(s) 2,587 2,786 3,281 3,281 3,281

Lease Paymentsr 0 0 0 0 0
(1 The Minnesota Zoological Garden recognizes the need to maintain our facility and has allocated special revenue receipts of $350 for F.Y. 1994 and $180 for

F.Y. 1995 to Repair and Betterment projects.



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D
CAPRA Summary
Fiscal Years 1991-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
AGENCY: MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN
| Gy Project Requests (8 by Session) o
.  EOE Agency
B o FRCI 1 1998 Total $
MINNESOTA Z0OO WATER HEATERS 1.2 A $ 1251 ¢ $ $ 125
MINNESOTA ZOO CAP WELLS/WASTE SYSTEM 1 A $ 381 $ $ $ 38
MINNESOTA ZOO EXPAND FIRE DETECTION 2 A $ 85| ¢ $ $ 85
MINNESOTA ZOO FIRE PROTECTION INSULATION 1.2 A $ 27 1% $ $ 27
MINNESOTA Z00 PRIMARY ELECTRICAL LINE 1 A $ 80| $ $ $ 80
MINNESOTA Z0OO EXPAND ENERGY MANAGEMENT 2 A $ $ 60| ¢ $ 60
SYSTEM
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
Ll ‘1 Total Project Requests: $ 365 $ 601 $ o} I 415
*CAPRA project category: **Priority criteria:
1 = Unanticipated emergency A = Urgent
2 = Life safety hazard B = Economy (needed to minimize future expenditures)
3 = Hazardous substance elimination
4 = External building repair including structural repair
| 1998 Session
(Requested)
CAPRA Allocation(s) $ 20| $ 7% $ 3558 60| $ -0-
" Capital Repair and Betterment Accounts (Higher Education) | $ N.A.|$ N.A. 1 $ N.A. | $ N.A.| § N.A. | $ N.A.
GENE BARTHEL PHYSICAL PLANT MANAGER 612 431-9247 08-04-93
Agency Data Prepared by: CONNIE BRAZIEL OPERATIONS DIRECTOR 612 431-9303 08-04-93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden facility and the opportunities it presents, attendance will increase and other
PROJECT TITLE: Marine Education Center earned revenues will increase as well.

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $20,500 2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $20,500 STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -0- - ) . L .
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -0- The Minnesota Zoo is 15 years old. During this time, marine mammals have
always been a top attraction. Our dolphin show and two successful

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, Dakota County ? ' °
: pregnancies last fall have resulted in three consecutive years of record

attendance and more interest in the educational aspects of our Ocean Trail.
The present dolphin pool is showing signs of extreme stress. Inspections and

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 1 of 5 requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Marine Education Center will be a new 44,000 square foot facility at the
Minnesota Zoo. Key components of the Marine Education Center include:

@ A new home for the 6 Atlantic Bottle-nosed dolphins. The Marine
Education Center will include not only a presentation pool and holding
pool for the dolphins, but also a maternity pool and veterinary pool. This
will greatly increase the ability to manage and care for the dolphins.

B Classrooms to support the Education program at the Zoo. These will be
both traditional classrooms as well as "wet" classrooms or labs where
children of all ages can learn through touch. These are desperately
needed since we currently turn students away due to lack of classroom
space.

B An indoor theater for dolphin presentations that seats 1,000 year-round
instead of the current outdoor dolphin presentation area is used 5 months
a year and seats 125.

m A large new shark exhibit. Sharks are very popular and requested by our
visitors.

B Space for after hours events. This will be used for banquets, private
parties, wedding receptions, etc. This space is critical since revenues
generated as a result of these events will be applied toward the debt
service. Recent experience has already shown that this can be a
valuable new source of revenue.

The Minnesota Zoo is proposing to repay 100% of the debt service. It will do
that primarily through private donations, gate receipts and revenues from
concessions. Our review and analysis shows that with the addition of this

testing show that major renovation will be necessary in approximately 3 years
if we are to continue using it. Rather than make improvements in a facility
that isn’t meeting the zoo’s needs, as part of our long range plan we are
proposing to build a Marine Education Center. This new facility will support
the overall mission of the zoo, to Strengthen the Bond Between People and the
Living Earth, by strengthening our education, conservation and recreation
opportunities. It also will allow us to respond to visitors requests for
additional exhibits, educational offerings and space for special after hour
events. By responding to our visitors needs and requests the Zoo will be
successful in achieving its goals of increased attendance and revenues
annually.

Our proposal to repay the debt service through revenues generated primarily
from increased admissions, after hours rentals and concessions, also shows
our ability to earn and manage our resources in a business-like manner.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

With the addition of the Marine Education Center our operating costs will
increase approximately $800 annually beginning in F.Y.88. These expenses
will be be paid from the Special Revenue Fund. No General Fund dollars are
being requested.

Salt $ 150
Utilities 200
Food & Supplies 130
Salaries 320
Total $ 800/year

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

None.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-2

Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check one):

Construction of a new facility for new, expanded or enhanced pro-
grams or for replacement purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes.

Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no
program expansion).

Tk

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)
Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

1 pefpeped T

PRIOR COMMITMENT: _X No - Yes
Laws , Ch , Sec $
Laws , Ch , Sec $

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: __ No _X Yes When? 1993 session

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND # (for project request): Main Building Complex

. STATE-WIDE BUILDING NEW ID # (for project request): 77700, 17319,

11419, 1319, 3319

FACILITY SOUARE FOOTAGE:

. Existing Building

190,760  Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
N/A = Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
5,500 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
43,900 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
234,660 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this
project?
X _Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 94-95 FE.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99

Change in Compensation ....... $ N.A. $ 80 $ 640
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . $ N.A. $ 50 $ 400
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ N.A. $ N.A. $ N.A.
Change in Other Expenses . . ... .. $ N.A. $ 70 $ 560
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ N.A. $ 200 $ 1,600
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . . .. N.A. 8.0 8.0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PRO.JECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING {check one):
Acquisition {land and buildings) . ................ $ N.A. Cash:  Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 1,500
Construction . . . ... it ittt e s et et nnens $ 15,172 X Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.} ...... $ 105
Data/Telecommunications . .. .. ..o vt v, $ 80 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction) ............... .. $ N.A. . .
Project Management ... .......ceoneeconeennn $ 400 General Fund % of total
Project Contingency . . . ... v i vt i v it nne s $ 1,467
Related Projects - Construction Archaeology . ....... $ N.A, X User Financing % of total _100
Other Costs (Const. Testing & Occupancy) . . ....... $ 1,176
Inflation Adjustment . .......... i $ 600 Source of funds Zoo Special Revenue Fund
TOTALPROJECTCOST ... ... rcnonnns $ 20,500 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session .......... $ 20,500 20,500 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Request for 1996 Session .......... $ N.A.
Appropriation Request for 1998 Session .......... $ N.A. 20,500 State funding (Zoo)

PROJECT TIMETABLE: Local gov’t funding

Private funding

$
$___ Federal funding
$

Start Date End Date Duration $

4 {(Mo./Yr.} (Mo./Yr.) (Months)

Planning/Programming .......... 7/92 1/93 6
Site Selection and Purchase ...... N.A. N.A. N.A.
Design . ......0 s 7/94 7/95 12 .
Construction . .......ccueuun.s 4/95 3/97 23
Substantial Completion . ......... 5/97
Final Completion .............. 5/97

Connie J. Braziel . Operations Director 612 431-9303 01-10-94 (Rev.)
Agency Data Prepared by: RBobert .J. Wallace Zoo Projects Supervisor 612 431-9302 01-10-94 (Rev,)

’ Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE

B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be L .

. . i Criteria Points
simultaneously appropriated.
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: -

Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0

;l;z;‘s submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Critical Loss of Function or Services 0

Prior/Legal Commitments o

GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:

User/Non-State Financing 140

Thg Governorreconynends pgphalfunds of $20.5 million for this project Strategic Linkage 90

subject to the following conditions:

: Agency Priority 80

B During construction, all interest on the bonds will be paid by the Zoo ]
through a private capital campaign. Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 6]

B Upon project completion, the Zoo will pay 100% principal and interest Customer Services Improved 60
costs.

@ Debt service costs will be financed by the Zoo through increased atten- Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
dance revenues and supplemented when necessary by enterprise activity Total Strategic Score 370
revenues.

READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 45
Design 45
Cost Planning/Management 45
Facility Audit Supports the Request 30
Facility Alternatives Were Considered o)
Readiness Quotient {(Technical Score/180) 92%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail ‘
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

PROJECT TITLE: Water Management

PROJECT COSTS: $1,250

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $1,250
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -O-

The $1,250 requested will allow the continuation of the engineering and the
start of the construction for the various hydrological projects required by
MDNR permit #91-6023. Below find listed a breakdown of the estimated
project costs:

Design $ 471
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -O- Congﬂumon 594
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY]): Apple Valley, MN Dakota County - ;
AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only]: Construction Contingency 185

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

In an attempt to achieve the Minnesota Zoo’s mission statement, to

# 2 of 5B requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Minnesota Zoo, located in Apple Valley, is situated on 485 acres of
rolling wooded terrain containing over 30 lakes. Twelve of those lakes have
been identified as protected wetlands by the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) with the majority located directly adjacent to the
developed areas on the property and are subjected to fairly intense use.
This use comes from the storm water runoff from the parking lots and
buildings, animal exhibits, etc. surrounding these lakes. As a result, many
of these protected lakes, seen annually by our more than one million
visitors, are experiencing very poor water quality with minimal aquatic
vegetations.

In addition, we currently have little or no means of controlling lake levels
within these developed areas. This is critically important for protecting
adjacent building foundations, concrete retaining walls, bridge abutments,
animal exhibit areas, parking lots and other site features that are dependent
on having the levels maintained. For example, the Main Lake is being
pumped overland approximately 2,000 feet to another protected wetland
which has resulted in the loss of shoreline vegetation from the unusually
high water caused by the pumping.

With the recent construction of the Weesner Family Amphitheater causing
loss of protected wetland and the subsequent requirement of a permit from
the Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), the Minnesota Zoo has made

a commitment to improving this situation. The MDNR permit required

mitigation in the form of compensatory wetland creation, wetland education
and an overall wetland and hydrologic comprehensive plan for all of the
water bodies on the zoo property.

Strengthen the Bond Between People and the Living Earth, we must manage
our water resources responsibly and fulfill our MDNR permit obligation. As
a Conservation Leader, we need to provide a clean, healthy and safe
environment for both our invaluable animal and plant collection and our
visitors.

This project will not only improve the water quality of these protected
wetlands and allow us to control certain lake level fluctuations, but will also
enable us to use our water resources more wisely and efficiently. For
example, instead of having to buy water from the City of Apple Valley
during periods of low rainfall, we will simply have to drain from one of the
newly constructed retention basins. Conversely, during periods of heavy
rainfall, we will be able to route excess water into these retention basins
instead of having to dispose of the excess through the sanitary sewer
system.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL}:

The Minnesota Zoo must act on this issue. If no action is taken, it will cost
more money in the future to correct this situation. It may jeopardize the use
of certain animal exhibits and greatly reduce the visitor experience
needlessly. It will also cost the Zoo additional operating expense to
continue having staff time used to control the levels. For example, each
time the Main Lake is pumped into another protected wetland, it costs the
Zoo approximately one thousand dollars in staff time and fuel and an
immeasurable amount for the loss of vegetation. Eventually, we will have
no choice but to pump water directly into the sanitary sewer system at
more than $60.0 for each 12 inches.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST ' Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.) :
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
____ Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund

____ Development of State Assets '

_X__ Maintenance of State Assets X Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
__ Grants to Local Governments

__ Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants (specify):
X __ General Fund % of total 100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS {Check all that apply):

User Financing % of total
X __ Health and Safety '

Provision of New Program/Services ) Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): NON-STATE PARTICIPATION:

$ 1,250 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$_ 1,250 State funding

$ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
$ Private funding
Connie J. Braziel Operations Director 612 431-9303 08-02-93
Agency Data Prepared by: Robert J. Wallace Zoo Projects Supervisor 612 431-8302 08-02-93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.)

Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion. Criteria Points
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards o]
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. . . .
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing : 70
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 20
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies A 0
Total Strategic Score 210
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

PROJECT TITLE: Animal Management

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $411

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $411

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -0-

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, MN Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

3.

of 5 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This project includes major maintenance and renovation of animal management
areas to conform to the state building code and United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) animal welfare standards. The overall safety of our staff,
visitors and animal collection will also be greatly improved with completion of
this project. Specific animal management areas addressed in this request
include small and large animal holding, the Isolation Barn and Horse Exhibit.
These facilities have existed since the zoo opened fifteen years ago and with
the ever expanding demands placed on the animal holding facilities, issues
need to be addressed now that are causing concern for the safety of our staff,
visitors and animal collection.

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

This project involves the maintenance of existing facilities, the upgrade of
deteriorated facilities and improvements to meet current building codes. The
facilities involved in this project were built in 1976. They have been in
continual use for the last 15 years. They have required little structural
maintenance to date. However, some portions have disintegrated to the point
that major work will be required to restore them to acceptable standards.
Herd pens have deteriorated to the extent that it is virtually impossible to
patch or replace individual boards due to the rotting wood. Erosion is causing
serious problems on the hillsides adjacent to the holding areas. Doors and

gates are extremely worn from 15 years of use. Conditions in these areas are .

unsafe for staff, our animal collection and ultimately the zoo visitor. The

completion of this project will provide a secure, safe facility with improved
animal management capability.

Our animal collection is invaluable. Many are listed an endangered or
threatened and in some instances, can no longer be acquired. It is critical that
the Minnesota Zoo, as a conservation leader, do everything possible to protect
its collection and provide a suitable facility for animal use that will comply with
the USDA animal welfare standards. Deferral of this project may result in
condemnation of some our animal management areas. It also will add an
increased maintenance burden in attempting to keep these facilities operation-
al.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

We expect no change in operating costs.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-2
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check onel:

K

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND # (for project request): Animal Management

STATE-WIDE BUILDING NEW ID # (for project request): 77700 219, 1219,

Construction of a new facility for new, expanded or enhanced pro- 2219, 3219, 4219, 619, 4619

grams or for replacement purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. FACILITY SCUARE FOOTAGE:
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped

access or legal liability purposes.

Existing Building

Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no 317,400 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

program expansion).

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Iieatalal

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)
Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

PRIOR COMMITMENT: _X No ___ Yes

Laws
Laws

Project Scope
N/A Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
N/A Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
11,800 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
317,400 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this
project?
X __Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES [N OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

. Ch , Sec $ ' F.Y. 94-95 F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99
,Ch , Sec $ Change in Compensation ....... $ 0 s 0 $ 0
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ 0 3 o s (0]
PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: _X No ___ Yes When? Change in Lease Expenses .. .... $ 0 s 0 ¢ 0
Change in Other Expenses . . . .. .. $ 0 s o $ 0
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 0 $ 0O 3 0
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . . .. 0 0 9]
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition {land and buildings) .. ............... $ 0 Cash: Fund
Consultant Services {pre-design and design) ........ $ 34
Construction . ... ... oottt e $ 338 X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.}) . ... .. $ 9]
Data/Telecommunications . .. .................. $ 0 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply]:
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $ 0
Project Management . ......... ... uuuuinennn $ 10 X__ General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . .. . . ..o v v it e $ 29
Related Projects - Construction Archaeology . ....... $ 0 User Financing % of total
Other Costs (Const. Testing & Occupancy) . ........ $ 0
Inflation Adjustment (Xxxx) .................... $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST . ... . i it iii e $ 411 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session .......... $ 411 411 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Request for 1996 Session .......... $ N.A.
Appropriation Request for 1998 Session . ......... $ N.A. $ 411 State funding
$ Federal funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Local gov’t funding
Start Date End Date Duration $ Private funding
{Mo./Yr.) (Mo./Yr.) {Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 7/94 10/94 3
Site Selection and Purchase ...... N/A N/A N/A
Design .........c.cciviiin.. 10/94 12/94 2
Construction . ................ 4/95 7/95 3
Substantial Completion . ......... 7/95
Final Completion .............. 7/95

Conie J. Braziel
Agency Data Prepared by: Robert K. Wallace

Operations Director
Zoo Projects Supervisor

612 431-9303 08-02-93
612 431-9302 08-02-93

Name

Title

Telephone - Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: ]
STRATEGIC SCORE
B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be e ]
; : Criteria Points
simultaneously appropriated.
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
B This project contains multiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design — — -
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
review as required by 16B.335. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- User/Non-State Financing 0
tion. Strategic Linkage 60
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Agency Priority 40
The Governor recommends a partial capital funding level of $211,000 for this Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
project, contingent upon the Zoo reappropriating the remaining $200,000 as Customer Services Improved 40
a matching contribution from their Special Revenue Fund.
: Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 215
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 30
Design 30
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 20
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 61%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST | | Form G-1

Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

AGENCY: MINNESOTA Z00O
PROJECT TITLE: Roadways
PROJECT COSTS: $3,650

and Pathways

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $3,650
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -O-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -O-

LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY]}:

Apple Valley, Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

4 of _5 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Minnesota Zoo .currently has over one quarter million square feet of
asphalt surfacing located in a variety of areas; from parking lots and service
areas to roadways and pathways. Because of limited maintenance funds
and the intense use of these roads for 15 years, all of the asphalt needs
corrective action taken in some form or another. This action varies from
sealcoating and simple overlay to complete reconstruction. In some cases,
either widening or additional asphalt is also necessary because of the
increased volume of traffic using our system. -

When the zoo was built most of our roadways were constructed for /ight
duty use only. The roadway width and cross section are not able to handle
the additional traffic volume and loads due to the continued growth we have
experienced over the past few years. We anticipate this situation only to
continue to get worse as we strive to meet our attendance goals.

As part of this project, we feel that concrete curbing needs to be installed
in all areas visible to the public and where we are experiencing erosion to
the roadway sub-base. This curbing is instrumental in protecting the asphalt
edge from unnecessary deterioration and also extending the use of the
roadways for many years.

In addition to asphalt and concrete curbing, lighting is needed in the main
entry, walkways and plaza areas. The zoo was originally built without any
outdoor lighting. Only recently have we been able to add lights to a few
key areas to meet our minimum needs. In order to meet the required

Uniform Building Code (UBC) standards for the expanding special events
held after hours, the installation of lights in all parking lots, main entry,
outdoor walkways and plaza areas is necessary. This lighting will also
increase the safety and security of the zoo visitor.

The $3,650 requested will provide for the design and construction
necessary to improve the roadways, parking lots and all the walkways with
new asphalt, concrete curbing and lighting. Listed below is a breakdown of
all the estimated costs involved with this project:

Design $ 250
Construction Management 150
Roadway Construction 2,200
Concrete Curbing 250
Outdoor Lighting 500
Construction Contingency 300

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The Minnesota Zoo has experienced three consecutive record years of
attendance and we have every reason to believe that this trend will
continue. We have a plan for increasing educational opportunities,
entrepreneurial efforts and new exhibits. In addition, our sales department
is projecting a 40% increase in after hours events over the next biennium.
All of these efforts will result in an increased number of visitors to the
Minnesota Zoo. That number of visitors will increase both pedestrian and
vehicular traffic to the zoo. Our roadways and pathways are an integral
part of our infrastructure that must be addressed immediately to accommo-
date our increased traffic.

This project has been put off due to lack of funding. If we are unable to
correct this situation in the next couple of years, our roadways, parking lot
and walkways will continue to cost more to maintain in the short term. In
the long term it will cost more and more each year the corrections are
delayed because of continued deterioration.

3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 4 Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.)
o Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply}: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
X __ Development of State Assets ‘
X __ Maintenance of State Assets X  Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants {specify):
X __ General Fund % of total 100

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):
X __ Health and Safety

User Financing % of total

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X __ Expansion of Existing Program/Services .
Other (specify): NON-STATE PARTICIPATION:
$ 3,650 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___ 3,650 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
$ Private funding
. Connie J. Braziel ' Operations Director 612 431-9303 08-02-93
Agency Data Prepared by: Robert J. Wallace - Zoo Projects Supervisor 612 431-9302 08-02-93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- STRATEGIC SCORE
tion. Criteria Points
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Life Safety - existing hazards o]
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 20
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies . 0
Total Strategic Score 195
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

PROJECT TITLE: Bird Holding Facilities

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,091

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $2,091
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, MN

Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only]:

#

5 of 5 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for a 10,000 square foot bird holding building to house our
avian collection. Since the Minnesota Zoo opened, the avian collection has
grown from 94 species and 327 individuals to 124 species and a total of 672
individuals. No new facilities have been built for this collection and as a result
space is being used that was not designed for bird holding. This causes stress
on other animal programs, extra work for staff, poor avian reproduction and
increased bird mortality because of the lack of adequate holding.

The avian collection is invaluable. Many of the species are listed as endan-
gered or threatened in the wild and many of the Southeast Asian species can
no longer be acquired from the wild at any price.

This new facility will provide adequate holding year round, have its own air
handling system to address disease and quarantine issues and incubator and
brooder facilities. With this new facility propagation will be better managed
and more productive. We currently are unable to expand our avian collection
any further. Without this facility not only will conservation programs such as
the endangered Bali mynah propagation and Trumpeter swan restoration suffer
or be eliminated, but exhibit programs cannot increase and may need to be
curtailed without facility support.

4.

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

The mission of the Minnesota Zoo is to Strengthen the Bond Between people
and the Living Earth. Our vision further states that the zoo is a conservation
leader and educator. In order to continue to be successful in these roles it is
necessary to have facilities that will support the need for the expansion of the
avian collection. At present we do not have any off exhibit space to
propagate species away from the busy exhibits. Instead of rearing birds that
can be used for our programs and exhibits and sold to other institutions for
their programs, we are often forced to buy birds for our program needs.
Instead of being a leader in conservation, we are often in the position of being
a consumer.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

There will be increased annual operating costs for this facility totalling
approximately $25.0. There will however, be staff efficiencies generated also
as a result of this facility which we are unable to calculate at the present time;
but we are confident they will occur. Tremendous time will be saved instead
of traveling to numerous locations throughout the zoo site to care for various
birds in make-shift holding areas. Because incubator and brooder areas will be
designed more efficiently, staff also will reduce their time, again, instead of
working in less than desirable conditions for both them and the avian

" collection.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form E-2

PROJECT TYPE (check one}:

grams or for replacement purposes.

access or legal liability purposes.

R

program expansion).

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)
Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

RalaaBiiels

PRIOR COMMITMENT: _X No ___ Yes
Laws , Ch . Sec

Construction of a new facility for new, expanded or enhanced pro-

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped -

Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no

Laws , Ch , Sec

w

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: _X No ____Yes When?

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND # (for project request): New

STATE-WIDE BUILDING NEW ID # (for project request}: New
FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
O Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope

0 Gross Sqg. Ft. Demolished
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
10,000 Gross Sqg. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
10,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this

project?
X __Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

, F.Y. 94-95 FE.Y.96-97 FE.Y. 98-99
Change in Compensation ....... $ o $ 6.8 $ 10.4
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . . § o s 26.6 $ 39.7
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ 0 s $ 0
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ 0 s $ 0
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 0O $ 33.3 $ 50.0
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 .25 .25
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
Acquisition ({land and buildings) . ................ $ 0 Cash: Fund
Consultant Services {(pre-design and design) ........ $ 150
Construction . .. ... ittt e $ 1,500 X Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.} . ..... $ 50
Data/Telecommunications . ... ................. $ 20 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction}) ................. $ 15
Project Management . ............ ... ... $ 45 X General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . . ... ... ...t n.. $ 130
Related Projects - Construction Archaeology . ....... $ 0 User Financing % of total
Other Costs (Const. Testing & Occupancy) . ........ $ 0
Inflation Adjustment (9.5%) ... ................ $ 181 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST ..... ...t iiiiiiinnnn. % 2,091 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session .......... $ 2,091 2,091 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Request for 1996 Session . ......... $ 0
Appropriation Request for 1998 Session .......... $ 0 $___ 2,091 State funding
$ _ Federal funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Local gov’t funding
Start Date End Date Duration $ Private funding
{Mo./Yr.) {Mo./Yr.) (Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 7/94 10/94 3
Site Selection and Purchase ...... N/A N/A N/A
Design .......... .ot 11/94 5/95 6
Construction . ................ 6/95 12/95 6
Substantial Completion . ......... 12/95
Final Completion .............. 3/96
Conie J. Braziel . : Operations Director 612 431-9303 08-04-93
Agency Data Prepared by: Robert K, Wallace Zoo Projects Supervisor 612 431-9302 08-04-93
Name- Title : Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99 '
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be Criteri Point
simultaneously appropriated. riteria oints
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
# This project contains multiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
review as required by 16B.335. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0o
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- User/Non-State Financing 0
tion. Strategic Linkage 60
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Agency Priority 20
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 195
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming - 15
Design 15
Cost Planning/Management 15
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 25%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form G-1

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

PROJECT TITLE: Perimeter Fencing

PROJECT COSTS: $200

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $ -O-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $200
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -O-
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

#

of requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Minnesota Zoo recently acquired approximately 60 acres of land
through life estate. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
has established minimum criteria for approved zoological parks in rural
areas. The Minnesota Zoo must secure all property lines with the prescribed
fencing in order to comply with these standards.

This request is for two hundred thousand dollars to cover costs of new
fencing, gates and replacement fencing. We are required to have no less
than 10 foot high chain link fence with three barbed wires on top at a 45
degree angle.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

This request complements our long range plan in that we must provide a
safe and secure facility for staff, animal collection and zoo visitor. This
perimeter fencing identifies the property as zoological grounds and deters
unauthorized parties from trespassing on these grounds. It also keeps
animals outside our collection from wandering into animal exhibit and
holding areas which could cause serious animal health-issues.

3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS {OPTIONAL):

No expected change on operating budget.

PAGE B-411



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST - Form E-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

PROJECT TITLE: Parking Lot Expansion STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $6,100

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $ -0- Construction of a parking ramp to increase our parking capacity is directly tied

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $6,100 to the zoo's goal of increasing attendance and revenues. While our atten-

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -0- dance increases, we don’t want to diminish our visitor’s experience. We want

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, Dakota County our visitors to have a fun and pleasant experience while learning about
conservation. Part of that pleasant experience is the ability to access the zoo

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only): easily and park in a safe and secure area. The addition of this parking space
to the zoo will eliminate the need for illegal street parking, parking in other

# of requests unauthorized and unsafe areas as well as creating a safer situation for our

pedestrian traffic.
1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

3. IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

This request is for the expansion of the current surface parking lot and the

construction of a parking ramp at the Minnesota Zoo. We estimate approximately ten thousand dollars annually in increased
operating expenses for electricity and ‘staff for maintenance.

The attendance at the Minnesota Zoo has steadily increased since 1988, with .

the last three years being record setting years. In F.Y.93, over 1.2 million 4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

guests visited the zoo. In the first month of F.Y.94, we experienced the

largest attendance ever in one month at the Minnesota Zoo - 289,320 visitors.

The visitors are also extending their stay. In the past, the average zoo visitor

stayed approximately 2 hours at the zoo. The industry average is 3 hours.

Today, the Minnesota Zoo visitor is averaging a 3-1/2 hour stay. As a result

of this longer visit, coupled with our increased attendance, the turnover in our

parking lots is not happening as quickly as in the past and additional parking

areas are needed. We are proposing to increase our current parking spaces

from 2500 to 4000. Following is a breakout of the costs associated with

doing that:
Parking Ramp Construction 4,500
Parking Lot Re-surfacing 250
Design - 7% 350
Lighting 100
Miscellaneous Site Work 400
Construction Contingency - 10% 500

Total 6,100
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN

PROJECT TITLE: Greenhouse

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $269

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $ -0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ 269

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

1.

of requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Since the opening of the Minnesota Zoo 15 years ago the Horticulture
Department has found it increasingly difficult to keep pace with needs of the
Animal Management and Public Services staff. Services that were never
planned for including annual flower beds in public areas, browse production
for animals such as red pandas and koalas and increased production of tropical
plant material for use in the 1.5 acre Asian Tropics exhibit have strained the
existing greenhouse facility to the point where the piant collection is at a
standstill. The present Lord and Burnam greenhouse, while considered a
beautiful and unique structure has proved inadequate and impractical because
of its site and setup, for the production-like growing which is required by the
ever-expanding zoo. At the same time it was cited by Boarman and Associ-
ates (although not included in its report: The Minnesota Zoo Maintenance and
Improvement Study) as a structure that should be replaced because of the
deterioration of the cement block base. Little or no maintenance has been
done to the greenhouse over the last 15 years and the wear to this high-
maintenance structure is making it difficult for staff to keep pace with
increasing horticulture demands.

The $269 request will allow the construction of a new 11,250 square feet
growing facility. The increase in actual growing space from the existing 2800
square feet to 9,000 square feet will allow adequate space for animal food
production, increased floral production and collection improvements and
enlargement.

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

To achieve the Minnesota Zoo’s mission to Strengthen the Bond Between
People and the Living Earth, the zoo’s strategic plan calls for the zoo to be a
1) conservation leader, 2) educator, and 3) a recreational resource. A new
greenhouse/growing facility would help meet all these needs, in a number of
ways.

In the area of conservation, a new growing range would provide more room
for our collection of endangered Southeast Asian orchids for which we are
designated a Plant Rescue Station by the Department of the Interior. At this
time there are plants which we are unable to accept because of space
limitations. As an education provider, the zoo has many programs including
Zoo Ark and Zoolab which advocate a habitat-based conservation approach to
their curriculum and are using a variety of zoo-greenhouse plants in their
programs. These plants, such as tropical bromiliads and orchids require
special care because of their variety and intensive use. As a recreational
resource, the zoo is committed to providing a four-season experience and a
new greenhouse facility would provide ever-changing blooming plant material,
both indoors and outdoors which will enhance the visitor experience.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

We anticipate that there would be some increase in energy usage with a new
greenhouse facility, although not as much as might be expected. The existing
structure is a single-pane glasshouse with very high heating costs and the
improvements in greenhouse design and technology, over the past 15 years,
will show up as lower per-square-foot operating costs. In addition, the
increased size of the plant collection and production demands would probably
require the hiring of a full-time greenhouse horticulturist.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden

PROJECT TITLE: Administrative Building

TOTAL PROJECT COST: 3,000

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: (o]
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: 0
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: 3,000

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Apple Valley, Dakota County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

1.

of requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The main building of the zoo, adjacent to the Tropics Building currently houses
over 50% of the administrative staff of the Minnesota Zoo. This is prime
space. As the attendance grows and the demand for space increases, it is
becoming more apparent that this space being used as office space would
more appropriately be used for visitor services. We are in dire need of
additional restrooms, an expanded first aid facility, small conference facilities,
meeting rooms and exhibit space.

This proposal moves the majority of staff from this main building and
constructs an administrative building elsewhere on the zoo grounds. This
building will consolidate administrative staff in one area on the zoo grounds
and free up prime visitor space for other use.

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

This proposal will allow the zoo to dedicate additional prime space for our
visitor while at the same time provide a better work environment for our staff.
Minimal dollars have been spent on staff work areas. Areas where two staff
previously worked are now being shared by five.

. Part of the zoo's vision is to build a premier service organization and invest to

keep the existing zoo great. Directly related to this is providing our employees
the tools to do their jobs and providing them a clean, safe and efficient work
environment. This new building will do all of the above in addition to adding

to the overall effectiveness of staff.

This building also will provide the opportunity to plan and develop prime space
in the zoo’s main building complex for visitor services.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

There will be increased operating costs related to utilities. These costs would
be absorbed within the current budget of the zoo.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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