




























































































































































































































































































































































































































Office of Environmental Assistance AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

To date, more than half of the OEA's CAP funding has gone to "primary" processing 
facilities such as MSW composting and waste-to-energy facilities. These types of 
facilities typically serve a larger population and handle a larger percentage of the 
waste stream. But because primary processing facilities also have a higher initial 
capital cost, the OEA expects that the total capital outlay for these systems will 
continue to represent the largest component of the OEA's bonding authority needs. 
Minnesota's goal to move away from reliance on landfills and to properly manage its 
solid waste is hampered by costs. Implementing a sustainable integrated system 
needs sustained legislative support and financial assistance. 

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

The OEA has expended approximately $39 million to award 75 grants for the 
construction and expansion of 54 projects - 21 recycling facilities, 9 transfer stations, 
8 waste-to-energy facilities, 7 MSW compost facilities, 7 special waste stream 
facilities, and 2 yard waste compost facilities. A listing of the grant recipients is 
found at the end of the Strategic Planning Summary. 

Minnesota is a recognized leader when it comes to managing solid waste in an 
environmentally sound manner. Minnesota has more operating municipal solid 
waste compost and waste-to-energy facilities than any other state. These resource 
recovery processing facilities are minimizing the huge liabilities associated with 
landfill cleanups. Public willingness, local government commitment, and CAP 
funding have all contributed to a successful partnership involving the state in 
protecting the environment and public health. 

The state/local government partnership has allowed us to recover and/or process 
more than 74% of Minnesota's waste. New projects, expansion of existing projects, 
and essential air quality upgrades are necessary to assure Minnesota the capacity 
to process the remaining waste, and future increases in waste generation. 

Minnesota is well on its way to obtaining its goal of an integrated solid waste 
management system with minimum reliance of landfills. Minnesota counties need 
legislative support and financial assistance to maintain and to continue the 
development of an integrated waste management system whereby all of Minnesota 
has access to, and utilizes, a primary solid waste processing facility. 

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

The agency's goal is to protect the environment and to conserve resources by 

planning and promoting an integrated waste management system. The long-range 
strategic goal for the CAP Program is to assist local governments in establishing an 
integrated solid waste management ·system to serve all of Minnesota. Many 
counties have developed or contracted with waste processing facilities to reduce 
land disposal. The OEA has assisted in this effort by providing financial assistance 
and technical assistance with planning and implementation through the CAP 
Program. 

To further the goals of landfill abatement and resource recovery, the OEA promotes 
the following 4 recommendations: 

1. Waste Assurance: The OEA supports legislation that will clarify state and local 
governments' authority to designate waste to facilities. Without waste 
assurance, an integrated waste management system to protect the environment 
and public health becomes an issue of economics. Local governments and 
private companies find it difficult to finance and operate processing facilities 
without waste assurance. Waste assurance legislation would ensure the 
development and stability of an integrated waste management system whereby 

. waste is not simply landfilled, but managed in a manner appropriate to the 
characteristics of the waste stream. 

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

3. State and Regional Planning: The OEA will continue to assist counties by 
providing statewide and regional strategies for integrated waste management 
systems by enabling the state to 1) identify and direct resources to appropriate 
waste management strategies to meet state goals, 2) recommend approaches 
that reflect the differences among various areas of the state, 3) identify regional 
partnerships that will meet state goals in a cost-effective manner, and 4) assist 
counties in optimizing the use of existing solid waste facilities and in developing 
new facilities through a deliberate and prudent planning process. 

4. Grant Application Process: Modifications to the CAP application process are 
necessary to assure timely expenditure of bond funds. The application process 
would be modified to allow grant awards for facility designs separate from the 
award to proceed with construction. Thus, a large amount of bond funds will not 
be committed prior to actual construction. 

The goal of the OEA is to provide incentives, direction, and encouragement to local 
governments in attaining an integrated solid waste management system. We will 
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Strategic Planning Summary 

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

have attained this goal when we have pre-processing of all of Minnesota's solid 
waste before landfilling, and the ultimate is when we have "zero" landfilling. This 
goal can only be reached by constructing cost effective alternatives to landfilling. 

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

In preparing this bond request of $5 million for the Solid Waste Processing Facilities 
Capital Assistance Program for FY 98-99, the OEA is relying on more than 20 letters 
of interest received for the upcoming funding round, as well as on the county solid 
waste management plans and the OEA's 1993 Preliminary Assessment of Regional 
Waste Management Capacity Report. Please refer to the Project Narrative for a 
listing of the interested applicants. 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS 
(1992-1997): 

The state created the Demonstration Grant and Loan Program (DEMO) in 1980 to 
assess the need and interest of local governments in making the difficult move from 
sole reliance on landfills to an integrated waste management system. Due to the 
overwhelming interest and effectiveness of grants, the DEMO Program evolved into 
an all grants CAP program in 1985. From 1980 to present, the Program has been 
appropriated $39.2 million. Having awarded more than $9 million in 1997, the CAP 
Program has an approximate balance of $205 thousand. 

From the onset of the state's commitment in 1980 to provide capital assistance to 
stimulate and encourage the acquisition and betterment of solid waste processing 
facilities, the capital assistance program has received $39.2 million in 
appropriations. 

Appropriations: 
(Dollars in Millions) 
$ 8.8 (1980) 
11.4 (1985) 
4.0 (1987) 
7.0 (1990) 
2.0 (1992) 
3.0 (1994) 
3.0 (1996) 

$39.2 (total) 

Expenditures: 
(Dollars in Millions) 
Appropriations: 
Administration: 
Grant Awards: 
Available Balance: 

$39.2 
-1.4 

-37.6 
$.2 

In return for the $39 million invested by the state for the development of an 
integrated solid waste management system, the CAP grant recipients have invested 
local funds of more than $92 million in capital expenditures. 

In comparison to the total expenditures of $39 million from 1980 - 1997, the last six 
years (1992-97) will account for almost $14 million in state assistance to local 
governments for the development of solid waste recovery facilities. The local 
governments, in turn, will have matched OEA funds with more than $16 million in the 
last six years. Of the 75 grants that have been awarded, 19 were awarded during 
the last six years. 

Minnesota, as a whole, remains enthusiastic and supportive of resource recovery. 
Facilities such as recycling and household hazardous waste (HHW) are expanding 
in size and services. Although fluctuating markets do create problems, the problem 
is usually short term. With the exception of the 2 household hazardous waste 
facilities under construction, all CAP funded recycling and HHW facilities continue to 
operate. 

CAP has provided funding for 15 primary processing facilities. Fourteen were 
constructed. These 14 facilities process the waste from more than 30 counties. 
The facilities are as follows: 

3 small scale MSW compost facilities : Fillmore, Swift, and Lake of the Woods 

4 large scale MSW compost facilities : 
Wright 
Pennington 
Prairieland (Martin and Faribault Counties) 
East Central (Chisago, Isanti, Kanabec, Mille Lacs, Pine Counties) 

1 refuse derived fuel (RDF) facility: Pennington 

1 co-disposal (RDF/lncinerator) facility: Western Lake Superior Sanitary District 
(WLSSD) - serving Aitkin, Carlton, Lake, & portions of St. Louis 

6 Waste-to-Energy incinerators: 
Winona 
City of Red Wing - serving Goodhue County 
Olmsted - serving Dodge and Olmsted 
Pope/Douglas 
Polk - serving Beltrami, Clearwater, Mahnomen, Norman & Polk 
Fergus Falls - serving Grant, Otter Tail, Stevens, Todd, Traverse, & Wilkin 

The small scale MSW compost facilities (under 40 tons per day) are subjected more 
to operational issues than waste assurance. All 3 are still operating. The 4 large 
scale MSW compost facilities have not fared as well, mostly due to waste assurance 
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issues. All but Pennington are experiencing difficulties due to waste assurance 1988-89 
issues. The Wright County facility is temporarily closed. Recipient 

City of Red Wing 
Pennington's CAP funded RDF facility was discontinued due to aging equipment, Polk County 
and a private RDF facility was built near the same site. Pennington still has issues Todd County 
with securing a permanent end-market for its RDF pellets. The WLSSD facility is City of Red Wing 
continuing operations but is also in the process of evaluating its options due to Pennington County 
waste assurance issues as well as changes in federal and state air emissions Mower County 
regulations. Swift County 

Otter Tail County 
Of the 6 waste to energy incinerators receiving CAP funds, the Winona County Olmsted County 
facility was never built due to siting issues. Although feeling the pressures of waste Pope/Douglas 
assurance, the City of Fergus Falls, Olmsted, Polk County, Pope/Douglas, and the Olmsted County 
City of Red Wing are continuing to operate and are proceeding with the necessary City of Red wing 
air emissions equipment retrofits to stay in compliance with current and future state Polk County 
and federal requirements. Aitkin County 

Norman County 
City of Moorhead 

OTHER (OPTIONAL): St. Louis County 
Houston 

SUMMARY OF CAP FUNDED PROJECTS 

1984-85 1990-91 
Recipient Project GrantAmt Total Cost Recipient 
Otter Tail/Becker Transfer Station 85,842 350,000 City of Fergus Falls 
Carlton County Transfer Station 94,562 405,000 Rice County 
Cook County MRF 62,755 125,510 City of Fergus Falls 
Pope/Douglas W-to-E (lncin.) 1,350,000 6,550,000 Lake of the Woods 

subtotal 1,593,159 7,430,510 Polk County 
1986-87 Prairieland 

Recipient Project GrantAmt Total Cost Wright County 
St. Louis County Spec Wste (tires) 586,412 2,345,647 Kandiyohi County 
City of Fergus Falls W-to-E (lncin.) 862,500 4,355,000 East Central 
Dodge County Transfer Station 48,975 215,000 Goodhue County 
Polk County W-to-E (lncin.) 1,493,750 6,978,000 Hubbard County 
Winona County W-to-E (lncin.) 2,000,000 2,000,000 North Mankato 
Hubbard County Transfer Station 86,825 347,300 Dodge County 
Beltrami County Transfer Station 46,000 186,000 Olmsted County 
WLSSD TEST (air/ash) 82,765 82,765 lake County 
Stevens County Transfer Station 53,984 215,934 Fillmore 

subtotal 5,261,211 16,725,646 

Strategic Planning Summary 

Project GrantAmt Total Cost 
W-to-E (lncin.) 14,875 59,500 
TEST (air) 82,180 82,180 
Transfer Station 72,187 341,750 
TEST (air) 64,815 64,815 
TEST (air) 5,965 5,965 
MRF 415,589 1,066,377 
Compost/MRF 711,000 1,422,000 
MRF 288,000 644,000 
TEST (air) 44,305 44,305 
TEST (ash) 41,875 41,875 
TEST (ash) 53,984 53,984 
TEST (ash) 35,179 35,179 
TEST (ash) 50,893 50,893 
MRF/HHW 109,625 220,000 
MRF 156,475 315,000 
Y dwste Compost 172,650 345,300 
Transfer Stations 347,000 1,388,000 
MRF 130,000 260,000 
subtotal 2,796,596 6,441, 123 

Project GrantAmt Total Cost 
TEST (ash) 61,412 61,412 
MRF/HHW 720,131 1,451,262 
TEST (air) 62,785 62,785 
Test (compost) 99,600 99,600 
Transfer Station 46,434 436,000 
MSW Compost 2,000,000 7,200,000 
MSW Compost 2,000,000 13,200,000 
MRF/HHW 721,524 1,515,346 
MSW Compo/TS 2,000,000 13,440,000 
MRF 441,213 1,214,441 
MRF 302,053 643,037 
MRF 181,050 465,150 
MRF 274,649 707,618 
Y dwste Compost 126,640 309,320 
MRF 117,060 234,120 
MSW Compost 186,722 734,300 
subtotal 9,341,273 41,774,391 
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1992-93 

1994-95 

Recipient 
Clearwater County 
Hennepin County 
Pennington County 
Redwood County 
Cass County 
WLSSD 
Blue Earth 

Project 
MRF 
Spec Wste/HHW 
MSW Compost 
MRF 
MRF/HHW 
Spec Wste/HHW 
Spec Wste/HHW 
subtotal 

Recipient Project 
Olmsted County Spec. Wste/HHW 
Otter Tail County MRF/HHW 
Koochiching County MRF/HHW 
Cook County MRF 
Waseca County MRF 
Polk County MRF 

subtotal 

Grant Amt 
121,110 
341,100 
488,805 
108,684 
517,951 
328,931 
189;905 

2,096,486 

Grant Amt 
234,850 
975,120 
545,690 
142,775 
103,731 
675,000 

2,677,166 
1996-97 . 

Recipient 
St. Louis County 
Scott County 
City of Fergus Falls 
Olmsted County 
Polk County 
Pope/Douglas 
City of Red Wing 

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

1984-88 Grant and Loan Awards 

GrantAmt 
112,500 
275,000 
730,000 

2,969,400 
1,425,000 
2,799,205 
1, 175,000 
9,486,105 

Recipient Project Grant Loan Total Award 
Ramsey MRF 277,250 277,250 554,500 
Pennington W-to-E (rdf) 300,000 482,413 782,413 
WLSSD W-to-E 300,000 300,000 600,000 
Olmsted W-to-E (lncin) 300,000 300,000 600,000 
Olmsted MRF 300,000 344, 150 644, 150 
Fillmore Comp/MRF 351,720 48,240 399,960 
St. Louis Spec/Tires 290,000 110,000 400,000 
Lake/Woods Comp/MRF 199,750 199,750 399,500 

subtotal 2,318,720 2,061,803 4,380,523 
TOTAL COSTS: $130,034,592 
STATE SHARE: 37,632,519 
LOCAL SHARE: $92,402,073 

Total Cost 
242,220 
682,200 
977,610 
296,368 

1,348,997 
691,370 
451,310 

4,690,075 

Total Cost 
469,700 

2,139,625 
1,598,770 

295,050 
207,462 

1,400,000 
6,110,607 

Total Cost 
225,000 
562,000 

1,460,000 
5,938,800 
2,950,000 
6,170,000 
2,420,000 

19,725,800 

Total Cost 
678,000 

1,400,000 
4,600,000 

18,000,000 
735,500 
733,440 
590,000 
399,500 

27,136,440 

AWARDS BY PROJECT TYPES 

Project Type 
TEST 
Recycling 

Grants 
12 
23 
13 W-to-E (rdf & incin) 

MSW Compost 
Transfer Station 
Yard Waste 
Special Wste 
Total 

8 
9 
2 
8 

75 

Strategic Planning Summary 

Grant Amount Total Costs 
685,758 685,758 

8,308,835 17,803,853 
16,802,143 62,881,300 
8, 185,987 38, 106,850 

881,809 3,884,984 
299,290 654,620 

2,468,697 6,017,227 
37,632,519130,034,592 
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PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 1 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $5,000 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The Waste Management Act has advocated integrated solid waste management 
and resource recovery since 1980. Under the Solid Waste Processing Facilities 
Capital Assistance Program (CAP), the Minnesota Office of Environmental 
Assistance (OEA) has offered grants to local governments to help finance the capital 
costs of constructing solid waste resource recovery and processing facilities. 
Through the CAP program, the OEA has helped finance 58 solid waste facilities. 

The OEA encourages applicants to request technical assistance from staff prior to 
submitting an application for funding. Technical assistance provided by the OEA 
includes public education, public presentations, financial matters, and institutional 
challenges associated with the proposed projects. 

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

•Waste-to-energy facilities 
• Recycling facilities 
• Composting facilities 
•Transfer stations that will serve waste processing facilities 
•Facilities that will process special waste streams (i.e., household hazardous 

waste) 
• Projects to improve control of or reduce air emissions 
• Projects to substantially increase recovery of materials or energy, substantially 

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

Examples of eligible capital costs are: 

• Final design, engineering and architectural plans 
•Land 
•Structures 
•Waste processing equipment 
• On-site roads, parking and landscaping 

•Transfer Station structures and transportation containers 

Following is a list of identified interested applicants who are proposing project 
development and construction over the next six years. The OEA is requesting $5 
million for FY 1998-99. 

Interested 
Applicant 

1998-99 
Carver 
Chisago 
Clay/Becker 
Dodge 
City of Fridley 
Lake 
Mcleod 
Markit 
New Ulm 
Pipestone 
Prairieland 
City of Rushford 
St. Louis 
Benton/Stearns 
Sherburne 

Winona 

2000-01 
Dodge 
Hubbard 
Hutchinson 
Pope/Douglas 
St. Louis 

2002-03 
North Central 
Southwest 
West Central 

Proposed 
Proiect 

HHW 
HHW 
Comp/MRF 
HHW/Comp 
MRF 
HHW 
HHW 
MSW MRF 
Yardwaste 
MRF/HHW 
Emissions 
Yardwaste 
MRF 

HHW 
HHW 

Spec. Waste 
Spec. Waste 
Org. Comp 
Upfront MRF 
MSW Comp 

Processing 
Processing 
Processing 

CAP Applicant's Total 
Costs Costs Costs 

$250,000 
$150,000 

$4,000,000 
$100,000 

$20,000 
$13,000 
$70,000 

$1,500,000 
$55,000 

$125,000 
$250,000 

$17,500 
$1,250,000 

$100,000 
$300.000 

$8,200,500 

$175,000 
$1,000,000 
$1,500,000 
$1,500,000 
$2.000.000 
$6,175,000 

$4,000,000 
$4,000,000 
$4,000.000 

$12,000,000 

$250,000 
$150,000 

$8,000,000 
$100,000 

$20,000 
$13,000 
$70,000 

$1,500,000 
$55,000 

$125,000 
$250,000 

$17,500 
$1,250,000 

$500,000 
$300,000 

$12,000,000 
$200,000 

$40,000 
$26,000 

$140,000 
$3,000,000 

$110,000 
$350,000 
$500,000 

$35,000 
$2,500,000 

$100,000 $200,000 
$300.000 $600.000 

$12,200,500 $20,401,000 

$175,000 
$1,000,000 
$1,500,000 
$1,500,000 
$8.000.000 

$12,175,000 

$350,000 
$2,000,000 
$3,000,000 
$3,000,000 

$10.000.000 
$18,350,000 

$8,000,000 $12,000,000 
$8,000,000 $12,000,000 
$8.000 000 $12,000.000 

$24,000,000 $36,000,000 
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PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE 
STRATEGIC PLAN AND CAPITAL PLAN: 

The OEA's long-term strategic goal is to help local units of government establish 
cost effective and environmentally sound integrated solid waste management 
systems by maximizing the recovery of materials and energy from waste. Integrated 
solid waste management systems are Minnesota's best protection against financial 
liabilities and environmental degradation resulting from land disposal of solid waste. 

The CAP Program serves to encourage counties to accept the responsibilities of 
managing solid waste and to also work together, thus, resulting in an integrated 
solid waste management system for Minnesota whereby all counties will have 
access to a solid waste processing facility. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

The continued funding of the CAP Program will have no impact on the OEA's 
operating costs. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

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

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

Mr. David Benke, Acting Supervisor 
Solid Waste Assistance 
Office of Environmental Assistance 
520 Lafayette Road North, Second Floor 
St. Paul, MN 55155-4100 
(612) 215-0196 
Fax: (612) 215-0246 
E-mail: David.Benke@MOEA.state.mn.us 

Project Narrative 
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CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years 

State Funds : 
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 39,200 

State Funds Subtotal 39,200 

Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 
Federal Funds 0 
Local Government Funds 92,000 
Private Funds 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 131,200 

IMPACT ON STATE Current 
OPERATING COSTS FY 1998-99 

Compensation -- Program and 0 
Building Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 0 
Building Operating Expenses 0 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 

Expenditure Subtotal 0 
Revenue Offsets 0 

TOTAL 0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 > .... ·) ' << 

Chanqe in F.T.E. Personnel 
·:.· 

•.·. ,>,.• < > •··•• 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

5,000 9,000 12,000 65,200 
5,000 9,000 12,000 65,200 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

9,401 15,350 24,000 140,751 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

14,401 24,350 36,000 205,951 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount 
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision 
Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 8. 3,000 
Laws of 1994, Chapter 643, Section 24, Subd. 4 3,000 
Laws of 1992, Chapter 558, Section 22 2,000 
Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Article 1, Section 23 7,000 
Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 6 4,000 
Laws of 1985, Chapter 15, Section 6 11,400 
Laws of 1980, Chapter 564, Article 12, Section 1, Subd.3(c) 8,800 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 
(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 

General Fund 5,000 100.0% 
User Financinq 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro·ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 16B.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 16B.335 (1 b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 16B.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 16B.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
Yes MS 16B.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 16B.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of T echnolo 
Yes MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
Yes MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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Project Analysis 

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

Department of Administration Analysis: 

Predesign does not apply to grants which fund projects of this nature. 

Department of Finance Analysis: 

This request provides funding for OEA's Capital Assistance Program, a program 
initiated by the 1980 Waste Management Act which is the primary state policy which 
guides state and local decision makers in placing priorities on landfill abatement and 
resource recovery. The Act directs policy makers to consider a hierarchy of feasible 
and prudent alternatives to land filling. Funding of this request provides matching 
funds to support land filling alternatives and reduces the capital costs for local units 
of government and, in turn, lowers the costs to the customers and helps the facility 
compete financially with landfill operations. This request complied with the 
Department of Finance recommendation that local units of government provide at 
least 50% non-state funding. 

One of the issues with this program has been the length of time needed to get to the 
construction phase once the money has been appropriated. At the beginning of this 
fiscal year, OEA had unexpended balances from the 1990, 1992, 1994, and 1996 
bonding appropriations. Project awards, however, have been made for all but $200 
thousand. Recognizing the length of time it has taken to spend prior appropriations, 
OEA is requesting funding only for projects that should be under construction within 
the next two years. OEA may also provide grants for predesign and design phases 
for other projects, but will postpone requests for construction money until the project 
design has been completed. This will reduce the time between receiving the 
appropriation and spending it. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $5 million for this project, 
contingent upon local government funds of $9.401 million. Also included are budget 
planning estimates of $9 million in 2000 and $12 million in 2002. 

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 
Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 01700 
Critical Leaal Liability - Existina Liability 0/700 
Prior Bindina Commitment 01700 
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 
Customer Service/Statewide Sianificance 0/35/70/105 
Aaency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 
User and Non-State Financina 0-100 
State Asset Manaaement 0/20/40/60 
State Operating Savings or Operatina Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 

TOTAL 700 Maximum 
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Trade & Economic Development 

1998 
Agency 

Project Title Priority 
Ranking 

MPFA State Matching Fund 1 
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 2 
MPFA Transportation Revolving Fund 3 

Total Project Requests 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Agency Project Requests for State Funds 
($ by Session) 

1998 2000 2002 Total 

$18,000 $16,075 $5,739 $39,814 
9,180 20,000 20,000 49,180 

15,000 0 0 15,000 
$42,180 $36,075 $25,739 $103,994 

Projects Summary 

Governor's Planning 
Statewide Governor's Estimate 
Strategic Recommendation 

Score 1998 2000 2002 

504 $18,000 $16,075 $5,739 
320 9,180 9,180 9,180 
192 0 0 0 

..•... ·f,:·•···.::•;,;: $27,180 $25,255 $14,919 
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Trade & Economic Development AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 

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

Organization: 

The department is organized under M.S. 116J into 3 operating divisions. The 
primary emphasis of the Business and Community Development Division (BCD) is to 
facilitate the growth of high quality jobs through a variety of programs that provide 
financing for vital infrastructure, training, technical services for businesses and 
communities. The staff assigned to administer the programs of the Public Facilities 
Authority (PFA) are housed in the Business and Community Development Division. 

The Minnesota Trade Office works to promote, assist, and enhance exports and 
direct foreign investments that contribute to the growth of Minnesota's economy. 
Primary functional areas include: export outreach and education; international 
marketing and investment; and export finance. 

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

Summary of Programs and Services provided by the Authority: 

The PFA plays a critical role in improving the state's infrastructure and economic 
health by financing essential infrastructure projects for clean water, drinking water 
and transportation. Infrastructure (water, storm water, wastewater, road, bridges 
and transit services) is the foundation which communities build upon to capture 
economic development opportunities. The PFA is governed by a board composed 
of state agency/department commissioners representing the Department of Finance, 
DTED, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), and the departments of Health, 
Agriculture, and Transportation. 

Clean Water: In conjunction with MPCA, the PFA manages the very successful 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (or Clean Water SRF) and the associated 
bond pool (M.S. 446A.12-446A.20), which provides low interest loans to 
municipalities for wastewater and storm water projects. This bond fund is rated 
AAA/Aaa by Standard and Poors and Moody's Investor Services respectively. The 
PFA has leveraged federal capitalization grants and state matching funds with 
revenue bonds to create a revolving fund adequate to finance all municipalities 
applying to the program. In fact, the state match's share of the total project 
financing has been 6 cents of every dollar spent on projects from the fund, while 

direct general fund tax collections associated with the construction generate 9 cents 
for every dollar spent. 

In addition to the Clean Water SRF, the PFA administers the Wastewater 
Infrastructure Funding Program (WIF), which provides deferred/forgivable loan 
funding to communities that are unable to afford loans under the Clean Water SRF 
program. 

The MPCA provides substantial administration for projects that qualify for and/or 
receive financing through the SRF and WIF programs. Along with prioritizing 
projects, the MPCA provides technical review of planning documents, environmental 
review documents, and plans and specifications. The MPCA also helps projects 
obtain proper permits and conduct inspections during and after construction. 

Drinking Water: In the reauthorization of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA) in 
1996, Congress established a state revolving fund program for public drinking water 
projects and provided capitalization grant funding for stat!3's to establish state 
drinking water revolving funds. The 1994 Legislature established the Drinking 
Water Revolving Fund (DWRF) in anticipation of federal action. The 1997 
legislature modified statute 446A.081 to comply with federal requirements. The 
PFA expects to have rules adopted and begin processing loans for drinking water 
before end of 1997. The DWRF program is administered by the PFA and the 
Minnesota Department of Health (MOH) in a manner similar to the current joint 
administration by the PFA and the MPCA of the Water Pollution Control Revolving 
Fund program. The MOH commissioner is a member of the PFA. The PFA and 
MOH staff have been working together developing program procedures and writing 
rules for the program since the reauthorization became law in August of 1996 and 
EPA released their guidance (similar to rules) in February 1997. 

Transportation: The 1997 Legislature created the Transportation Revolving Loan 
Fund (446A.085) in response to the U.S. Department of Transportation's State 
Infrastructure Bank (SIB) program designed after the Clean Water SRF to capitalize 
SIB's or state revolving funds for transportation projects. The major source of 
transportation funding will remain federal grants and constitutionally dedicated 
transportation revenues at the state level. The U. S. Department of Transportation 
is seeking to use SIBs to generate new and innovative ways to reduce transportation 
costs and to seek ways to leverage other funds. 

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

Wastewater: The Clean Water SRF program is projected to receive federal funding 
through F.F.Y. 2003. States are required to provide a $1 state match for every $5 of 
federal funding. The PFA requests state match funding to continue to obtain federal 
funds that are expected to remain available through the year 2003. 
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Trade & Economic Development AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

The need for state assistance in helping municipalities finance wastewater projects 
has continued to grow under the Clean Water SRF and WIF Programs. The state 
has been able to keep up with the demand for low-interest loans through the SRF to 
finance the projects up to this year. The Intended Use Plan prepared by MPCA for 
F.Y. 1997 has shown a sharp increase in high cost projects in need of grant 
assistance, many of which are unsewered communities or lakeshore property. 

There remain numerous unsewered communities, which combined with rural 
residents, means that 27% of the housing units in Minnesota are not connected to a 
central sewer system. Untreated and inadequately treated sewage poses a health 
risk to our citizens. Unsewered communities cannot afford to construct collection 
and treatment systems without grant subsidies. 

The MPCA has been performing mandated administration functions related to the 
WIF program without funding. The 1997 Legislature provided funding for one year 
for 4 positions to perform the administrative and technical review functions 
associated with the SRF and WIF programs. The legislature also recommended the 
MPCA request ongoing funding support for these administrative responsibilities as 
part of the 1998 Capital Budget. 

The PFA has submitted a WIF report to the legislature with current estimates and 
recommendations regarding the program based on the issues that have arisen. 
Among the issues to be addressed are: the need to modify the eligibility threshold to 
spread the limited resources around and to target the funds where they are needed 
the most; lowering the maximum amount of WIF funding to make these limited funds 
available to more communities; how to most appropriately address the needs of 
unsewered areas; providing assistance to communities willing to apply technological 
innovations that have potential to reduce costs and improve the treatment process; 
lakeshore area development--its role in the land use planning arena; and the 
long-term financial implications to the state of the WIF program providing 
supplemental assistance for increased costs for projects that discharge wastewater 
into outstanding resource-value water. 

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

Threats to drinking water can come from contamination such as bacteria, viruses or 
nitrates from animal or human activities or naturally occurring materials such as 
radon or arsenic. Currently, four types of contaminants and their regulation are of 
primary importance to small public drinking water supplies: 

Microbiological contaminants: Microbiological contamination by waterborne 
pathogens (bacteria and viruses) of a public drinking water source can cause a 
variety of illnesses, including acute gastrointestinal illness, Legionnaire's disease, 
cholera, hepatitis and amoebic dysentery. 

Nitrates and nitrites: Major sources of nitrates or nitrites are fertilizers, sewage 
from failing septic systems and animal feedlots. The most serious problem 
associated with high levels of these chemicals is methemoglobinemia or "blue baby" 
syndrome. Systems with high nitrate or nitrite levels may need to install an ion 
exchange system or a reverse osmosis system. 

Lead: Lead enters drinking water primarily from a combination of corrosive water 
and household plumbing materials containing lead. Ingestion of high levels of lead 
over time may cause damage to the brain, nervous system, red blood cells and 
kidneys. In children, it has been associated with impaired mental development and 
hearing problems. The USEPA has established an "action level" for lead. Public 
drinking water supplies that exceed the action level must provide public education 
and follow a series of steps to find a solution to their lead problem. Addition of 
chemicals to prevent corrosion or the replacement of lead pipes may need to be 
done for public water supplies experiencing high lead levels. 

Data from the past monitoring period indicate that 60 small community supplies 
have exceeded the action level for lead. 

Industrial chemicals and pesticides: These contaminants may cause 
gastrointestinal upset, cancer and chronic nervous system disorders. More 
information is needed about the nature and extent of contamination from industrial 
chemicals and pesticides and the MOH is currently continuing extensive monitoring 
for these contaminants in public drinking water started in 1993. Granular activated 
carbon or packed tower aeration systems may be needed to treat high levels of 
these contaminants. 

Transportation: Congress has appropriated $150 million for F.F.Y. 1997 to 
capitalize SIBs and is expected to continue to do so in the future. Minnesota's 
allocation is expected to be in the $3-4 million range annually. States are also 
allowed to use up to 10% of their annual federal funding allocation to capitalize the 
SIB. Federal funds are used to capitalize the SIB. Federal funds must have a 25% 
match ($1 state for every $4 federal). The 1997 Legislature allowed the 
Commissioner of Transportation to transfer up to $15 million in trunk highway funds 
each year in 1998 and 1999 into the trunk highway revolving loan account in the 
trunk highway fund. Because trunk highway funds are constitutionally dedicated for 
use only on state trunk highways, this appropriation limits project funding to trunk 
highway projects. 

Based on an August 1997 analysis of transportation loan funding needs over $400 
million in short term statewide financing needs exist over the next two years, 
including $238 million in city and county projects, $32 million in turn back projects, 
$30 million in bridges, $14 million in debt management projects, $53 million in 
transit projects and $35 million in corridor preservation projects. In addition, there 
is another $400 million worth of eligible loan projects in need of loan funds beyond 
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Strategic Planning Summary 

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

the year 2000 for accelerated corridor projects, intermodal facilities, commuter rail, 

etc. 

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

Clean Water SRF: The PFA's Clean Water SRF has considerable financial strength 
to finance municipal storm water and wastewater projects that can afford loans. The 
AAA/Aaa ratings from Standard and Poors Rating Group and Moody's Investor 
Services of the PFA's Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Bond Pool reflects its 
financial strength, the credit quality of Minnesota communities and the financial 
management of the program. 

The PFA provides the federal administrative funding for the SRF program to the 
MPCA for administrative functions but lacks a source of funds to provide similar 
funding for the WI F program. The 1997 legislature provided funding for 1 year for 4 
positions to perform the administrative and technical review functions associated 
with the SRF and WIF programs. The legislature also recommended that the MPCA 
request ongoing funding support for these administrative responsibilities as part of 
the 1998 Capital Budget. 

The demand for funding has continued to grow since a slight decline in 1993 and 
1994 due primarily to the widespread impact of the 1993 floods. The PFA needs to 
assure adequate funds exist in the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund to 
address municipal infrastructure needs. 

Since 1994, the demand for municipal wastewater has grown drastically to the point 
that the fund can no longer finance all projects that are ready to proceed and may 
only fund one third of the eligible projects on the 1998 Intended Use Plan. The PFA 
has provided over $45 million for nonpoint source programs at a cost of over $120 
million in municipal wastewater projects. Due to the growing demand and limited 
ability of the fund to provide deep interest rate subsidies, the PFA recommends that 
the nonpoint source pilot projects, if they are to be continued, seek other, more 
appropriate sources of funding to continue their efforts. 

Drinking Water: In response to a preliminary survey by the Minnesota Department 
of Health and the PFA, more than 100 cities indicated their interest in financing 
projects totaling over $220 million through the Drinking Water Revolving Fund 
Program over the next 2 years. It is anticipated these projects will actually spread 
their construction starts over a 3- or 4-year period. 

By using the revenue bonding authority, which was increased by the 1997 
Legislature to $850 million, the PFA will leverage future EPA funding and state 
matching funds to fund an estimated $40-45 million worth of drinking water 

projects at below-market rates annually, or about $12 of construction work for every 
state match dollar. 

Transportation: The PFA has just begun to work with the Department of 
Transportation on the numerous issues involved in setting up the program and 
identifying the issues related to transportation financing. The major problem this 
program faces is the lack of up-front capital sources that are not constitutionally 
dedicated and will allow maximum flexibility in funding a variety of eligible projects, 
including intermodal facilities, transit projects, and state and local highway projects 
in an innovative and cost effective manner. 

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

The Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (SRF) has proven to be effective and 
efficient. The PFA remains committed to maintaining its excellent bond ratings and 
recognition in the market place allowing it to borrow funds as cheaply as possible to 
finance clean water infrastructure. The PFA remains committed to maintaining the 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund and to building its capacity continue to 
addressing future clean water infrastructure needs. 

The MPCA is committed to providing communities with the technical reviews needed 
for each project. In the past the MPCA has been effective in its turnaround time for 
essential project reviews. With increased funding, the MPCA would like to continue 
its responsiveness to its customers health and environmental risks. 

The PFA is beginning to implement the Drinking Water Revolving Fund program 
now that funding from from the USEPA and the required state match is available. 
Rules should be adopted this fall and loans processed. 

The PFA will begin to work with the Department of Transportation to implement the 
Transportation Revolving Fund in the upcoming year. The fund needs more money 
to become capitalized to the point where the PFA can begin to have a financial 
impact on major transportation projects. The PFA expects to make loans by August 
1998, provided state matching funds allow us to fund various priority projects. 

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

The Minnesota PFA consists of 6 separate agencies with the staffing and 
administrative support provided by the Commissioner of Trade and Economic 
D_evelopment. Of the 3 areas for which the PFA is requesting funding, the executive 
d1re?tor of_ the PFA sought and obtained input from each of the 3 agencies that 
certify projects to the PFA for funding consideration. In the area of Clean Water 
(~tate match to the SR_F, WIF, and WIF administrative funding for MPCA), the 
director sought and obtained input from the Pollution Control Agency. In the area of 
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Strategic Planning Summary 

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

Drinking Water, input was sought and obtained from the Department of Health, and 
the amount requested was calculated using the authorized funding levels for the 
program through the year 2003 and the state's estimated share based on EPA's 
needs survey. The Department of Transportation's input into the Capital Budget was 
sought and obtained. It was agreed that $15 million was an appropriate state 
matching amount to help capitalize the Transportation Revolving Fund with seed 
funds that can also be used as flexible state matching funds. The PFA approved 
the Capital Budget request in July. 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS 
(1990-1995): 

The PFA made its first wastewater SRF loan in July 1989 and has been successful 
in demonstrating that the state can minimize the amount of grant funds needed and 
still continue an aggressive level of wastewater construction activity with over $500 
million worth of loans made through F.Y. 1997. 

The Drinking Water Revolving Fund rules have been adopted and the PFA will be 
applying for $42.086 million in federal funds, which we expect to receive in October, 
1997. The state matching fund and the federal capitalization fund are expected to 
be fully under contract within six to nine months. 

The following table shows the number of projects, loans and amounts made by 
leveraging the state match funds through 6-30-97 for the Water Pollution Control 
Revolving fund. 

FFY 
Grant 
Year 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

Total Amt 
St Match of loans Number 
Contrib Leveraged of Loans/ 
in $OOO's by St Match Projects 
$8,055 $61,808 12/16 

7,075 41,215 16/22 
4,384 59.538 14/31 
2,962 88, 195 32/50 
7,417 69,513 21/35 
2,833 81,629 40/40 

(1) Using all funds, revenue bond proceeds, state match, loan repayments, and 
loans from EPA Cap. Grant. 

AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE 

Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED 
500 Metro Square 
121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146 
296-4704 

Patricia Bloomgren, Division Director 
Minnesota Department of Health 
220 Metro Square 
121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
215-0731 

Laurie Martinson 
Administrative Management Director, Water Quality 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. .Paul, Minnesota 55155 
296-7360 

Elizabeth M. Parker 
Associate Director, Office of Intergovernmental Policy 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Room 417 - Mail Stop 140 
395 John Ireland Boulevard 
St. Paul Mn. 55155-1899 
296-3002 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 3 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $18,000 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: State Matching Funds for EPA Capitalization Grants 

The state is required to match the EPA Capitalization Grants $1 for every $5 federal 
for both the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (or Clean Water SRF) and the 
Drinking Water Revolving Fund. Since 1995, the federal funds for the Water 
Pollution Control Revolving Fund have been used to provide funds for the nonpoint 
source pollution control programs, including the Department of Agriculture's Best 
Management Practices Loan Program, MPCA's Clean Water Partnership Loan 
Program, DTED's Tourism Septic System Loan Program and Small Cities Septic 
System Loan Program, as well as for debt service reserve for municipal wastewater 
projects funded under the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund. The Federal 
Capitalization Grant for Drinking Water will be used primarily as a debt service 
reserve fund to back the PFA's Revenue Bonds for drinking water projects, with a 
small amount reserved for emergencies and direct loans. In both programs the 
state matching funds are used only for municipal/publicly owned improvements. 

Fiscal Year Proposed 
Federal 
Funding 

Level Clean 
Water 

Proposed 
Federal 
Funding 

State Match State Match Total State 
for Clean for Drinking Match 

Water Water 
Level Drink. 

Water 

1998 Legislative Session Request: ($ in thousands) 
1998 $20,001 $12,035 $4,000 
1999 $18,606 $15,355 $3,721 
2000 $18,606 $16, 185 $2,567* 
TOTAL $57,213 $43,575 $10,288 

$2,407 
$3,071 
$2,233* 
$7,711 

* the full required match would be: $3,721 and $3,237 respectively 

2000 Legislative Session Request: 
2001 $18,606 $16,185 
2002 $18,606 $16,185 
TOTAL $37,212 $32,370 

2002 legislative Session Request: 
2003 $12,094 $16,600 

$3,721 
$3,721 
$7,442 

$2.419 

$3,237 
$3,237 
$6,474 

$3,320 

$6,407 
$6,792 
$4,801 
$18,000 

$6,958 
$6,958 
$13,916 

$5,739 

Both the House and Senate have increased funding levels for F.F. Y. 1998 above the 
President's budget target, which is being used to estimate the amount of state 
matching funds needed. The federal appropriations shown in the table are based on 
OMB's interpretation of the balanced budget resolution. The requested amount of 
$18 million reflects the required match for F.F.Y. 1998 and F.F.Y. 1999 and a partial 
match for F.F.Y. 2000. The PFA will seek additional match funding in the 1999 
session to fully match the F.F.Y. 2000 federal appropriation. 

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

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

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

Low-cost financing under the PFA's water and wastewater loan programs is an 
important element in helping communities contain costs associated with providing 
these essential services. Low-cost financing is a critical component of the state's 
ability to remain economically competitive. 

Every $1 of state match generates $5 of federal funds and, combined, have 
leveraged more than double through the issuance of revenue bonds issued by the 
PFA. The interest rate savings from reduced debt service cost have saved local tax 
and rate payers more than $2 for every $1 the state pays in its debt service 
associated with this matching fund. As stated in the 1997 Report on Matching 
Money: "For every dollar under contract in these water quality programs the state's 
contribution was about 6 cents." It should be noted that municipal water and 
wastewater construction generates 9 cents in general fund revenues from the 
income tax, corporate income tax and sales tax for every dollar spent. 
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PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL: 

Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED 
500 Metro Square 
121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146 
296-4704 
Fax: 296-5287 Terry.Kuhlman@state.mn.us 

Patricia Bloomgren 
Division Director 
Minnesota Department of Health 
220 Metro Square 
121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
215-0731 
Fax: 215-0979 Pat.Bloomgren@state.mn.us 

Laurie Martinson 
Administrative Management Director, Water Quality 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
296-7360 
Fax: 297-8683 Laurie.Martinson@state.mn.us 

Project Narrative 
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TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 

Land, Land and Easements, Options 

Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 

Schematic 

Design Development 
Contract Documents 

Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 

State Staff Project Management 

Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 

Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 

Construction 

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 

Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

7.0ccupancy 

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 
Telecommunications (voice & data) 

Security Equipment 

Commissioning 
SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 

Midpoint of Construction 

Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
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842,727 368,788 335,657 284,433 

$842,727 $368,788 $335,657 $284,433 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (MonthN ear) (MonthN ear) 

$0 

0 

0 

0 
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CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES 
State Funds : 

G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 

State Funds Subtotal 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 

Federal Funds 

Local Government Funds 
Private Funds 
Other 

TOTAL 

IMPACT ON STATE 
OPERATING COSTS 

Compensation -- Program and Building 
Operation 

Other Program Related Expenses 

Building Operating Expenses 

State-Owned Lease Expenses 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 

Expenditure Subtotal 
Revenue Offsets 

TOTAL 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 

Change in F.T.E. Personnel 

Prior Years 

52,400 
52,400 

0 
284,000 

0 
0 

506,327 

842,727 

Current 
FY 1998-99 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1·,."-" -~·>:, ·:,:;': :<::·r.··< 

" .•::.,:,,,;:, 
-' ' '/' . '·: ~ ":. -

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

18,000 16,075 5,739 92,214 
18,000 16,075 5,739 92,214 

0 0 0 0 
100,788 69,582 28,694 483,064 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

250,000 250,000 250,000 1,256,327 

368,788 335,657 284,433 1,831,605 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 
FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 

PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT {Legal Citations) Amount 
Laws of Minnesota {year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision 

Minnesota Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 1 O 4,000 
Minnesota Laws of 1994, Chapter 643, Section 25 13,400 
Minnesota Laws of 1993, Chapter 373, Section 1 O 4,000 
Minnesota Laws of 1992, Chapter 558, Section 15 7,500 
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 61 O, Section 21 15,600 
Minnesota Laws of 1989, Chapter 300, Section 18 4,700 

Minnesota Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 7 3,200 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 16,812 93.4% 
User Financinq 1,188 6.6% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro· ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of T echnolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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MPFA State Matching Fund 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Analysis 

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

Department of Administration Analysis: 

Predesign does not apply to projects of this nature. 

Department of Finance Analysis: 

In 1992, matching funds were appropriated for F.F.Y. 1993 and 1994. In 1994, 
matching funds were appropriated for F.F.Y. 1995 and 1996. In 1996, the legislature 
only appropriated funds for F.F.Y. 1997. The PFA is now requesting funding for 3 
fiscal years (1998, 1999, and 2000). 

A state contribution of the $18 million requested would leverage approximately $350 
million. This program plays an important role in providing clean drinking water and 
waste water facilities in Minnesota, and operates efficiently and efffectively with the 
Pollution Control Agency and Department of Health. The program has 
demonstrated superb financial management practices and retains the highest 
ratings by private rating agencies. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $18 million for this project. 
Also included are budget planning estimates of $16.075 million in 2000 and $5.739 
million in 2002. 

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 
Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emeroency - Existinq Hazards 01700 
Critical leQal Liability - ExistinQ liability 01700 
Prior Binding Commitment 01700 
Strategic linkaqe - Aoency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 
Customer Service/Statewide Sionificance 0/35/70/105 
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 
State Asset Manaaement 0/20/40/60 
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 
Contained in State Six-Year Plannina Estimates 0/25/50 

TOTAL 700 Maximum 
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Points 
0 
0 
0 

120 
70 
70 

100 
94 

0 
0 

50 
504 
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Trade & Economic Development 
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 3 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $9,180 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Program and 
Administration 

Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Program funds are used to supplement loans 
from the Water Pollution Control Revolving Funds as well as supplemental loan and 
grant assistance provided by the USDA's Rural Development when it is necessary to 
provide additional subsidy to keep wastewater projects affordable at the local level. 
In previous funding requests the department projected a funding level of $20 million 
per biennium. This program provides deferred loans to underwrite 80% of the 
construction costs once operation, maintenance, replacement and debt service 
costs exceed $25 per month, or 1.5% annually of the median household income. 
The PFA will be requesting the eligibility criteria be raised. 

The PFA is requesting General Fund appropriations for the cost of administering the 
WIF program at the MPCA. The amount requested for MPCA administration is 2% 
of the program request. Based on the $9 million program request for F. Y. 
1999-2000, this results in $180 thousand for F.Y. 1999-2000 and a projected $800 
thousand for F.Y. 2001-2004. The MPCA provides substantial administration for 
projects which qualify for and/or receive financing through the SRF and WIF 
programs. These administrative functions include technical review, permitting, 
enforcement, effluent limit determinations, and general administrative activities. 
Projects usually extend over 2 years with planning in the first year and final design 
and construction in the second year. It is estimated that 1 FTE can provide support 
for 8 to 1 O projects. The MPCA estimates an additional 10 to 16 projects for each 
$1 O million appropriated for the fund. This estimate is based on the number of 
additional requests that were received from 1996 to 1997 as a result of the funding 
provided. 

The WIF program was modified by the 1995 Legislature. For the first 2 years of the 
program, the MPCA has been performing the above functions without funding. The 
1997 Legislature provided funding for 1 year for 4 positions to perform the 
administrative and technical reviews associated with the SRF and WIF programs. 
The legislature also recommended that the MPCA request ongoing funding support 
for these administrative responsibilities as part of the 1998 Capital Budget. 

The PFA has received a total of $28.3 million for the Wastewater Infrastructure 
Funding program, including $17.5 million in the 1996 Bonding Bill and $7 million in 
1997 Bonding Bill. As of 12-1-97, the PFA has awarded 17 projects for $20.7 million 
and committed the remaining funds to 4 additional projects. All should be under 

contract before the end of 1997. 

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

The economy can continue to expand and create quality jobs in Minnesota provided 
there is adequate environmental infrastructure capacity in place or ready to be built 
in order to address the needs of the people and businesses in the state. This 
program gives the small communities the opportunity to share in the benefits of a 
growing economy by addressing their wastewater needs while keeping costs 
affordable for their residents. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

The Wastewater Infrastructure Program (WIF) was designed to be a gap financing 
tool used in conjunction with the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund and the 
USDA's Rural Development grant program for wastewater. Communities are 
required to seek grant assistance from other sources before becoming eligible, 
including USDA's grant program. The USDA staff have agreed to reduce their grant 
threshold from 2% of the annual median household income to 1.7% if WIF funding 
can be used to provide up to one-third or more of the grant determined to be needed 
to keep sewer rates at 1.7% of the median household income of a community. This 
is a unique state/federal partnership designed to coordinate assistance to 
communities to keep the systems affordable as well as make it easier for many of 
the smaller communities to access funding. The cooperative relationship will help 
communities set competitive prices for the wastewater services they provide. 

This program has generated a substantial interest in small rural communities and 
lakeshore associations currently using septic systems. To keep the housing stock 
marketable this program is essential due to the high cost of sewering unsewered 
communities. Housing shortages are one of the primary barriers to additional 
economic growth throughout the state. To make these dollars stretch the furthest 
and to the most-needy communities, the PFA recommended in its WIF report a 
variety of substantial changes to the program. These changes include utilizing 
USDA rural development's water and sewer grants and loan program as the primary 
delivery mechanism for small communities with median household incomes below 
the non-metropolitan average. This will require a substantial amount of rethinking, 
program implementation and coordination between state and federal agencies to 
minimize paper work and confusion at the local level. 

One of the changes the PFA will be seeking is a $500 thousand biennial set-aside 
for the cost of equipment and installation necessary to apply existing technology 
used in the private sector to municipal wastewater treatment facilities. The intent is 
to take proven technology and provide risk incentives to Minnesota manufacturers 
and communities that are willing to apply that technology to existing municipal 
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MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

wastewater treatment processes. The PFA expects to seek the introduction of 
modern technology into the wastewater treatment process which will be beneficial 
both for clean water and for expanding Minnesota products market niche. 

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

The consequences of no administrative funding for MPCA would be a longer 
turnaround time for the review of the projects receiving funding. This would cause a 
backlog of projects needing technical review. 

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

Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED 
500 Metro Square 
121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146 
296-4704 
Fax: 296-5287 Terry.Kuhlman@state.mn.us 

Laurie Martinson 
Administrative Management Director, Water Quality Division 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
296-7360 
Fax: 297-8683 Laurie.Martinson@state.mn.us 

Project Narrative 
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TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 

Land, Land and Easements, Options 

Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

G. Design Fees 

Schematic 

Design Development 

Contract Documents 

Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 

State Staff Project Management 

Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 

Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 

Construction 

Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 

Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

7. Occupancy 

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 
Telecommunications (voice & data) 

Security Equipment 

Commissioning 

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction ;: 

Inflation Multiplier > 
Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL .. : 

.:·. 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

214 180 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

214 180 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

:•;·:;.: •······ ...... ,. .. 

····<·· ·;+ .... ;.->. 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

... .····.:: •(?• 0 0 0 
28,265 9,000 20,000 20,000 

$28,479 $9,180 $20,000 $20,000 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

$0 

0 
o_ 
0 

.• :.;::.);: .. · ....••.. ,:<<t·· .. j•:· •.. . ·:: \ _,<,·· ;:;::;: •. :··· 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 •••..• ·.•· ! ..•• •</•·•(.•.·-·········· .·>'.· I•'? ....•... ·;>: .• ::;· 
07/1997 06/2003 

394 

0 

394 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
..... · .' .. )·; ..... \) :( .· .••.. " > .... 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 .····· ... •····•·<<(:· .. • .. /··.··· < .. r ;::_:-.•/_·. 
.· 

.... · .. ···•}• y·····-·······.;: •... :.••:1; : •. > .. · :<·.. (/> < 
< : :••·•: .· .. ·. >; :/•.:;•; ·.·· ... : ................. 

'.:. :.• < ... :; .. <. .:: >:. ... ..-: ::, 

::;:,D>.t >• .. ••-•·· .. ·•:;/ •·• •. :•<•.· .Y , .. . .... ;.• .. · ... /\)····· ' .. :'\ \· .··• ).t•• · ..•.. 
0 ····:<::• .• ·;:-· • .. . ... ·.;•· 

.·:.:\:.; •/·::;;;,' .:· .. :•:;: ···. :·;·,_:'_'/: 

77,265 07/1997 06/2006 

$77,659 .• :;j' .••. -._:: .. :>:/;>:·'< ..• ···-: ............ :. ••. :: <•/:,·;;·· 
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CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years 

State Funds : 
G.0 Bonds/State Bldgs 28,265 

General Fund Projects 214 

State Funds Subtotal 28,479 

Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 
Federal Funds 0 
Local Government Funds 0 
Private Funds 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 28,479 

IMPACT ON STATE Current 
OPERATING COSTS FY 1998-99 

Compensation -- Program and Building 0 
Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 0 
Building Operating Expenses 0 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 

Expenditure Subtotal 0 
Revenue Offsets 0 

TOTAL 0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 <> <: ' '. <<: <•t'. 

Change in F.T.E. Personnel :'<::;·:\ •. ;''.·; .. •::, 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

9,000 20,000 20,000 77,265 
180 0 0 394 

9,180 20,000 20,000 77,659 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

9,180 20,000 20,000 77,659 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
180 400 400 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

180 400 400 0 
0 0 0 0 

180 400 400 0 
180 400 400 0 
1.7 3.7 3.7 0.0 

PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount 
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision 
Minnesota Laws of 1997, Chapter 246, Section 5 7,000 
Minnesota Laws of 1996, Chapter 463, Section 1 O 17,500 
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Section 22 700 
Minnesota Laws of 1990, Chapter 610, Section 21 381 
Minnesota Laws of 1989, Chapter 300, Section 17 390 
Minnesota Laws of 1987, Chapter 400, Section 7 2,294 
Minnesota Pollution Control Aaencv Administration $ 214 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 9,000 100.0% 
User FinancinQ 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro·ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of T echnolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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Trade & Economic Development AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Analysis 
MPFA Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 

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

Department of Administration Analysis: 

Predesign does not apply to projects of this nature. 

Department of Finance Analysis: 

In addition to the appropriation, the statutes for the program should be modified to 
make the program more need-based or require local funding. Under existing law, the 
program provides grants to communities to ensure sewer charges don't exceed a 
certain amount, regardless of the affluence of the community or areas within the 
community. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $9 million and a general 
fund appropriation of $180 thousand for this project. Also included are budget 
planning estimates of $9 million in 2000 and $9 million in 2002. 

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 
Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emeroency - Existino Hazards 0/700 
Critical Leoal Liability - Existing Liability 01700 
Prior Binding Commitment 01700 
Strategic Linkaoe - Aoency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 
State Asset Manaoement 0/20/40/60 
State Operating Savings or Operatino Efficiencies 0120140/60 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 

TOTAL 700 Maximum 
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0 
0 
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80 
70 
70 
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0 
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Trade & Economic Development 
MPFA Transportation Revolving Fund 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 3 of 3 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $15,000 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Transportation Revolving Fund 

The PFA, in cooperation with the Department of Transportation (MnDOT), requests 
$15 million to capitalize the Transportation Revolving Fund established by the 1997 
Legislature ( laws 1997, Chapter 141, M.S. 446A.085). The fund can finance 
numerous transportation and transit projects, provided the sources of funds used for 
matching dollars are not limited, such as the constitutionally dedicated trunk 
highway, county state aid and municipal state aid street funds. At present, only 
trunk highway projects are eligible because the only source of state matching funds 
authorized by the 1997 Legislature is from the constitutionally dedicated trunk 
highway fund. The $15 million request will allow the MnDOT commissioner to 
obtain and transfer over the next 2 fiscal years up to $60 million of federal 
transportation funds to capitalize the SIB without limitations to the specific type of 
highway or transit project that can be funded from the SIB. The program requires a 
25% state match ($1 state for every $4 federal funds). Although the amount of grant 
funding specifically appropriated by the Congress to capitalize the SIB will be in the 
$3-4 million range annually, the MnDOT commissioner is allowed under federal law 
to transfer to the loan fund up to 10%, or about $25 million, of the federal 
transportation funds annually if matching funds are provided. 

The PFA and MNDOT are seeking state matching funds that are not restrictive to 
the trunk highway trust fund. We are trying to capitalize the TRLF to be a flexible 
and innovative tool to finance a multitude of transportation projects. 

MnDOT has identified over $800 million worth of transportation projects that could 
use this fund including over $400 million within the next couple of years. 

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

Efficient transportation systems are essential to a productive economy. When the 
cost of transportation rises due to poor quality or congested roads, detours, delays, 
or poor intermodal connections, the cost of goods rises and Minnesota products 
become less competitive. The state cannot expect to compete in the national and 
global market place unless we can assure the timely and efficient movement of 
goods and people on our transportation systems. The ability to finance and 
complete large and expensive projects on an accelerated basis can reduce the 
detours and delays that reduce productivity and can increase customer satisfaction. 

The interagency relationship between MnDOT and DTED will be similar to that 
established with DTED, MPCA and Health in the establishment of revolving funds for 
wastewater and drinking water projects. DTED brings a quality team of staff 
knowledgeable in public finance, financial markets and the municipal bond market 
as well as having an excellent reputation for quality in the bond market. MnDOT has 
expertise in project management and establishment of priorities for transportation 
projects. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

DTED expects to implement the program with an equivalent of one new position, 
provided the state can obtain federal funding and administrative funds to cover the 
cost. MnDOT would provide the funding for DTED through an interagency 
agreement. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

The Department of Transportation has developed a capitalization plan for the TRLF 
through the year 2000. The plan calls for continued receipt of federal seed money 
at $3.96 million annually with $24 million in additional federal funds available in 
F.F.Y. 1997 and $10 million each year in 1998 and 1999 prior to the 1999 biennial 
budget session, for a total of $55.88 million requiring $13.97 million in state 
matching funds. We anticipate annual funding at this level over the next biennium 
as well. The initial capitalization of the TRLF is critical to the success of this 
innovative financing program in its early years. As this program takes off over the 
next 2 years the PFA can also look at leveraging these assets to finance even more 
projects. 

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL: 
Terry Kuhlman, Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority 
500 Metro Square, 121 7th Place East 
St. Paul, MN. 55101-2146 
Phone: 296-4704, Fax: 296-5287 Terry Kuhlman@state.mn.us 

Elizabeth M. Parker, Associate Director 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, Office of Intergovernmental Policy 
Room 417 - Mail Stop 140, 395 John Ireland Boulevard 
St. Paul, MN. 55155-1899 
Phone:296-3002, Fax: 282-2656 
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TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 

Buildings and Land 
SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

~- Design Fees 
Schematic 
Design Development 
Contract Documents 
Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 
State Staff Project Management 
Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 
Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 
Construction 
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 

Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

SUBTOTAL 

B. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 
Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

... ,· .. ·:•;.·:•··.·:•: ' -:'.';i::::, ,:::• 
.. , 

'·::>1:::·':••;,· .. ::.:'.'.:" "·}'•::,;:•:·.· 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
·'.'.;>>>:··:..: ..... ,• ,,::-;.· .... ':.:/ :, 

.... 0 0 0 
0 70,880 13,960 0 

$0 $70,880 $13,960 $0 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

$0 

0 
0 

0 

;·,'::::• .• ·\'·. •·< .. :.•.·/\: .. ':: ::•· ', •::~:.< ? :.··.·· > 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 !)/<:::~<</ ,./.·r .. /"." .. ('· .•••.•..•• , ;·.·.,·::~·;..<, 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

: (i /' ·•.:'"\ ···> <· >; .· : .. '. \ .... 1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 .•::·::-.:.::'•/::: .. :·· .. · .. ·. <;:. :>··,·\ ;;;.;:::.: .• ;. :::;:.:• :'.'._''.·'.':' 

./ •. /.>•:::·:;. L:> ,:: :::: \:/,· <:· .: .. ::, ' 
1··,(: (;';.• .. •··// .. ·, .. ·.·.····: .. :•:: :·::;:: •·:: 

' v:u . .... ·.,· .. ;,;,>:', •L• .·';:• .. · ........ 
.•• ::(/}{':.<······ ... : .>• .. •>> :,:;:::·.•.:c.••· '.: ·''.; ><··•'·· :,::~: .•. ·::. ·:: .;.,,: ·: ... , ., ... 

........ ,:,: ... 

0 ·,::y:,,.,,,;:, .(/,).· .·.· ·.:.· ... · ....... ·.:·.····,,:1····: ...•. ;; 
84,840 0711997 06/2006 

$84,840 ·.• · .. .-::·· :·;:, •::>: . '/<:••_::\ '<:<,: )\. ;: .• ::: ' 
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MPFA Transportation Revolving Fund 

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years 
State Funds: 
General Fund Projects 0 

State Funds Subtotal 0 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 0 
Federal Funds 0 
Local Government Funds 0 
Private Funds 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 0 

IMPACT ON STATE Current 
OPERATING COSTS FY 1998-99 

Compensation -- Program and Building 0 
Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 0 
Building Operating Expenses 0 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 

Expenditure Subtotal 0 
Revenue Offsets 0 

TOTAL 0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 1.::,:,, . :. ·.·.··::'-}'} 

ChanQe in F.T.E. Personnel •'.'·'·'·'·"' 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

15,000 0 0 15,000 
15,000 0 0 15,000 

0 0 0 0 
55,880 13,960 0 69,840 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

70,880 13,960 0 84,840 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 0 100.0% 
User Financinq 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro· ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of Technolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Analysis 

Department of Administration Analysis: STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 

Predesign does not apply to projects of this nature. 

Department of Finance Analysis: 

The State Infrastructure Bank is a new financing mechanism initiated and supported 
by the federal government. It is unclear how much of a demand there will be for this 
financing mechanism in Minnesota. The $15 million request appears to exceed what 
is needed or could be spent in the following biennium. 

The 1997 Legislature has already provided DOT the opportunity, if demand 
warrants, to transfer up to $15 million in trunk highway funds into the loan fund, 
significantly more money than is needed to meet federal matching requirements. 

An appropriation for this program would provide cities and counties with a lower 
interest alternative for funding transportation projects they might bond for 
themselves. A General Fund appropriation would provide more flexibility to the fund, 
allowing it to finance intermodal projects or local county, municipal, and township 
highway projects. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. 

Criteria 
Critical Life Safety Emerqency - Existinq Hazards 
Critical Leqal Liability - ExistinQ Liability 
Prior Bindinq Commitment 
Strateqic Linkaqe - Aqency Six Year Plan 
Safety/Code Concerns 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 
Aqency Priority 
User and Non-State Financing 
State Asset Management 
State Qperatinq Savinqs or Qperatinq Efficiencies 
Contained in State Six-Year PlanninQ Estimates 

TOTAL 

Values Points 
01700 0 
0/700 0 
01700 0 
0/40/80/120 80 
0/35/70/105 0 
0/35/70/105 70 
0/25/50/75/100 25 
0-100 17 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/25/50 0 
700 Maximum 192 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 

1998 
Agency 

Project Title Priority 
Ranking 

RIM Reserve Permanent Wetlands - HABITAT 1 

Local Govt Road Replacement 2 

Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 3 
Metro Greenway 4 

Grass Lake Prairie Wetland 
Conservation Farming Grants 
Riparian Erosion Control 

Total Project Requests 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Agency Project Requests for State Funds 
($ by Session) 

1998 2000 2002 Total 

$20,000 $24,500 $24,500 $69,000 
5,830 8,130 8,130 22,090 
1,000 800 400 2,200 

900 1,830 1,330 4,060 
0 1,500 0 1,500 
0 4,500 4,500 9,000 
0 2,400 2,400 4,800 

$27,730 $43,660 $41,260 $112,650 

Projects Summary 

Governor's Planning 
Statewide Governor's Estimate 
Strategic Recommendation 

Score 1998 2000 2002 

340 $20,000 $24,500 $24,500 
185 5,830 8,130 8,130 
275 1,000 800 400 
80 0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

:.':.-:::<_;·<·; ... ·,:--. _,., .. ____ 
$26,830 $33,430 $33,030 
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Water & Soil Resources Board AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 

The mission of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is to assist local 
governments to manage and conserve the state's irreplaceable water and soil 
resources. 

Although other agencies are involved in resource management, the BWSR is unique 
in that it is the only agency that accomplishes its goal by directly increasing the 
capabilities of local government units. 

To accomplish our mission, the BWSR: 

• promotes communication and partnerships among state, local, and federal 
governments, as well as private organizations; 

• administers a number of grant programs providing funding to local governments 
for resource management; 

• conducts training session.s and provides technical assistance to local units of 
government; and 

• coordinates state government activities as they affect local governments. 

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

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

• Even before Minnesota was a state, people were drawn by the region's bounty of 
natural resources. From the pristine lakes and stately pines of the north to the 
fertile prairies of the southwest, it was a land rich in fish and wildlife, timber, 
minerals and scenic splendor. Through wise stewardship, Minnesota's natural 
wealth has survived and it continues to exert a powerful influence on the state's 
culture and economy. Millions of state residents hunt, fish and watch wildlife. 
Many more enjoy the calming beauty of our pristine natural areas. All of which 
fuels a multi-billion dollar outdoors recreation and tourism economy. Past ' 
partnerships between state government and private conservationists have paid off 
by producing some of the best wildlife-based recreation in the country. But the 
natural foundation upon which so much of our state's health and heritage rests 
wont hold up forever without ongoing stewardship. Just as Minnesotans 
recognize the importance of spending time and money on such vital basics as 
schools and transportation systems, it's also necessary to continue making 
investments in our ecological infrastructure. The Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve 

program has proven to be a sound vehicle to make such an investment. 

• Minnesota's lakes are our most visible and valuable natural resource and are the 
foundation of the Minnesota way of life. Minnesota's lakes are the cornerstone of 
the recreation and tourism industry and a significant portion of many local 
economies. Much of the state's recreation, tourism and resort industry is focused 
on lakes in fact: 96% of resorts, 55% of campgrounds and 16% of hotels are 
located on lakes. Minnesota's lakes generate billions of dollars for local and state 
economies. 

• Increased reliance on partnerships for resource management. Partnerships -
particularly between state, local and federal government - are an effective way to 
accomplish resource protection goals. State and federal government can provide 
the things that local government needs: technical and financial assistance, 
leadership, structure and a "big picture" view of resource management. Local 
governments can provide local perspective, local resource information, local 
funding and efficient implementation. 

• Increased awareness among the general public, including landowners, of 
resource problems, and increased willingness to make reasonable sacrifices to 
accomplish resource conservation. More Minnesotans are becoming concerned 
about our environment, particularly water quality; many people have noticed 
deteriorating conditions in their favorite lakes or fishing streams. With 
approximately one-third of Minnesota adults either owning a cabin or having a 
family cabin, people are more willing to make reasonable sacrifices to protect and 
improve water quality. 

A continued emphasis on education will result in greater commitment of 
landowners to conservation practices and elected officials with increased 
leadership and decision making ability. 

• Increased acknowledgement of the role of local government. Over the past 
several years, state agencies in Minnesota have grown increasingly dependent 
on local governments to carry out various state initiatives. Programs such as the 
Local Water Resources Protection and Management Program, the Wetland 
Conservation Act, and the Feedlot Program rely on local governments to 
implement day-to-day activities. State agencies acknowledge that local 
government officials and staff have advantages that the state does not: 
knowledge of local resources and attitudes, personal friendships, and an 
awareness of local needs and priorities. 

• Increased local government capabilities. With these increased expectations and 
BWSR assistance, some local government capabilities in resource management 
have grown significantly over the past few years. Local governments now need a 
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Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

wider variety of training and assistance, from the most basic level to advanced, in 
areas such as technical skills, leadership, and management. The BWSR must 
adjust its assistance to ensure that each local government meets a base level of 
capability, while those who need a higher level of training receive it. 

• Movement from planning to implementation phase of non-point source strategy. 
As Minnesota moves from the planning to the implementation stage of its 
non-point source strategy, BWSR's local government network increases in 
importance as a means of disseminating financial and technical aid to local 
governments. The BWSR has the structure and the relationships needed, 
through local water planning, to address non-point concerns at the local level. 

• Increased public willingness to use non-judicial methods of appeal. Both the 
Wetland Conservation Act (approved in 1991) and amendments passed to the 
Watershed District Act (M.S. 103D) assign BWSR responsibility for hearing 
appeals. In the past few years the number of appeals coming before the BWSR 
has increased dramatically, both in number and complexity. 

• Federal actions. Federal actions over the past several years have tended to 
increase pressure on BWSR and local governments. Federal Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP} contracts began expiring in 1995, and current program 
policy indicates significantly fewer CRP funds are being directed toward 
Midwestern states. Unless state programs, such as the Reinvest in Minnesota 
Reserve Program (RIM) offer landowners easements, we will see many of these 
marginal, erodible acres returned to cropland. Minnesota's erosion rate is 
already the second highest in the country. Returning these acres to production 
will increase erosion. Finally, decreased USDA staffing levels for the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has elevated pressure on local and 
state governments to provide the technical assistance necessary to design and 
install conservation practices. 

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

The capital budget projects proposed and the corresponding funding in this request 
are our best estimate of funds needed to accomplish the tasks as described in the 
individual project detail analysis narratives. 

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

The BWSR uses state bond funds to accomplish projects on public property or on 
private lands that will have long-term public benefit. To protect the public interest, 
projects on private lands are accomplished through easement acquisitions. 

The BWSR Strategic Plan identifies resource management strategies and related 
goals. The resource management strategies specified are education, incentives and 
regulation. The plan also identifies goals that focus on assisting local governments 
and landowners in controlling natural resource management problems. One of the 
BWSR's major tenets is that water and soil management is best implemented at the 
local level on a voluntary, comprehense, and collaborative basis. The projects 
outlined in the capital budget request use the "incentive strategy" as tools available 
to local government to enhance local program delivery. Incentives should 
discourage harmful land and water use activities and encourage beneficial ones. 
Incentives should encompass urban as well as rural values, and should promote 
loan programs as well as traditional grant programs. 

Some agency goals and objectives that are achieved through capital projects 
include: 

• Protecting or retiring marginal and highly sensitive agricultural lands. 

• Targeting land retirement programs to the highest priority 111arginal and sensitive 
agricultural lands. 

• Retiring marginal and highly sensitive agricultural land permits land managers to 
focus their stewardship efforts on more productive lands. 

• Creating and protecting natural retention systems to aid in the management of 
surface water runoff and enhance groundwater recharge. 

• Striving towards a "net gain" of wetland resources. 

• Installing best management practices on Minnesota lands. 

• Targeting land treatment cost-share programs to erosion-prone productive lands. 

Most, if not all, of BWSR's programs and areas are affected by these capital 
bonding requests. This is due to the interdependent nature of our areas of 
expertise. 

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

Budget requests were based on historic requests from local governments for 
financial assistance. Both the RIM Reserve Habitat and the BWSR Lakes initiative 
requests were derived in collaboration with other agencies through the 
Environmental Cluster group. 

The agency relied on acreage and sign up estimates based on historical program 
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Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138 thousand) 

demands to propose the request for the RIM Reserve Program to the Environmental 
Cluster. Assumptions were made that the Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program {CREP) would be fully funded. All estimates considered the amount of 
eligible land for the program and forecasted landowner interest. Internal agency 
estimates were used to arrive at the amount requested for the permanent wetland 
preserve program. All requests are a reflection of demands for service or 
assistance of local government and citizens. 

The Area II request was based on the short and long range work plans which reflect 
project priorities and available capabilities. 

I 
AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS 
(1992-1997) (in $000) 

FY 1992/1993 
Wetland Restorations 
Wetland Easements 
Rim Easements 

FY 1994/1995 

$5,000 
$7,000 
$3,150 

Redwood River Project 22 $ 800 
RIM Easements $9,000 

FY 1996/1997 
Area II Minnesota River Basin Grants 
RIM/PWP Easements 
Wetland Replacement Credits 

$ 250 
$11,500 
$ 3,000 

Strategic Planning Summary 

PAGE D-231 



This page intentionally left blank. 

PAGE D-232 



Water & Soil Resources Board 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 4 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $20,000 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This request is for $16.8 million in bonding to acquire conservation easements and 
a direct appropriation of $3.2 million for the professional and technical services 
necessary to administer and implement the RIM Reserve and PWP Easement 
programs. This would supplement the $805 thousand received for RIM in the F. Y. 
1998-99 General Fund appropriation. 

Minnesota's natural wealth exerts a powerful influence on the state's culture, while 
fueling a multi-billion dollar outdoor recreation and tourism economy. At a time 
when outdoors recreational activities are on the rise, acting now to enhance fish and 
wildlife habitat and to preserve remaining natural areas will assure that the wild and 
natural heritage we've inherited will be passed on as a living legacy. The RIM 
Reserve/Permanent Wetlands is one component of the Governor's Access to the 
Outdoors Habitat Initiative which aims at protecting Minnesota's outdoor legacy. 

The RIM Reserve program was established in 1986 (M.S. 103F.505 to 103F.531) "to 
keep certain marginal agricultural land out of crop production to protect soil and 
water quality and support fish and wildlife habitat." Funds will be used to acquire 
conservation easements on marginal lands in order to restore wetlands and 
establish permanent vegetative cover. Lands targeted for acquisition include 
riparian lands, drained restorable wetlands, sensitive groundwater areas and 
marginal agricultural croplands. 

The permanent wetland preserve (PW P) program was enacted under the Laws of 
1991 (M.S. 103F.51 q). Funding from this request will be used to acquire perpetual 
conservation easements on existing type 1 (seasonally flooded basin or flat), type 2 
(inland wet meadow), type 3 (cattail) wetlands and type 6 (shrub) and adjacent 
lands, and for the establishment of permanent cover on the adjacent lands. 

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

Project Rationale 

The RIM Reserve and PWP programs conform with the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources' (BWSR's) strategic plan by providing an incentive for local resource 
managers to protect and improve their water and soil resources. RIM Reserve and 
PWP are implemented at the local level by soil and water conservation districts 
(SW CDs). 

RIM promotes the retirement of marginal intensive-use lands by paying landowners 
to replace cropping and grazing with conservation practices. This reduces runoff, 
erosion, and sedimentation, and benefits land, water, fish and wildlife resources. 
Specific benefits to the public include: 

• preventing groundwater contamination to aquifers through the retirement of 
cropland overlying wellhead protection areas or in the immediate proximity of 
sinkholes; 

• preventing further degradation of surface water quality by retiring riparian land, 
marginal agricultural cropland and restoring wetlands, which greatly reduces the 
sediment and nutrient loads associated with erosion; 

• enhancing fish and wildlife by retiring marginal agricultural lands and establishing 
them to permanent vegetative cover. 

The permanent wetland preserve (PWP) program was enacted during the same 
legislative session that the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) of 1991 was passed. 
Both programs strive to protect the state's remaining wetland resources. The PWP 
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 authorization to drain or fill a wetland. The PWP was created 
as the state waterbank program was ended. Even though the 2 programs are not 
identical, the PWP program was intended to replace the state waterbank program. 

Both the RIM Reserve and PWP programs meet the goals and objectives of 
BWSR's strategic plan. They protect the state's water and soil resources by retiring 
existing marginal agricultural lands, by restoring drained wetlands and by protecting 
existing wetlands that are highly susceptible to alteration. 

Anticipated Outcomes 

Target enrollment for the RIM Reserve and PWP programs is 17,500 acres for the 
1998-99 biennium. This includes 12,075 acres of marginal lands (including riparian 
lands and groundwater sensitive lands); 3,500 acres of drained wetlands; and 1,925 
acres of existing PWP wetlands. 

Only the most environmentally sensitive lands are targeted for easement acquisition 
under the RIM Reserve. Lands that significantly contribute to the degradation of 
ground and surface water resources, lands that continually flood, and lands in 
critical habitat areas where important wildlife habitat will be restored or enhanced. 
RIM promotes the retirement of these marginal, environmentally sensitive lands by 
paying landowners to stop cropping and grazing and to establish conservation 
practices. This conserving use reduces runoff and erosion and benefits land, water, 
fish and wildlife resources. 
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For PWP easement acquisition the BWSR will give highest priority to enrolling 
existing wetlands that are highly susceptible to alteration, i.e., farmed wetlands or 
wetlands not protected by state or federal laws. 

Acreage Enrollment Goals: 

Year Rim Marginal Rim Wetland PWP Acres Total Acres 
Acres Acres 

98-99 12,075 3,500 1,925 17,500 
00-01 17,500 5,000 3,000 25,500 
02-03 17,500 5,000 3,000 25,500 

Total 47,075 13,500 7,925 68,500 

Funds Reguired To Enroll Goal Acreage: 

Year Marginal Wetland PWP Total$$$ 
Lands Restore 

98-99 $11,580 $3,360 $1,860 $16,800 
00-01 $16,800 $4,800 $2,900 $24,500 
02-03 $16,800 $4,800 $2,900 $24,500 

Total $45,180 $12,960 $7,660 $65,800 

The average cost I acre dollar amount of $959.00 was used to figure funds required 
to enroll goal acreage. 

Achieving the enrollment acreage goals will be dependent on: 

1 . The state's financial commitment to the program. 
2. The economic appeal of the program in relation to a landowner's 

management decisions. 
3. The degree to which other conservation agencies and organizations contribute 

to the protection of the identified acres. 

Project Alternatives 

The BWSR acknowledges that alternative resource management techniques should 
be employed in conjunction with Rim Reserve and PWP to protect environmentally 
sensitive lands. Comprehensive resource management techniques should include 
local adoption and enforcement of ordinances to reduce erosion and sedimentation, 
and to promote maintenance of flood plain hardwood forests. A model Agricultural 
Erosion Control Ordinance has been drafted to assist counties wishing to voluntarily 
adopt such a measure. A regulatory approach, such as ordinances, will be 

successful only if implemented in conjunction with educational efforts and incentive 
programs. 

The agency also believes there is a role for limited-use conservation easements 
(see the Conservation Farming Grants request). Limited-use would only be allowed 
in a manner compatible with the program goals to protect water quality and enhance 
wildlife habitat. Funding limited-use easements without a concomitant increase in 
overall program funding would detract from the current emphasis on wildlife habitat 
and permanent protection of environmentally sensitive areas. Because the state is 
acquiring fewer land rights, easement payment rates can be reduced and 
consequently more acres can be protected. Limited use is most applicable to a 
managed grazing or haying system. Several tools exist to assist landowners with 
the management of their grazing lands. The Land Stewardship Project and the MN 
Department of Agriculture have been promoting managed and holistic grazing 
systems, and both are actively investigating the compatibility of conservation 
easements and grazing. Currently, 5 SWCDs participate in this pilot program. 

Acquiring limited-use easements does require frequent monitoring and consistent 
enforcement of easement terms. To accelerate the program,·SWCDs and counties 
must have enough properly trained technical staff to execute such alternative 
resource management strategies. Approximately 75% of the monitoring and 
enforcement costs would be paid by the state through the existing cost share grants. 

Previous Project Funding 

Since its inception in 1986, $56.8 million for RIM Reserve and PWP programs has 
been appropriated from the sale of bonds, and $1.82 million has been appropriated 
from the environmental trust and future resources funds. 

The BWSR has solicited and received matching funds from federal partners for 
wetland restoration easements. In 1990, BWSR received $162 thousand from the 
North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) to enhance restorations in 
the Minnesota River watershed, and in 1994 received an additional $850 thousand 
for restoration easements and enhancement in the Minnesota River watershed. In 
1996 the agency received $753 thousand from NAWCA for restorations in the 
Minnesota River and Heron Lake watersheds. In 1997, we received $175 thousand 
for restorations in the Northern Tallgrass Prairie Ecoregion. To date, BWSR has 
received a total of approximately $1.9 million from the NAWCA. The BWSR 
continues to seek grants from NAWCA to fund conservation easements associated 
with . the special projects or within priority watersheds. This matching program 
requires a 1.5:1 match to be competitive nationally. 
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It is anticipated that conservation groups such as Pheasants Forever, Ducks 
Unlimited, Isaac Walton League, Minnesota Waterfowl Association, Trout Unlimited 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will continue to leverage dollars towards the 
establishment of conservation practices on RIM easements. From 1992 to present, 
these organizations directly contributed approximately $400 thousand to the 
program, with additional donations in the form of grass seed and in-kind services. 
The BWSR continues to seek funding from these groups. 

A funding history of the easement programs, along with the program dollars 
requested by landowners (landowner interest), is depicted in the following table: 

Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1991 

1991* 
1992 
1993 

1994 
1995 
1996 

1997 

Totals 

Amount ($000) 

9,400 
9,000 

0 
1,500 
750 
162 

6,900 
1,000 
7,000 
1,250 
500 
323 
500 
850 

9,000 
0 

11,500 
753 

0 
175 

60,563 

Source 

Bonding 
Bonding 
Bonding 
Bonding 
Bonding 
NAWCA 
Bonding 

Trust Fund 
Bonding 
Bonding 

Trust Fund 
Future Resources 

Bonding 
NAWCA 
Bonding 
Bonding 
Bonding 
NAWCA 
Bonding 
NAWCA 

Landowner 
Requests ($000) 

25,500 
5,500 
5,000 
6,300 
4,200 

7,800 

3,700 
17,800 

20,000 
8,000 
8,900 

112,700 

* PWP Appropriation. Landowner requests included with 1992-96 figures. 
**A fall/winter sign-up is scheduled for 1997. 

With the funding we have received since 1986, the BWSR has secured 
approximately 2,329 conservation easements, encompassing 68,564 acres. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

A direct appropriation of $3.2 million is requested from the General Fund. The cost 
to administer and implement the conservation easement programs in F.Y. 1998-99 
will be $4.005 million ($3.2 million+ $805 thousand balance from the F.Y. 1998-99 
general fund appropriation). This amount is necessary to support the realty, 
engineering and administrative functions associated with easement acquisition and 
establishment of conservation practices on easement lands. The SWCDs will 
receive approximately 75% of this total as general service grants to offset their costs 
to secure easements, develop conservation plans, and monitor compliance. The 
BWSR plans on hiring additional staff, (3 FTE's) to assist with conservation 
easement processing. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

Funding levels requested in this budget proposal reflect additional demand that we 
anticipate being placed on our conservation easement programs as a result of the 
1997 flooding in the Red River and MN River basins. Easement funds requested in 
sign-ups as a result of the 1993 flood exceeded the $17.8 million appropriation by 
approximately $7.0 million. 

Governor Carlson has submitted a Conservation Reserve Program (CAP) 
enhancement proposal to the USDA to help finance a $250 million plan to 
permanently protect 190,000 acres of flood-prone private land in the MN River 
watershed. This proposal, if approved for full funding by the USDA, would enable the 
state to partner with the USDA to apply approximately $200 million in federal CRP 
funds to secure permanent RIM Reserve easements on these 190,000 acres over 7 
years. The state will be obligated to provide $50 million for the 7 year program 
period. Funding amounts requested for easements in this budget request would 
fulfill the state's funding obligation for the next three bienniums. The BWSR 
currently is operating under a policy that obligates a minimum of 50% of available 
RIM and PWP easement funds to the MN River watershed area. 

If the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) Enhancement proposal is approved by 
USDA, an additional $2.0 million per year may be needed to implement the program. 
This program has the potential to bring in approximately $20 million in federal funds, 
each year, for RIM Reserve Easements to enhance CAP contract lands. This 
partnership will leverage four federal dollars for each state dollar committed. 

RIM Reserve has been a popular program stemming from the 1984 Report of the 
Governor's Citizens Commission to promote Hunting and Fishing in Minnesota. 
Many individuals and organizations praised the report for its insightful 
recommendations, and led to the passage of the landmark legislation that created 
RIM. To not fund this program would eliminate a vital incentive tool utilized in 
promoting good land and water stewardship. In addition, growing partnerships with 
other public and private organizations would be greatly diminished. 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
RIM Reserve Permanent Wetlands - HABITAT 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, AND E-MAIL: 
Tim Fredbo, Easement Programs Manager 
Board of Water and Soil Resources 
One West Water Street, Suite 200 
St. Paul, MN 55107 
Phone: (612) 296-0880 
Fax: (612)297-5615 
E-mail: tim.fredbo@bwsr.state.mn.us 

Project Narrative 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
RIM Reserve Permanent Wetlands - HABITAT 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 
Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

~- Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 
Schematic 
Design Development 
Contract Documents 
Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 

State Staff Project Management 
Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 

Site & Building Preparation 
Demolition/Decommissioning 
Construction 
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 
Hazardous Material Abatement 
Construction Contingency 

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

Security Equipment 
Commissioning 

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 
Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$60,963 $16,800 $64,700 $64,700 
0 0 0 0 

60,963 16,800 64,700 64,700 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

2,050 2,450 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
2,050 2,450 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

:· .... 
. ·:,:.: ·: •.•.·.· • .. :,.: 

. :c. ':\/.:;:•.' c <•<A' ;:•:.: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
•:,.:.- ·' ""·•.::,,:.·:••:::,'.( 0 0 0 

6,000 1,350 0 0 
$69,013 $20,600 $64,700 $64,700 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

0711998 06/2003 
$207,163 

0 
207,163 

0 
,.,J.',::i:::··. :\.)• ·.·• .:.>:::_.:<'./:.;>;.,·,,;;_.::::·, 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 .·····.,,.'•:},Y····::·::_.•· .. ··•.'··i'····<::• 1:<:)/'<<•·''.'•~::;; 

0711998 06/2003 
4,500 

0 
4,500 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

I (:i: .. •/:i•?/.·:',c ,·:::\:·:cf: .. '_.;,···.•· .. •··••·r•::<'•·(:~·•·-•, 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 .········:·:·<{/:····· : ··.:;,••: .. ):,;; ./ ;. :<:•.><.· : L;.£'< 

\< :g: :x•· \'\)\ '.'} \. 
;:;<>< .;:·.: '.'(</ '/::: 

•Xr:;.: ..• ···•·•·? .. >·.···:••·.:.;•••<c.··.·:·· ':",;.,,,::::.·: '> ::: .. •'·>'r• .. ··;<:••A·· ........... .... 

•c:-;; /}·.···· :···········.·····\•i: •••.•. ;.· ···~··· 
: ............... .'. : .•:::·:· ., . . _ •. : <: ... }; '.; .. ,.\: K) ........ 

' .. ::-: ..... : ......... .,.; .. :: • 

0 '.; '/):"/i:' }<\ •·••· ' < ::('·· • .. :: /,, 

7,350 07/1998 06/2003 

$219,013 '.'>'>'"'.;· . '.i;'·.·<• 
. ', >( ::/:' ( ··••·• 

PAGED-237 



Water & Soil Resources Board 
RIM Reserve Permanent Wetlands - HABITAT 

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years 

State Funds : 
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 58,623 
General Fund Projects 0 

State Funds Subtotal 58,623 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 8,050 
Federal Funds 1,940 
Local Government Funds 0 
Private Funds 400 
Other 0 

TOTAL 69,013 

IMPACT ON STATE Current 

OPERATING COSTS FY 1998-99 

Compensation -- Program and Building 0 
Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 0 
Building Operating Expenses 0 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 

Expenditure Subtotal 0 
Revenue Offsets 0 

TOTAL 0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 l':>::J';:;<·,·:;1:·.~s,::::.1·•:::'•··:· 

Change in F.T.E. Personnel :· ........ ·,:;·:.·::".!' 
... ····· 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

16,800 24,500 24,500 124,423 
3,200 0 0 3,200 

20,000 24,500 24,500 127,623 
0 0 0 8,050 

450 40,000 40,000 82,390 
0 0 0 0 

150 200 200 950 
0 0 0 0 

20,600 64,700 64,700 219,013 

Projected Costs {Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
800 1,600 1,600 1,600 

2,400 6,000 6,000 6,000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

3,200 7,600 7,600 7,600 
0 0 0 0 

3,200 7,600 7,600 7,600 
3,200 7,600 7,600 7,600 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (legal Citations) Amount 
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision 
ML 1996,Chap.463,Sec. 11,Subd.3 11,500 
ML 1994,Chap.643,Sec.26,Subd.3 9,000 
ML 1993, Chap. 373, Sec. 13, Subd. 1 500 
ML 1993, Chap. 172, Sec. 14, Subd. 3(e) 500 
ML 1993, Chap. 172, Sect. 14, Subd. 3(e) 323 
ML 1992,Chap.558,Sec. 19 1,250 
ML 1991, Chap. 354, Art. 11, Sec. 1, Subd. 1 (b) 7,000 
ML 1991, Chap. 354, Art. 11, Sec. 1, Subd. 1 (a) 5,000 
ML 1991, Chap. 254, Art. 1, Sec. 17{a) 1,900 
ML 1991, Chap. 254, Sect. 14, Subd. 6(d) 600 
ML1991,Cha~25~Se~1~Subd.9~) 400 
Other Citations (5 defined) 20,650 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 16,800 100.0% 
User FinancinQ 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro'ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1 b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology 

Review Office of T echnolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
No Matching Funds Required {as per agency 

re uest 

PAGED-238 



Water & Soil Resources Board AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Analysis 
RIM Reserve Permanent Wetlands - HABITAT 

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

Department of Finance Analysis: 

BWSR's portion of the Governor's Habitat Initiative requests $16.8 million in bond 
funds to purchase RIM easements and $3.2 million in general funds for administra­
tion, professional, and technical services. BWSR estimates the majority (75%) of 
the general fund dollars will pass through to local SWCD's. BWSR will hire 3 FTE's 
to assist with the expanded workload this level of spending will generate. 

The funding requested for these positions will be consumed over a two year period. 
If BWSR is unable to liquidate or encumber all the bond funds appropriated over this 
timeperiod, it may be required to seek additional funding for the positions in the next 
bonding bill. 

BWSR estimates on-going state spending to be $32.1 million per biennium ($24.5 
million bonding, $7 .6 million general fund). These amounts assume the USDA funds 
the enhanced Conservation Reserve Program discussed in the 'Other 
Considerations' section at the $250 million level. 

This project has been funded from bond proceeds at an average level of $5.5 million 
per year since 1990. This amount is substantially less than that necessary to match 
the level of landowner requests. The RIM Easement program currently receives 
$805 thousand in BWSR's general fund base for program administration. The $3.2 
million general fund appropriation requested here is in addition to this base level 
funding. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $16.8 million and a 
general fund appropriation of $3.2 million for this project, contingent upon federal 
funds of $450 thousand and private funds of $150 thousand. Also included are 
budget planning estimates of $24.5 million in 2000 and $24.5 million in 2002. The 
planning estimates are contingent upon federal funding of the Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program. 

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 
Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emerqency - Existinq Hazards 0/700 
Critical legal Liability - Existing liability 01700 
Prior Binding Commitment 01700 
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 
Customer Service/Statewide Siqnificance 0/35/70/105 
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 
State Asset Manaqement 0/20/40/60 
State Operating Savinqs or Operating Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 

TOTAL 700 Maximum 
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0 
0 
0 

120 
0 

70 
100 

0 
0 
0 

50 
340 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Local Govt Road Replacement 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Statewide 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 4 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $5,830 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
This request is for $5 million in bonding for the Local Government Public Road 
Replacement Program and targeted Permanent Wetlands Preserve (PWP) and 
$830 thousand in general funds for program administrative costs. 

The Local Government Public Road Replacement Program was established in 1996 
(M.S. 103G.222, Subd. 1, item (m)) as part of comprehensive amendments to the 
Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). This legislation requires the Board of Water and 
Soil Resources (BWSR) to replace wetlands drained or filled by local government 
public transportation authorities upgrading existing roads. A WCA replacement plan 
is not required for the repair, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or replacement of 
currently serviceable existing state, city, county, or town public roads -- provided that 
annual reports are submitted to the BWSR by January 15th of each year. The 
report must describe the wetland impact (amount, location, wetland type, etc.) for 
both the previous and the upcoming year. 

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

Project Rational 
The local government road replacement program was developed and supported by 
a broad group of interested organizations (local government road authorities, 
environmental groups and state agencies) because it transferred the responsibility 
of making replacement wetlands to an organization with the requisite expertise. This 
consolidated the administrative, financial, and technical work, and resulted in a more 
effective and efficient program. 

Without continued funding, the commitments made by this legislation to county, city, 
and township road authorities, and to environmental interests, would be voided. The 
result would be the loss of a simplified "win-win" regulatory outcome and the return 
of controversy and confusion. 

This program meets the goals and objectives of BWSR's strategic plan. It protects 
the state's water and soil resources by restoring or creating wetlands that have been 
lost due to unavoidable road construction. 

Anticipated Outcomes 
Estimates from the January 1997 reports indicate that an annual total of about 430 
acres of wetland (100 acres of which are in the 7-county metro area) will need 

replacement. Projecting this ratio to the 1998-1999 biennium results in an estimate 
of the total number of acres to be replaced in the range of 900 to 1,000 acres. The 
amount of wetlands impacted per year will depend on the local funding for road 
construction, and will vary by location as wetlands are not equally distributed across 
the state. The cost of establishing the wetlands varies tremendously (mostly 
because of land values). The costs can range from a low of $2 thousand per acre in 
rural Minnesota to well over $100 thousand/acre for selected metro area sites. 

Selection Criteria 
In general, projects will be selected using 2 main criteria: 

Local Support: 
High - those projects with a high level of local support. Site or area is identified in 
local or WMO plan, or is receiving funding from local partners, private and public. 

Partnerships: 
High - public and private entities involved with project (i.e. cost-shared projects) 
Medium or low - private-only submittals - ranking will depend upon entities involved 
and resulting ownership (see below) 

Ownership: 
Highest - Public ownership/acquisition. 
Medium - Easement acquisition 
Low - Deed restriction on private property (must provide for adequate access for 
maintenance purposes) 

Project Cost: 
High - most New Wetland Credit (NWC) compared to project cost 
Medium - combination of NWC and Public Value Credit (PVC) resulting 
Low - PVC only resulting 

Maintenance/Sustainability: 
Highest priority - minimal long-term maintenance needs (i.e. simpler is better) 
acknowledging that urban renewal projects are by nature more complex. Projects 
that have minimal long term maintenance needs will be higher priority. Simple ditch 
plugs and/or tile riser type restorations may fare better than more complex 
structures. Sites on public land and/or easy access to site would receive higher 
priority. 

Geographic Area: 
Overall geographic distribution in critical areas will be a consideration, specific items 
to consider: flood prone areas; e.g., along rivers; in regional/watershed priority areas 
where wetlands restored or created could provide functional benefits to rivers, lakes 
or other high priority water bodies. 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
local Govt Road Replacement 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

Complexes of Wetland Types: 
Highest priority will be placed on those projects which will restore (first priority) or 
create (second priority) a variety of wetland types, especially types that have 
sustained significant losses in the region. Those opportunities which provide a 
varied complex of wetland types will be higher priority. 

Areas to consider should include, but not be limited to, sites which applied for but 
were denied funding through the Reinvest In Minnesota (RIM) or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) conservation programs and other public or private 
programs, as well as sites identified as high priority for restoration or creation of 
wetlands in local comprehensive water/wetland management plans or other 
resource management plans. 

The BWSR will insure that all costs will be covered for projects selected for this 
program. BWSR, with the assistance of cooperating agencies, will review 
applications and perform on-site review to select sites. BWSR will contract with the 
selected project sponsors to undertake work necessary to complete the projects. 
The following costs are eligible for reimbursement under this program: 

reconnaissance or site exploration 
land purchase or easement payments and expenses 
project design 
legal work 
construction and vegetation establishment 
projected maintenance costs for the life of the project 
indirect (overhead) costs. 

The following average cost /acre dollar amounts are estimates used to project funds 
required to meet acreage needs. 
Average Cost/Acre: 

7 county Metro 
Greater MN 
TOTAL 

$25,000*125 acres = $3, 125,000 
$ 3,000*325 acres = $1.875.000 

$5,000,000 

Previous Project Funding 
The legislature, as part of the 1996 changes, provided the BWSR with $3 mil!ion for 
establishment of replacement sites, at least half of which must be used in the 
seven-county metropolitan area with priority given to projects that complement urban 
renewal and redevelopment, according to M.S. 1036.222, Subd. 2. The $3 million 
was made available to local and state government project sponsors as partners of 
the BWSR in establishing priority replacement wetlands. The BWSR will make 
payments to the selected project sponsors to establish the wetland sites and will 
retain the wetland credits resulting from the replacement wetlands. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS: 
A direct appropriation of $830 thousand from the general fund would be required by 
the BWSR to administer this program. This will cover the costs of assimilating the 
annual reports from township, city and county road authorities, record keeping, site 
exploration, negotiating purchases, designing and managing projects, developing 
partnerships and local support and acquiring easements/title to sites and then 
managing the contracts and payment schedules. The following chart explains that 
direct appropriation cost in detail: 

Database Development (one time cost) 
Engineer/Hydrologist 
Engineer Technician 
Wetland Restoration Biologist 
Clerk Typist 3 
Realty Specialist, Senior 
Legal/Contract Assistance (0.5 FTE 
Attorney) 
Office space, communications, supplies, 
Travel, Equipment, etc. 
ANNUAL SUBTOTAL: 
BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST: 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

$100,000 
$62,500 (salary+ fringe) 
$47,000 (salary+ fringe) 
$48,500 (salary+ fringe) 
$38,000 (salary+ fringe) 
$52,000 (salary+ fringe) 
$40,000 (salary+ fringe) 

$77,000 

$365,000 
$830,000 

Without continued funding, the commitments made to county, city and township 
road authorities and environmental interests to achieve a "win-win" regulatory 
simplification outcome for all will be voided and result in controversy and confusion. 

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON: 
John Jaschke, WCA Program Manager 
Board of Water and Soil Resources 
One West Water Street, Ste. 200 · 
St. Paul, MN 55107 
Phone: 297-3432 
Fax: 297-5615 
E-mail: john.jaschke@bwsr.state.mn.us 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Local Govt Road Replacement 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 
Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 

Schematic 

Design Development 

Contract Documents 

Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 
State Staff Project Management 
Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

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

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 
Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $5,000 $7,400 $7,400 
0 0 0 0 
0 5,000 7,400 7,400 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 830 730 730 

0 0 0 0 
0 830 730 730 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

•; •::\ ... •·; 

.• .. ,.,,>.··· : .· : .. ·:.:···:···;- .. •'•>/••·· 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

:• .:::<,::..,>'. '.\ 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

$0 $5,830 $8,130 $8,130 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

07/1998 06/2003 
$19,800 

0 
19,800 

0 

!><·····>· ... ·• i·/ .. : ·•·· .. · \::•.::. 'Y·> .. ···· .. ·•;\::·>: ··. 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 ;'j.>'··· .. · : ... : / '.' .•... ····•· .. ,' .' .···.·· < 
0711998 06/2003 

2,290 

0 
2,290 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 ·••• ' • ' ';: •.• ··· ·.' ::..,.'•:': /';. •• 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

··. ·. 
,·, / 1. ,:: 1: · .. :•.·: :• ·.·, .. , ,•; ;· •.··.•.:. 

>>··· .,· ....... >\, ' )· 
.:· ··: 

: ,'' .·· .. ·· .'· .• .. ·.: 

i': <•> .. · .. •., .. , ' ' : }: ') ;. :::···. .. :. .>···· ,·:·.; .,. ·······, •· 
t ·>>'•<> > ·,···.:··········· '> ; :····· •\, } }'•? •• :'>' : ·,·, ;:'···;.,: ·.· 

0 /, )' •:<. :' ·\ ./:.< 
' •.::· 
:• .:::··:·/: .. ·. 

0 

$22,090 /.{: ;<'/ .< >.·. / '>.''.······,· )·'.•.:".::' ... 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Local Govt Road Replacement 

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES 
State Funds : 

G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 
General Fund Projects 

State Funds Subtotal 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 

Federal Funds 
Local Government Funds 
Private Funds 
Other 

TOTAL 

IMPACT ON STATE 
OPERATING COSTS 

Compensation -- Program and Building 
Operation 

Other Program Related Expenses 
Building Operating Expenses 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 

Expenditure Subtotal 

Revenue Offsets 
TOTAL 

Prior Years 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Current 
FY 1998-99 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 , :,: "·"-

Change in F.T.E. Personnel 
·' :: .. ,r,::::ii 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

5,000 7,400 7,400 19,800 
830 730 730 2,290 

5,830 8,130 8,130 22,090 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

5,830 8,130 8,130 22,090 

Projected Costs {Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 
(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 

General Fund 5,000 100.0% 
User Financino 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro· ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1 b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of T echnolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
local Govt Road Replacement 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Analysis 

Department of Finance Analysis: STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 

As stated in the narrative, M.S. 103G.222 subd. 1 (m) requires BWSR to carry out 
this program. BWSR was appropriated $3.0 million in the 1996 bonding bill for land 
acquisition, but nothing for program staffing or administration. 

This request includes $730 thousand general fund dollars to fund 5.5 permanent 
FTE's for a two year period, and $100 thousand for one-time database development 
costs necessary to implement this program. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $5 million and a general 
fund appropriation of $830 thousand for this project. Also included are budget 
planning estimates of $8.13 million in 2000 and $8.13 million in 2002. 

Criteria 
Critical Life Safety EmerQency - ExistinQ Hazards 
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 
Prior BindinQ Commitment 
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 
Safety/Code Concerns 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 
AQency Priority 
User and Non-State Financing 
State Asset Management 
State Operatino Savinos or Qperatino Efficiencies 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 

TOTAL 

Values Points 
01700 0 
01700 0 
0/700 0 
0/40/80/120 40 
0/35/70/105 0 
0/35/70/105 70 
0/25/50/75/100 75 
0-100 0 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/25/50 0 
700 Maximum 185 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Subbasins of the Minnesota River 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 3 of 4 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $1,000 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

In 1978 the legislature created a grant-in-aid program (M.S. 103F.171-187) to share 
the costs with local government of building floodwater retention structures in 5 major 
subbasins of the Minnesota River. The project area is characterized by broad 
upland and lowland plains connected by a steep transition known as the Coteau des 
Prairie, fertile soils, frequent flooding (including many interbasin floodwater 
overflows) and substantial erosion. These 5 subbasins were referred to as Study 
Area II in the Minnesota River Basin Study conducted by the U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service during the 1970s. A 1 O county joint powers board was established in 1978 
to coordinate local implementation and cost sharing for the program. 

The projects for which funds are requested include: flood control reservoirs, "road 
retention structures" involving temporary floodwater storage upstream from public 
roads, typically constructed by downsizing old bridges and culverts; and other 
potential floodwater and sediment retarding measures, such as buffer strips and 
wetland restorations. 

The projects covered by this program are components of a general plan for flood 
control and floodplain management. The Minnesota River Basin Study identified 
over 100 potential floodwater retention sites within the project area. A subsequent 
joint study conducted by the SCS and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during the 
1980s documented recurring severe flood damage and soil loss within the 5 major 
Area II watersheds. The direct flood damages were estimated to be $8 million 
annually. An average of 346 thousand tons of soil per year was estimated to erode 
from these watersheds in to the Minnesota River. This soil loss was estimated to 
result in up to $20 million in annual productivity losses, with significant impacts on 
water quality. 

The joint SCS/COE study provided technical, environmental and economic analyses 
of the potential floodwater retention sites identified and set the basis for prioritizing 
projects. That study also recognized local project implementation as being the most 
cost effective. Road retention structure sites within Area II were identified in 
cooperation with county and state highway departments and have been prioritized 
based on the estimated costs and benefits of the sites. Total cost of projects 
identified: 

Road retention projects 
Lazarus Creek reservoir 

$1.2 million 
$1.2 million 

Peterson reservoir $ .4 million 

Funds requested will be used for Lazarus Creek (if permitted) or for road retention 
projects. These state funds would be matched by a range of 25% to 50% of local 
funds. 

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

The severe flooding in the Minnesota River basin in 1993 highlighted the need to 
reduce flood damage to roads and bridges, public and private structures, farm fields, 
river banks and urban centers within the project area. An interagency hazard 
mitigation team led by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
prepared a report for Minnesota, including the Area II, that identified floodwater 
retention at roads, flood control reservoirs and wetland restorations as appropriate 
measures to reduce flood damage in the future. The reservoirs and road retention 
structures included in this cost share program retard floodwaters in the upstream 
areas of watersheds, which reduces downstream flood peaks and sediment 
transport. Lower flood peaks result in reduced direct flood damages to roads, 
bridges, structures and fields, as well as reduced downstream sedimentation. The 
sediment and associated nutrient trapping efficiency of these floodwater retarding 
projects is 50 - 90%, providing significant water quality improvement benefits. 

BWSR's strategic plan states: "Runoff should be managed to minimize property 
loss and environmental damage by moderating high flows and maintaining low flows 
of streams." Both state and federal floodplain management and flood control 
programs rely upon local partners and local implementation. To date the Area II 
partnerships between local, state and federal governments have resulted in the 
construction of 8 flood control reservoirs and 45 road retention projects. These 
partnerships have capitalized on the efficiencies of local implementation through 
focused efforts, mutual commitments and streamlined procedures. Numerous 
additional road retention projects, reservoirs and associated watershed 
management measures are planned within Area II. 

BWSR's basic strategy, as capsulized in its mission statement and outlined in its 
strategic plan, is to empower local governments and private citizens to be effective 
resource managers. The statewide local water planning efforts have been very 
successful in this regard, and have become an important basis for the strategic plan 
for the Area II joint powers group. On a watershed basis, successful local water 
management requires joint efforts among local units of government. The Area II 
joint powers board and state grant-in-aid program have provided opportunities to 
achieve this kind of local government cooperation for flood control and floodplain 
management. The Area II grant-in-aid program has also provided opportunities for 
partnerships associated with erosion and sedimentation control, river and reservoir 
water quality monitoring, streamflow data collection and related technical 
assistance. 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

The strategic plan for Area II includes increased ties to comprehensive local water 
plans, as well as expanded partnerships under the state's Minnesota River improve 
initiative. The board of directors for the Area II joint powers group has expressed to 
the Governor and area legislators its commitment to an expanded role under the 
Minnesota River improvement initiative. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

None. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

The requested funding would involve a maximum state cost-share of 75%, if federal 
funding is not available, and maximum 50% of the local sponsor cost-share, if 
federal funding is available, in accordance with the program statutes. In all 
instances, local government and BWSR have leveraged the optimum availability of 
federal funds. If no action is taken to fund this project, the rate of implementation 
(by local governments alone) will be greatly curtailed, or halted, and the opportunity 
for a continued local/state partnership focus on flood control and related water 
quality protection in a large portion of the Minnesota River basin will be foregone. 

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

Tabor Hoek, Board Conservationist 
Board of Water and Soil Resources 
Box 267, 1400 East Lyon Street 
Marshall, MN 56258 
Phone: (507) 537-7260 
Fax: (507) 537-6368 
E-mail: tabor.hoek@bwsr.state.mn.us 

Project Narrative 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 
Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 
Schematic 
Design Development 
Contract Documents 
Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 
State Staff Project Management 
Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

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

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

Security Equipment 
Commissioning 

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 
Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 
GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPIT Al BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $19 $320 $160 
0 0 0 0 

0 19 320 160 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

····· 
....... .... ;:-· .. ;:;: 

... .. .......... 
··'" 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% /'.•:.•::.• ... .'.';;., .· ... :;.; 

·····.:•;:/:"• ..... ........ . ) : 0 0 0 "'" 
1,383 1,314 747 373 

$1,383 $1,333 $1,067 $533 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

07/1998 06/2003 
$499 

0 
499 

0 

L •.. :. · <·•·: .·•· 1>:. ·>·.> > .. :; 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 /\: .. , •••··•··· ;·. •<>·· >< '· :.} .:.· ;' 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.••...•.•... • ....... /···· .•......•...•... '.'>·· ;·:· .. · .. · '; ...... " 

··· .. ········· 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 •·•·.: " ... /'· <; .... · / •. 

.· •'•::• .. ".:: ..... " "' 
..... .... ·· > ... <· .·>·.~· .... ) . /,: . .. f :> ·• . ........ 

•..•••. it'•<>:••;•.,·<···.· .. ::: . Y:/· ,:; ..: • .:: ... > ...... j\., • ........... <·>···· .• 
I' :<::.,:;·::''.\ /'.' • .. '." ... :: .·.· ., .;· >;. ...•...... " .· .. 

0 .)<'• .. ·.···>/·;; .. } ..• <:.·.··· \,•;.:\ ' : .... •. •. 

3,817 0711998 06/2003 

$4,316 ·••·.•:.: •. ······: •. '.! •. •·•• •• ·.;.·········· ••..••••••.•• > . . ;·:<···.·· .......... ,. ····. 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Prior Years 
State Funds : 

G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 1,300 

State Funds Subtotal 1,300 

~gency Operating Budget Funds 0 
Federal Funds 0 
Local Government Funds 83 
Private Funds 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 1,383 

IMPACT ON STATE Current 
OPERATING COSTS FY 1998-99 

Compensation -- Program and Building 0 
Operation 

Other Program Related Expenses 0 
Building Operating Expenses 0 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 0 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 0 

Expenditure Subtotal 0 
Revenue Offsets 0 

TOTAL 0 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 ·•········· )• ;c:z,.;:~, : ;r/:: .~;:1:; 

ChanQe in F.T.E. Personnel ·.> .,,,:·.; ' .. 
,,.;· -.c: ,J,',, .>:·,· 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

1,000 800 400 3,500 
1,000 800 400 3,500 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

333 267 133 816 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1,333 1,067 533 4,316 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 
FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

PREVIOUS STATE CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT (Legal Citations) Amount 
Laws of Minnesota (year), Chapter, Section, Subdivision 

L 1996, Chap. 463 250 
L1994,Chap.643 800 
L1993,Chap. 172 250 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 
(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 

General Fund 1,000 100.0% 
User Financino 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro'ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1 b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of Technolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
Yes Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Area II MN River Grant-in-Aid Program 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Analysis 

Department of Finance Analysis: STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 

This program was given $250 thousand in the FY 96 bonding bill, and $378 
thousand from the general fund during the 1997 legislative session. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $1 million for this project, 
contingent upon local government funds of $333 thousand. Also included are 
budget planning estimates of $800 thousand in 2000 and $400 thousand in 2002. 

Criteria 
Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 
Prior Binding Commitment 
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 
Safety/Code Concerns 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 
Agency Priority 
User and Non-State Financing 
State Asset Management 
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 
Contained in State Six-Year Planninq Estimates 

TOTAL 

Values Points 
01700 0 
onoo 0 
0/700 0 
0/40/80/120 80 
0/35/70/105 0 
0/35/70/105 70 
0/25/50/75/100 50 
0-100 25 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/25/50 50 
700 Maximum 275 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Metro Greenway 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Metropolitan Area 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 4 of 4 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $900 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The project proposal is for a grant program to promote the development of greenway 
corridors in the urban core and developing first ring cities that link lake, stream and 
wetland habitats on a watershed basis. The funding would be used to purchase 
necessary land or conservation easements, reconstruct stream and wetland 
habitats, and reestablish native forest cover types. The grant program would 
provide economic incentives to metro cities to restore and integrate natural aquatic 
habitats that have been lost because of urban redevelopment projects. The 
program funding would be made available on a competitive basis in order to 
promote integrated resource management as a focal point in the many urban 
development opportunities that are currently in the planning stages. 

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP AND LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC 
PLAN AND CAPIT Al PLAN: 

The Board of Water and Soil Resources 1997 strategic plan has recognized that 
there needs to be an investment by the state in the redevelopment of blighted urban 
core and first ring suburbs as one of the strategies needed to slow down the rate of 
urban sprawl. The BWSR believes that urban redevelopment projects that include 
the restoration of natural water resource features such as streams and wetlands will 
stimulate private investment in urban redevelopment projects. There are numerous 
opportunities available to accomplish this and at the same time reduce non-point 
pollution to the Mississippi, St. Croix and Minnesota Rivers, provide attractive 
passive open space uses and promote development of "greenway corridors." Other 
major cities that have successfully utilized the greenway corridor concept in urban 
redevelopment include San Francisco, California and Chattanooga, Tennessee. 

The following is a list of potential projects that could benefit from this proposal. 

1. Swede Hollow Revitalization 
Location: ravine area just east of the DNR I PCA building 
Project goals: restore stream currently in pipe-link to walking trails; passive 
open space, greenway link to Miss. R.; storm water pond 
Sponsor: City of St. Paul, very active citizen group 

2. Phalen Lake Area Projects 
Location: Phalen Shopping Center and outlet corridor to Miss. R. 
Project goals: restore wetland under parking lot; restore natural stream now in 
pipe; open space, nature study area; improve water quality 
Sponsor: City of St. Paul, Ramsey Washington Metro WD 

3. City of Lauderdale Ravine 
Location: U of M Golf Course 
Project Goals: wetland restoration; storm water quality improvement 
Sponsors: Lauderdale, St. Anthony, Middle Mississippi River WMO, Ramsey 
Co. 

4. Mississippi Corridor Reforestation 
Location: along Mississippi River in Mpls. 
Project goals: restore forest corridor; buffer strip; passive open space 
Sponsors: MN Landscape Arboretum, MN State Horticultural Society, Mpls. 

5. Construct Wetland for Storm Water Treatment 
Location: South East Mpls. Industrial Area 
Project Goals: create wetland in an industrial area; treat storm water 
Sponsor: Middle Mississippi River WMO 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

None. 

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

Bruce Sandstrom, BWSR Metro Region Supervisor 
One West Water St., Suite 200 
St. Paul, MN 55107 
(612) 297-4958 
bruce.sandstrom@bwsr.sfate.mn. us 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Metro Greenway 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 

Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 
Schematic 

Design Development 
Contract Documents 
Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 
State Staff Project Management 
Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 
Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 

Construction 
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 
Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 
SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

Security Equipment 
Commissioning 

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 

Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $500 $1,000 $500 

0 0 0 0 
0 500 1,000 500 

0 0 0 0 

0 25 50 50 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 25 50 50 

0 5 10 10 
0 20 40 40 
0 25 50 50 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

:;:.), ·.·. •''..•.::·::::,<;\\ 
·<:· .... ···>y ' ';}?···· 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
,,·.,:,;,':::i :: ::::§;,: 0 0 0 

0 350 730 730 
$0 $900 $1,830 $1,330 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (MonthN ear) (MonthN ear) 

07/1998 06/2003 
$2,000 

0 
2,000 

0 

· .... \ ;. :: ;·\·/> :; ');:_ .. '; :.:: ·c(:.):: . 

125 07/1998 06/2003 
0 
0 
0 

125 I·• .·, ., < .· ,_.>_:::.· :: . > ·. 
.· . 

.:.::,: 
' 

0711998 06/2003 
25 

100 
125 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

: ,: ' . ·:.,i\ :•: ·' .:. ;;<,.. :.• ;,:· i;.'.: •· 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 <.<. :''.'••:. :> ':: \: •.'·:·-· :: 

·:··:·• .. ·.··'··'·. ; . ·. 

:.:.<.) . }'.;, ... ·· .. 
•::. ·. 

[.: ... . 

I> '.~. : ; :·>'::,, : ·.· .• : y ' 

·.-:\<: .· ·: .. ',,'.(' t·' ...... ·:· ''. . ·~ :· 

I• :;.}., '/<,: /(''··. ; . ·•·.····· ... • ...... ·.·.·•·· I<· ;: .•..... ·') \;.; :· ' 

0 .. , .. :<.·.··••:···,~;/ <'. <: :,,.,., . .: : // ':· 

1,810 07/1998 06/2003 

$4,060 , ... ::,\··: .. ,_. ··., .. ,•· ... ;: .· ·:··· .. .. :: __ ,}'.:,._.,· .. ;.• :,: ·· . 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Metro Greenway 

CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES 
State Funds : 

G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 
State Funds Subtotal 

~gency Operating Budget Funds 
Federal Funds 
Local Government Funds 
Private Funds 
Other 

TOTAL 

IMPACT ON STATE 
OPERATING COSTS 

Compensation -- Program and Building 
Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 
Building Operating Expenses 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 

Expenditure Subtotal 
Revenue Offsets 

TOTAL 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 

Change in F.T.E. Personnel 

Prior Years 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Current 
FY 1998-99 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
.<::•.::r:::\•:•·.0;:.:.••.:;·•;.:. 
·•.1:,;>'.•••·•;':.•:;:.::'.:/;:·:: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

900 1,830 1,330 4,060 
900 1,830 1,330 4,060 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

900 1,830 1,330 4,060 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 900 100.0% 
User FinancinQ 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro·ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
No MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
Yes MS 168.335 (1 b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of Technolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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Water & Soil Resources Board 
Metro Greenway 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Analysis 

Department of Finance Analysis: STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 

The local projects identified in this project should be addressed through BWSR's 
existing programs. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. 

Criteria 
Critical Life Safety Emergency - Existing Hazards 
Critical Legal Liability - Existing Liability 
Prior Binding Commitment 
Strategic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 
Safety/Code Concerns 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 
Agency Priority 
User and Non-State Financing 
State Asset Management 
State Operating Savings or Operating Efficiencies 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 

TOTAL 

Values Points 
0/700 0 
01700 0 
0/700 0 
0/40/80/120 0 
0/35/70/105 0 
0/35/70/105 35 
0/25/50/75/100 25 
0-100 0 
0120140160 20 
0/20/40/60 0 
0/25/50 0 
700 Maximum 80 
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Zoological Gardens 

1998 
Agency 

Project Title Priority 
Ranking 

Roadways and Pathways 1 
Education Building 2 
Hospital 
Greenhouse 
Bird Holding 
Water Management 

Total Project Requests 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Agency Project Requests for State Funds 
($ by Session) 

1998 2000 2002 Total 

$3,200 $10,860 $0 $14,060 
200 0 0 200 

0 75 0 75 
0 275 0 275 
0 860 0 860 
0 700 0 700 

$3,400 $12,770 $0 $16, 170 

Projects Summary 

Governor's Planning 
Statewide Governor's Estimate 
Strategic Recommendation 

Score 1998 2000 2002 

405 $3,200 $10,860 $0 
225 0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

< :, ;<, : ·~ ··· .... ·.· .. •· $3,200 $10,860 $0 
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Zoological Gardens AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Strategic Planning Summary 

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

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 

The Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) is a unique statewide resource with the 
mission to strengthen the bond between people and the living earth. The MZG is an 
interdisciplinary living museum, combining the traditional scientific collection of 
biological species with innovative entrepreneurial and education opportunities. As 
an education resource, the MZG is dedicated to making educational programming 
available to young people and adults, both on the MZG site and beyond our doors. 

The MZG is involved with national and international programs to breed and preserve 
endangered species. Of the 2, 700 animals in the Zoo, 89 animals represent 15 
species considered to be threatened or endangered. The MZG is an active 
promoter of and participant in conservation activities around the ·world and 
participates in 16 Species Survival Plans (SSPs). 

The MZG is a unique state asset and a sound investment of state funds. The MZG 
is one of Minnesota's most popular attractions. With 25,625 memberships 
representing over 100,000 individuals, the MZG has one of the largest membership 
bases of any attraction in the state. 

The MZG strives to accomplish its mission by: 

• Providing an exciting, affordable family experience to bring guests to a heightened 
awareness of their roles in conservation efforts. 

• Operating a high quality entertainment and educational facility to serve the people 
of Minnesota and out-of-state visitors. 

• Serving as the state's largest conservation and environmental learning center to 
provide a significant enhancement to the quality of life in Minnesota. 

• Providing a multi-disciplinary research and education environment to promote a 
better understanding of MZG's endangered and exotic animal collection. 

The MZG operates in four major programmatic areas: 

• Biological Programs 
• Operations Programs 
• Enterprise Programs 
• Education Programs 

The MZG will achieve objectives related to its mission by: 

• Maintaining the animal health, animal husbandry, animal records and research 
necessary for a healthy animal collection. 

• Providing people of all ages with a variety of zoo learning adventures which help 
foster an understanding and appreciation of wildlife and the environment. 

• Providing leadership in conserving the biological diversity of our planet and to 
protect the wild species living under our stewardship. 

• Guaranteeing the guest experience meets or exceeds expectations. 

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

The following factors are shaping the development of policies and programs at the 
MZG: 

Attendance for F.Y.1994 (1,294,183); F.Y.1995 (1,066,367); F.Y.1996 (1,140,745); 
and F.Y.1997 (1,115,290). Projected attendance for F.Y.1998 (1,150,000), F.Y. 
1999 (1,374,980), F.Y.2000 (1,412,600), F.Y.2001 (1,438,026), F.Y.2002 
(1,463,911 ), F.Y.2003 (1,490,261 ). 

Not only are we expecting an increase in our general attendance, but the demand 
for special events and private rentals is growing. The increased vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic has· burdened our roadways and pathways, widening roadways 
and pathways to accommodate increased traffic and outside lighting for evening 
events to meet building code requirements are needed. 

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

Construction of the MZG facility began 20 years ago and the zoo has been open to 
the public for 19 years. As attendance figures show, an average of over one million 
guests annually make use of the exhibition and surrounding park area. The facility 
is aging and requires preventative maintenance as well as corrective preservation. 

The MZG will continue to address the need of maintaining the infrastructure through 
the use of General Fund appropriations and CAPRA requests whenever possible. In 
addition, our capital budget request for the current biennium will address specific 
needs which the zoo faces. 

The condition of our roadways and pathways is deteriorating due to the age of the 
infrastructure, increased usage and severe winter of 1997. There is a need for 
repair/replacement and upgrading to meet current standards. In addition, there is a 
need to reconfigure our parking facilities to create more parking spaces in order to 
accommodate public demand. 

The Minnesota Zoo is recognized as a leader in education and in order to meet the 
increasing demand for education programming we are requesting funding for design 
money for a new educational facility to better serve young people and adults on site 
from the metro area and greater Minnesota. 
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Strategic Planning Summary 

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

Currently the zoo uses all available space for education program~ing. The S~S 
High School, which is only available to us in the summer, 1s approximately 1/4 mile 
from the nearest entrance to the zoo, totally inadequate for preschool through 3rd 
grade groups; impractical for all groups during inclem~nt_ weather. The remod.eled 
space in the old Discovery Barn (Childrens Zoo) 1s inadequate for effectively 
meeting our students' needs. 

Since the inception of the zoo, water management has been a concern. Twelve 
DNA protected lakes and wetlands and other non-regulated ponds and wetlands 
exist on the 500 plus acres of the zoo property. Over the years there has been 
continual water quality and quantity problems. The water management request will 
allow the zoo to economically and effectively manage the water issues of the site. 

A need has developed in the management of our exotic and endangered animals for 
a passerine (songbird) and waterfowl breeding and seasonal holding facility. The 
MZG has a nationally renowned passerine breeding program which is also a source 
of revenue for the zoo. This facility would enable the MZG to continue its breeding 
program and in addition would allow us to house waterfowl (Trumpeter Swans in 
particular) during winter months. 

The original greenhouse constructed over 18 years ago no longer meets the needs 
of our Horticulture Program. A new facility that will enable staff to meet the 
demands of maintaining a tropical environment in our Tropics Building, the virgin 
hardwood forests contained within our 500 plus acres and a pleasant recreational 
setting is much needed. 

The original hospital constructed over 18 years ago no longer meets the needs of 
our Animal Health staff to maintain the animal health, animal husbandry, animal 
records and research necessary for a healthy animal collection. 

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

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

• Create a magical experience 
• Thrive as a special place for children 
• Know our customers 
• Manage visitor moments of truth 
• Link revenue to results 

• Build a premier service organization 
• Invest to keep the existing zoo great 

The capital budget plan for the MZG 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 preventive maintenance and is being stretched to the limits by ever 
growing public demand. 

Improvements to the infrastructure are critical to the continued development of a 
comfortable and safe environment for visitors and staff. The roadways, pathways 
and parking facilities are over 20 years old and with increased public demand it is 
time to make major improvements and build for the future. 

The water management plan is not only necessary to protect the investment the 
state has made in the infrastructure but also improves the overall appearance of the 
zoo and promotes our commitment to conservation of the natural environment. 

The Passerine (songbird) and Waterfowl Breeding and Seasonal Holding Facility will 
greatly improve our animal management program, provide stock for avian exhibits 
and ultimately result in additional revenues due to the propagation program. It will 
also contribute to our water management program by allowing the Main Lake to 
freeze over, which has been aerated in the past to accommodate the waterfowl 
collection. 

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

The MZG routinely receives guest comments regarding the state of the current 
facility as well as desires for future exhibits. Formal visitor surveys are conducted 
quarterly. This information weighs heavily in the process for determining priorities 
for capital improvements. 

The management staff of the MZG in consultation with board members determine 
priorities based on guest input, cost benefit analysis, affordability and how individual 
projects support the mission of the zoo. Whenever feasible, consultants or 
engineers are engaged to .assist in feasibility, planning and pre-design. 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING. THE LAST SIX YEARS 
(1992-1997): 

• The new Bird Amphitheater opened in 1992 at a cost of $2.6 million and funded by 
$350 thousand from the General Fund, $1.8 million from private gifts and $450 
thousand from the MZG special revenue fund. 
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Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138 thousand) 

• $1.82 million was received in 1992 for roof replacement. That work was completed 
in F.Y.1994. The MZG is paying 1/3 of the debt service and state General Fund 
the remaining 2/3. 

• $20.5 million in bonding was approved for the United HealthCare Marine Education 
Center during the F.Y.1994 legislative session. This facility houses the bottlenose 
dolphins, a large shark exhibit, tide pool, estuary, clubhouse exhibit and public 
space available for after hour rentals. The facility opened in June, 1997. The 
MZG is repaying 60% Of the debt service and state General Fund the remaining 
40%. 

• $1 million was received in 1994 for infrastructure and maintenance. $392 
thousand has been spent on improving animal management areas and $608 
thousand to addressing water management issues. 

• The MZG received CAPRA funds which total $531 thousand through F. Y.1997. 
These funds were used for code compliance and health/safety issues. 

Strategic Planning Summary 
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Roadways and Pathways 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Apple Valley, MN 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 1 of 2 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $3,200 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

In 1974 construction began on the Minnesota Zoo located on 500 acres of property 
in the suburb of Apple Valley. The zoo is essentially a small city with inherent 
operating, maintenance and capital investment needs that need to be met to 
continue the successful venture initiated in the mid-70s. Without an infusion of 
dollars to improve the infrastructure, serious deficiencies in the life safety and 
program expansion aspects of the zoo will occur. The project that is being proposed 
within this budget request will focus on the roadways, parking lots, pathways and 
public plaza areas that will handle over five million people over the next 5-year 
period. 

The Minnesota Zoo currently has approximately 1,645,000 square feet of asphalt 
surfacing located in a variety of areas (38 acres of land). Documentation and maps 
are available of the zoo property which describes the pavement area locations. The 
following table describes the categories and quantities of the focused infrastructure. 

Roadways 
Parking Lots 
Pathways 
Public plaza areas 

375,000 square feet 
1, 100,000 square feet 
70,000 square feet 
100,000 square feet 

Average 20-foot width 
2, 700 parking stalls 
Average 10-foot width 

The Minnesota Zoo proposes new construction of approximately 100,000 square 
feet in the final phase of the project for new pathways, roadways and parking lots. 

Because of limited funds for preventative maintenance and the intense use of these 
pavement areas for the past two decades, severe winter (1997) deterioration, all of 
the asphalt needs corrective action taken in some form or another. 

When the zoo was build most of the roadways and pathways were constructed for 
light duty only. The roadway width and cross section are not able to handle the 
additional traffic volume and loads due to the continued growth and operational 
needs we have experienced over the years. We anticipate this situation worsening 
as public demand on the infrastructure continues to grow. 

As a part of this project, 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 necessary and instrumental in protecting the asphalt edge from 
unnecessary deterioration, extending the lifespan of roadways for many years and 

channeling storm water runoff. With the exception of new construction, concrete 
curbing has not been used on the zoo property in the past. Studies that have been 
completed by several cities throughout Minnesota indicate that concrete curbing will 
extend the pavement life well beyond the investment cost of the curb improvement. 
Additionally, maintenance costs are significantly reduced and esthetics are 
improved. 

A key aspect of this proposal is to address the increasing demand for adequate 
public parking on the zoo site. With the planned increase in attendance due to 
expansion of our exhibits, the need to provide parking will become acute. The 
Minnesota Zoo has statistics on file documenting the existing and required number 
of parking stalls based upon attendance at the zoo, current and projected through 
the year 2016. Documentation shows the attendance by month, week and peak day 
so that the observer can view the vehicles entering the zoo and correlate these 
numbers with the required parking stalls needed to service these visitors. 

Graphic documentation is available that displays attendance fit the zoo based upon 
the above ·information. It also demonstrates the projected program expansion data 
in the next couple of years including parking capacity that will be needed to handle 
the attendance increases expected from the United HealthCare Marine Education 
Center and Imation IMAX Theater in 1997 and the Childrens Farm scheduled to 
open in 1999. 

An additional aspect of this project relates directly to life safety. In addition to 
asphalt and curbing, lighting is needed in the main entries, public walkways and 
plaza areas where the public will congregate. The zoo was originally built without 
any outdoor lighting. Only recently have we been able to add lights to a few key 
areas to meet our minimum needs. In order to meet the required Uniform Building 
Code (UBC) standards, lighting in all parking lots, entries, outdoor walkways and 
plaza areas is necessary. A key provision of the lighting proposal is to increase the 
safety and security of the visitors, staff and the overall premises. With the increase 
in the amount of night time activities and the huge investment in zoo facilities, 
lighting of the property for life safety is becoming a critical need. 

The $3.2 million requested in this biennium will provide for the design and 
construction necessary for improvements to roadways, parking lots, pathways, 
public areas and lighting discussed within this narrative. Listed below is an 
estimated cost breakdown for this part of the project (in $000): 

Design 
Construction Management 
Roads, Pathways and Lots 
Concrete Curbing 
Outdoor Lighting 

$ 192 
60 

1,932 
175 
350 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

Construction Contingency 
Inflation Multiplier 

Total 

205 
286 

$3,200 

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

The increasing attendance at the Minnesota Zoo is a trend that we have every 
reason to believe will continue for the next decade. We have plans for increasing 
educational opportunities, entrepreneurial efforts and new exhibits. 

In addition, our sales department is projecting an ever increasing demand for after 
hours events. All of these efforts will result in an increase in the number of visitors 
to the zoo. This number of visitors will increase both vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
in our facility. · This issue of improvements and addition's to the roadways, parking 
lots, pathways, public areas and lighting is an integral part of our infrastructure and 
must be addressed immediately to keep pace with this increased demand. 

The benefits of this project are many. We will be able to preserve and upgrade our 
infrastructure, meet increased public demand on the facility, comply with current 
building code standards and provide a safe and secure environment for visitors and 
staff alike. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS: 

This project has not previously been funded. All repairs have been funded through 
the zoo's repair and betterment account. In 1995 and 1996, funds to improve the 
pavements in the zoo totaled less that $100 thousand. If these improvements are 
completed in 1998 and 1999 the maintenance and operating expenses will be able 
to continue near this level of expenditures. Without this appropriation, it is expected 
that significant increase in the maintenance funding of "stopgap" improvements will 
become necessary. Because of all the other zoo demands over the past several 
years, the infrastructure improvements have been given a lower budget priority. Life 
safety, program expansion and maintenance conditions have raised these items into 
a position with a high degree of priority. 

This project has been deferred in the past due to lack of funding. Alternative funding 
for infrastructure repair and upgrading is not available. If we are unable to correct 
this situation, our roadways, parking lots and walkways will become inordinately 
expensive to maintain in the short term. In the long term, it will cost more each year 
the project is delayed because of continued deterioration. A predesign document, 
paid for from operations funds, has been produced. Savings on annual 
maintenance could be used for other projects. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

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

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

Connie Braziel, Operations Director 
Phone: 612/431-9303 
Fax: 612/431-9301 
E-Mail: Connie. Braziel@state.mn.us 
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TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 

Land, Land and Easements, Options 

Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 

Schematic 

Design Development 

Contract Documents 

Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Management 

State Staff Project Management 

Construction Management 

SUBTOTAL 

5. Construction Costs 

Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 

Construction 
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 

Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 

SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

7. Occupancy 

Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 

Telecommunications (voice & data) 

Security Equipment 

Commissioning 
SUBTOTAL 

8 .. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 

Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

27 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 192 649 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 192 649 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 60 210 0 

0 60 210 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 2,457 7,544 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 205 662 0 

0 2,662 8,206 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

. ..... 06/1999 06/2001 .· .. , ... ,,.'. . . ,· 

-:•y, · ...•. • .. < ' 9.80% 19.80% 0.00% 

I. : , i ,.:;. •< ; 286 1,795 0 

0 0 0 0 

$27 $3,200 $10,860 $0 

Project Cost 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years (Month/Year) (Month/Year) 

$0 

0 

0 

27 

' .. , <.· .. ·····.,········· .... '- I•>,- ·. ·. · .. ·.. ·: .... ,. 
0 

841 07/1998 10/1998 

0 

0 

841 ' .• ; ·> .:> ... .,.·, 
' ...... ·; ·, . 

0711998 06/2001 

0 
270 

270 

10/1998 06/2001 

0 

0 

0 

10,001 

0 

867 

10,868 

0 

···.·' 
.. ·. ' 

·.··. ·. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
; 

·.·• 
.. .· :. 

' 
:. ·., .. ;> ':: .. · ' •' 

·. .. ·. . ; . . 

·., ........ ·., .• . · .. .'·>' .• :·•· ..... ;. ,,:· .... .. · ... 
·'•'· : ,. .. , .. ·::• -::·. ·ccc 

.. ,. ' .·.··· ' ' 

. : .. 1 ... '· . ' . ,. 
1 .••• > ............. ···· ... 

' ·•.' ... 

'·' 
·. 

2,081 ' ( <, . ;' : ' . .:'•. •.·' .. 
·.·.' ; 

,. ; 

0 

$14,087 ·< : .'··, '·. ,· 

';: '· :' · .. 
· .. :; ·; ' .· 
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CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES 
State Funds : 
G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 

State Funds Subtotal 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 
Federal Funds 
Local Government Funds 
Private Funds 
Other 

TOTAL 

IMPACT ON STATE 
OPERATING COSTS 

Compensation -- Program and Building 
Operation 
Other Program Related Expenses 
Building Operating Expenses 
State-Owned Lease Expenses 
Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 

Expenditure Subtotal 
Revenue Offsets 

TOTAL 
Change from Current FY 1998-99 

ChanQe in F.T.E. Personnel 

Prior Years 

0 
0 

27 
0 
0 
0 
0 

27 

Current 
FY 1998-99 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

·. :<.;:>.>', ..• . /:. 
,. '.':,,:·:,: ,;:::·· .f': 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

3,200 10,860 0 14,060 
3,200 10,860 0 14,060 

0 0 0 27 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

3,200 10,860 0 14,087 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projects) Amount Total 
General Fund 3,200 100.0% 
User Financino 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

will a I to their ro·ects after ado tion of the bondin bill. 
Yes MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 

Remodelin Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 {1b): Project Exempt From This 

Review Le islature 
No MS 168.335 {2): Other Projects {Legislative 

Notification 
No MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 

Administration De t 
No MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conser\Jation 

Re uirements A enc 
No MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of T echnolo 
No MS 16A.695: Use Agreement Required 

Finance De t 
No MS 16A.695: Program Funding Review 

Re uired A enc 
No Matching Funds Required (as per agency 

re uest 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Analysis 

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

Department of Administration Analysis: 

Predesign of a formal nature is not required of projects of this nature. An internal 
form of predesign was performed as a means to adequately determine the extent of 
costs for roadway and pathway systems. 

Department of Finance Analysis: 

In January 1996, an engineering consulting firm completed a field evaluation and 
engineering analysis of all the parking lots, perimeter and service roads, and 
pedestrian pathways at the Zoo in order to determine the needs and costs of the 
infrastructure improvements. This project addresses the deficiencies identified in 
the report and schedules the funding for the projects over 2 biennia. This request 
includes reconstruction and reconfiguration of parking lots, reconstruction of 
perimeter and service roadways, bridge replacement, expansion, widening and 
resurfacing of pathways, and improved outdoor lighting for safety. 

This project received a comparatively high score because it met several of the 
scoring criteria including safety concerns, customer service, and asset preservation. 
It is also the agency's number one capital budget priority. 

Governor's Recommendation: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $3.2 million for this 
project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $10.86 million in 2000. 

STATEWIDE STRATEGIC SCORE 
Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety EmerQencv - Existing Hazards 01700 
Critical Legal Liability - Existino Liability 01700 
Prior Bindinq Commitment 0/700 
Strateqic Linkage - Agency Six Year Plan 0/40/80/120 
Safety/Code Concerns 0/35/70/105 
Customer Service/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 
Aoency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 
User and Non-State FinancinQ 0-100 
State Asset Management 0120140160 
State Operatinq Savinqs or Operatinq Efficiencies 0120140/60 
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 0/25/50 

TOTAL 700 Maximum 
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Education Building 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
All Years and All Funding Sources 

1. Property Acquisition 
Land, Land and Easements, Options 
Buildings and Land 

SUBTOTAL 

2. Predesign SUBTOTAL 

3. Design Fees 
Schematic 
Design Development 
Contract Documents 

Construction Administration 

SUBTOTAL 

4. Project Manag~m.~flt:-·:-
State Staff-Project Manager:nent 
Construction Management 

~,-

....... " -- ,.~.-- . .._ ...... ---- ( SUBTOTAL -·. 
s. Consfr1J'ction Costs 

Site & Building Preparation 

Demolition/Decommissioning 
Construction 
Infrastructure/Roads/Utilities 

Hazardous Material Abatement 

Construction Contingency 
SUBTOTAL 

6. Art SUBTOTAL 

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

Security Equipment 
Commissioning 

SUBTOTAL 

8. Inflation 
Midpoint of Construction 
Inflation Multiplier 

Inflation Cost SUBTOTAL 

9. Other SUBTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 
All Prior Years FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

12 0 0 0 

0 25 0 0 
0 55 0 0 
0 120 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 200 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

•(, ·,•·_ i .... _/:.-::_-·,·;·. 

.:•::,!:•:''.: ___ ····•,:_ .. -.:::",::··, 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
·:";: 

.-:•::· <' ' < '' 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

$12 $200 $0 $0 

Project Cost 

... · ,, •, 

Project Costs Project Start Project Finish 
All Years . (MonthN ear) (Month/Year) 

$0 

0 

0 

12 
·,· '' /), ,. :. ,, ·:·-· •:-.. ,·', 

.:::, • .. · "' 
•' ·:•:_: 

25 07/1998 08/1998 
55 07/1998 10/1998 

120 10/1998 11/1998 
i jj·. 0 

·200 --- .... :':._ ,.· .. ': ·: '' "· :;-._,:' ·- :•- ' ,;-

0 '. 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
. ,' 

,: ' 
' 

/:: ,' ·. 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 <'> ·' :-.··· ' ' :-- .. -.· . :-:--· 

: : ' •'···" ·" :- _.·,' : ,:'' 

·-,::"" ',. ' ... •·: 
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" ' 
;·-·· > :,/': : 

' 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

Project Narrative 

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

PROJECT LOCATION: Apple Valley, MN 

AGENCY PROJECT PRIORITY: 2 of 2 

1998 STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST: $200 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) is recognized as a leader in education. In 
order to meet the increasing demand for education programming we are requesting 
funding for design money for a new educational facility to better serve the young 
people and adults on site from the metro area and greater Minnesota. 

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

I 

· The MZG is a unique statewide resource with the mission to strengthen the bond 
between people and the living earth. The MZG is an interdisciplinary living 
museum, combining the traditional scientific collection of biological species with 
innovative entrepreneurial and educational opportunities. As an education resource, 
the MZG is dedicated to making educational programming available to young people 
and adults, both on the zoo site and beyond our doors. 

Every K-12 educational facility in the state has specialized space to facilitate the 
. education of visiting students who come for intensive course offerings. Although the 
zoo as a ,"Yhole is a great place for school visits, the ability to truly go beyond an 
observational experience to one whe~e thE?,: state graduation requirements can be 
fulfilled in an informal setting is··directT{refated to the amount of classroom space 
available. This new learning center wquld provide the facility that would not only 

.... -. \ : l) , ~., 'l 1 • • 

enhance the current presentations, but also open some new avenues m teaching 
our zoo curricula. Traditionally, we are only able to reach about 15% of the annual 
school population. Currently the zoo uses all available space for education 
programming. The SES High School, which is only available to us in the summer, is 
approximately a 1/4 mile walk from the nearest entrance to the zoo, totally 
inadequate for preschool through 3rd grade groups; impractical for all groups during 
inclement weather. 

The MZG was an education destination for over 115,000 participants during 1997. 
63% of the school children were K-3; 26% of the students visiting the zoo came from 
outside the metropolitan counties. 293 teachers participated in works~ops designed 
to meet the science needs of students. 1,800 children. participated in the 1996-97 
summer zoo camp. 

_,,) .1' ',. 

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGETS (FACILITIES NOTE): 

It is the intent of the MZG to raise the funds for construction of this education 
building through private means if design dollars are secured through the state. The 
educational programs are a revenue source for the zoo. It is anticipated with the 
availability of this building for programming, enough dollars will be generated to 
cover all operating costs. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: 

Pre-design document is complete and is available for review. Graphs are being 
prepared to show program participation. 

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

Connie Braziel, Operations Director 
Phone: 612/431-9303 
Fax: 612//431-9301 
E-Mail: Connie.Braziel@state.mn.us 
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CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES 
State Funds : 

G.O Bonds/State Bldgs 

State Funds Subtotal 
Agency Operating Budget Funds 

Federal Funds 

Local Government Funds 

Private Funds 

Other 

TOTAL 

IMPACT ON STATE 
OPERATING COSTS 

Compensation -- Program and Building 
Operation 

Other Program Related Expenses 

Building Operating Expenses 

State-Owned Lease Expenses 

Nonstate-Owned Lease Expenses 

Expenditure Subtotal 

Revenue Qffsets 

TOTAL 
Chi;inge from Current FY 1998-99 

~---Ct-u\~riQ~·in F.J.E. Personnel 
q ·~ '--~ 

Prior Years 

0 
0 

12 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12 

Current 
FY 1998-99 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

···················i•·····················;····,······ .. I<<• ;< .. ·.··.· ... · .. ···· y 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Fiscal Years 1998-2003 

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

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 TOTAL 

200 0 0 200 
200 0 0 200 

0 0 0 12 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

200 0 0 212 

Projected Costs (Without Inflation) 

FY 1998-99 FY 2000-01 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 
0 0 140 0 

0 0 20 0 
0 0 55 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 215 0 
0 0 <215> 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 

Project Detail 

SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR 
DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS Percent of 

(For bond-financed projf Amount Total 
General Fund 200 100.0% 
User Financinq 0 0.0% 

STATUTORY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
Project applicants should be aware that the following requirements 

Willa 
Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

MS 168.335 (1 a): Construction/Major 
Remodelin Review Le islature 
MS 168.335 (1b): Project Exempt From This 
Review Le islature 
MS 168.335 (2): Other Projects (Legislative 
Notification 
MS 168.335 (3): Predesign Requirement 
Administration De t 

MS 168.335 (4): Energy Conservation 
Re uirements A enc 
MS 168.335 (5): Information Technology Revie 

Office of Technolo 
MS 16A.695: Use Agre~ment Required_ 
Fida'r'lc~ De t _ . -. · ., 

'_ MS'f16A~695:·:·PJ_(Jgram Funding Review 
, Re ilfred k ·gric 

Matching Funds Required (as per agency 
re uest 

. q11_!. 
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Department of AdministratlOn ~ysi$~ 

A pmdesign document is Ile pr~ of being developed. A~t mfor:mation 
is being sought consequenUy .~·.~or ~ation hasb~en tssued at this 
time. It is assumed that tn~·~wm.refteci~ capital request. 

Gov11nnw~ 8etot1'mieAda1:tot1f!. 

The Governor recommentl$~hat the Minnesota Zoo solicit funding for design of the 
educatioft~,from prh1ate sources. 

I 
3: :$. L 

0 

1J 

Customer Service/Statewide Si nificance 

0 
0 

....i, 

--2 

....i, 

Pro)ed Analysis 

es 

01700 0 
0/40/80/120 80 
0/35/70/105 0 
0/35/70/105 70 
0/25/50/75/100 75 
0-100 0 
0/20/40/60. ' 0 
0/20/40!6o 0 
JJ/25150 
700 Maximum 225 
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