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April 12, 1989

The Honorable Phyllis L. Kahn
State Representative

Room 369, State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

- Dear Representative Kahn:

The purpose of this report is to respond to the list of ques-
tions "STATE DEPARTMENTS DIVISION HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS - -DNR
BUDGET HEARINGS - MARCH 13-16, 1989 - POSSIBLE QUESTIONS" and
additional gquestions that arose during the hearings.

Responses have been ordered by program within the two sections
mentioned above. Some responses require attachments that have
been labeled with the same number as the questions. For
example, question 1 under CATEGORY 11 1is labeled ATTACH-
MENT 11.1. Questions raised during the budget hearings begin
with CATEGORY 13. Also, a table of contents has been provided
following this letter to facilitate your review of the material.

Hopefully, each response provides the information you want.
However, if you have additional questions or require clarifi-
cation, please do not hesitate to contact me or one of my staff.

NNEsOTA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES \/

DNR INFORMATION
(612) 296-6157

Yours trply,

Steven G. Thorne
Deputy Commissioner

cc: Senator Carl Kroening
Dave Jensen
Ron Nickerson
Peter Wattson
Doug Watnemo
Assistant Commissioners
Regional Administrators
Division Directors
Bureau Administrators
Business Managers
Al Yozamp
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STATE DEPARTMENTS DIVISION HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS - DNR BUDGET
HEARINGS - MARCH 13-16, 1989 - POSSIBLE QUESTIONS

CATEGORY 1 - GENERAL

1. Please list by program the items and amounts included in base
adjustments for the 1990-91 biennium.

Attachment 1.1 lists the base adjustments for a number of
categories across the top of the page and by program and
appropriation down the left side of the page. Base
adjustments for DNR have to be reconciled within the
biennial budget system and approved by the Department of
Finance.

2. What is the status of the Department's efforts to implement
fleet management? What has been the response to this
initiative from the Department's field staff? How have the
actual revenues received from equipment rental compared with
anticipated revenues? Has the Department been able to adhere
to its original plans for equipment acquisition under this
program?

With the help of the Legislature, the DNR initiated the
fleet management program in July, 1987, which is designed
to resolve many of the long-standing equipment management
problems. The Department's equipment management suffered
from a multiplicity of problems including antiquated
equipment due to inadequate funding for replacement for
many years; rapidly spiraling maintenance costs due,
again, to antiquated equipment; and an inefficiently
managed fleet of equipment because there was no incentive
to share equipment internally or to maximize use of the
equipment.

The DNR believes that it has an early success in the fleet
management program. Increased funding, coupled with a new
management program, has resulted in a vast improvement in
the efficiency of equipment use due to increased sharing
of equipment and more pooling of equipment, improved
management stability by halting the spiraling of mainte-
nance costs and by creating a philosophy that equipment
is an essential part of conducting operations but is an
inherent "cost of doing business," improved quality of
equipment by establishing a standard replacement cycle for
all equipment and investing money to replace old equip-
ment, and an overall reduction of equipment required to
accomplish our mission.

Based upon a series of focus groups held two years ago
with various field employees of the Department, the number




one issue they had was the lack of adequate usable
equipment to do their job. As is the case with any new
program, employees had a certain amount of skepticism when
the pregram was initially begun. However, they quickly
realized that the program helped them do their job. The
employee response to the fleet program has been extremely
positive.

The financial management of the program has functioned as
anticipated. The appropriations to the various operating
programs in the Department were designed to equate to the
anticipated costs for the fleet program. Accordingly, the
rate structure for fleet equipment use was structured to
that same base. During the first year of operation, some
of the costs were less than anticipated so that we were
able to hold back on rates slightly for F.Y. 1989.

During this biennium, implementation of the fleet manage-
ment program has allowed us to replace about 500 pieces
of equipment out of a total fleet in excess of 2,000.
While the replacements represent one-fourth of the total
fleet, it is about 20% of the replacement value of the
total fleet. The average replacement cycle for the entire
fleet is 9 1/4 years (the replacement varies from 6 years
to 20 vyears, depending upon the type of equipment).
Accordingly, based upon the number of pieces of equipment,
we are slightly ahead of the normal cycle; however, based
upon value, we are slightly behind. However, we are right
on target of where we expected to be.

The CHANGE level request for fleet management (p. 268) is
significantly larger during the second year of the biennium
than during the first year. What 1s the reason for this
apparent disparity in funding? If this CHANGE level request
is approved, will the Department need additional CHANGE levels
in future biennia to establish an adequate fleet? Has the
current effort proven to be cost effective? What would be the
impact of not funding this CHANGE 1level request 1in its
entirety?

The reason for the larger CHANGE request for the second
year of the biennium is to prevent the concern of the
Legislature this first biennium of the fleet program--that
of creating commitment for future Legislatures. Attach-
ment 1.3 is the handout material provided at the budget
hearing. The financial analysis on page 2 contains an
item "F.Y. 1991 REPL - Cash Purchase'" of $925,000 which
is designed to reduce the amount of lease/purchase
equipment in F.Y. 1991. The result of paying cash for
this amount is that no future commitment is required of
the Legislature in the 1991-93 biennium. Additionally,
you will note that this results in not having to come back
for any future CHANGE requests for the fleet program.
Originally, it was contemplated that CHANGE requests would
have to be funded for three bienniums.



We believe that this program is an early success; that it
is working; and that it deserves to be adequately funded
this time so that we do not have to return in future
bienniums. Already we have started to see a reversal in
the escalatlng repalr and maintenance costs that we had
been experiencing in recent bienniums preceding implemen-
tation of the fleet program.

Failure to fund this CHANGE request would mean that the
Department could not purchase any new equipment over the
next two years and the fleet account would still be short
approximately $2.2 million over the next biennium to pay
off existing commitments.

We urge your support to continue this successful program.

4. What are the priority sites being considered for use of the
funds requested 1in the Safe Harbors CHANGE level request
(p. 270)? What is the relationship between this request and
the MFRC recommended request for study of safe harbors on the
North Shore ($100, 000)? Would it be logical to postpone the
CHANGE level request in the Governor's budget until the MFRC
study is completed7

The first priority is the Brighton Beach site in Kitchi
Gammi Park in the .city of Duluth near the Lester River.
The Minnesota Future Resources Commission (MFRC) provided
initial funding for the project in 1987. The DNR and the
City are designing the public access and safe harbor now
with the intent to construct the project during the 1991
construction season.

This proposed access and harbor of refuge will be the
first in a series of harbors on the North Shore. The
harbor at Brighton Beach is needed because 1) there is no
protection for boaters from sudden storms between the
Duluth entry canal and the Knife River (18 miles), and 2)
the Duluth entry is very difficult for small boats to
navigate. The DNR intends to grant the $100,000 to the
North Shore Management Board, which is comprised of local
governments, excluding Duluth, and only deals with North
Shore issues outside the city of Duluth. Therefore, the
study area excludes that part of Lake Superior where the
Brighton Beach project is located. The need for a harbor
of refuge in the Brighton Beach area is well documented.

It would not be logical to postpone the CHANGE level
request since it will be used to help fund a project which
was authorized by the MFRC and the design will soon be
completed. The North Shore Management Board study will
deal with the rest of the shore northeast of the existing
harbor at Knife River.

5. Briefly describe the uses for the requested funds in the
Information System Planning and Development CHANGE level




request? What functions would the positions requested perform
and where would they be located? What is the impact on the
work plan for this request of the Governor's recommendation
to fund it:at a level less than the Department requested?
What would be the impact on the Department if this request was
not funded?

Attachment 1.5, which was distributed to members at the
budget hearing, describes in considerable detail the
information management CHANGE request.

DNR automation efforts have been very successful 1in
providing timely and effective information management for
decision-making. Without our successful automation
efforts, a substantial increase in staffing would have
been required over the past few years to meet ever-
expanding and new natural resources programs. However,
our success 1is also resulting in overrunning our staff
capability and machinery (hardware and software) capa-
bility in servicing the needs of the Department.

Our fundamental objectives of this coming biennium are to
1) improve our information management planning to insure
continued success, 2) complete our regional/central office
network, 3) provide the staff support for our information
management operations, and 4) improve our capabilities in
the extremely important area of geographic information
systems.

There are 11 positions requested in this CHANGE, all of
them important in the effective operations of our
information management systems. For the first time, we
are requesting an information systems planning position
to coordinate our overall information management planning
for the Department as well as to work with each of the
units in DNR in their own information management planning

efforts. This 1is consistent with the ever-increasing
focus on systems planning being made by the Information
Policy Office and the Legislature. Three requested

positions are directly tied to our day-to-day operations:
an operations manager, a data base manager, and a
communications manager. These three positions are vital
to the efficient use of the systems. The data base
manager position will allow us to make better use of our
system capacity and also provide mechanisms to improve
service and generate additional income. For example, in
-our licensing and registrations area, we now have separate
data banks for each of the areas (i1.e., watercraft,
snowmobile, all-terrain vehicle, etc.); and we agreed to
integrate these into a common data base to improve service
and market some of our services with the customers. The
communications manager is vital to an agency that is
geographically dispersed like DNR and will become even
more important with the advent of the Statewide Telecom-
munications Access and Routing System (STARS). The other



seven positions are all associated with our Geographic
Information System (GIS) operations and development.
Three of them would be located in operating units. of the
Department working directly with natural resource managers
in GIS. oOne of the GIS positions is propocsed as a GIS
manager to guide the effective integration and standardi-
zation of our GIS systems, both internally in DNR and
externally with other natural resources data users. The
topical data base specialist will work specifically with
data base development for GIS. The remaining two GIS
specialist positions will be working with the various DNR
units on application development and operations.

All of these efforts are tied together with two extremely
important and effective groups in the DNR: a department-
wide information management technical group and a
department-wide management group. The groups insure that
information management standards are set, that the
necessary integration of data and systems occurs, and that
application and system coordination is a routine.

You will note that the Governor's recommendation is 1in
the amount of $1.1 million versus the DNR request of $1.8
million. This difference occurred as a result of a
misunderstanding when the Information Policy Office (IPO)
did 1its evaluation of our request and formulated its
recommendations. We were advised that it was the IPO
intent that DNR implement the entire program as we
proposed it, but they felt we could implement it with the
lesser amount by purchasing the equipment through
lease/purchase and phasing in the new ©positions.
Unfortunately, the Department's proposal already embodied
those funding features. Therefore, funding at the level
recommended by the IPO has a very significant impact on
the proposal. Funding at the $1.1 million level would
require us to 1) not provide system access to a signifi-
cant number of employees that need the data for daily work
(virtually all of our current hardware is over capacity
and cannot accommodate any more users); 2) not have
staffing to service the present operations effectively or
allow us to improve efficiencies (i.e., improved data base
management); and 3) substantially curtail our uses of GIS
applications.

To receive no additional funding at all would be a tragic
waste of invested dollars to date. The major value of the
regional/central office network will not be realized until
all regions are on the network. Without additional
funding, this network will not be fully operational and
parts of the present network will be approaching obsoles-
cence.

6. Briefly explain what the $6.0 million requested for RIM
funding (pp. 274-75) would be used for. What functions would
the positions requested perform and where would they be




located? What is the relationship between this CHANGE level
request and the Lake and Stream/Wallop-Breaux expansion
request on p. 365 of the Governor's budget? What is the
rationale for requesting this CHANGE level from the General
Fund as opposed to bonding dollars? What is the relationship
between this request and the Governor's recommendation for an
additional $9.0 million in bonding for RIM? Would the entire
CHANGE level request be required if the Governor's capital
request was not funded? What would be the impact of not
funding this CHANGE level request?

The preponderance of the General Fund portion of Reinvest
in Minnesota (RIM) is to fund the 42 requested positions
in RIM. Also requested are general funds to carry out
activities that cannot be funded with bonding dollars.
Included among these activities are expanded enforcement,
private land habitat development, continuing the county
biological surveys, and continuing statewide efforts to
improve forest habitat for wildlife.

The majority of the positions will be involved in
population survey, habitat development, lake rehabili-
tation, land acquisition, game 1lake designation, and
environmental review. The 42 positions will be dispersed
throughout the state. Eighty-five percent of the
positions will be at field stations and the balance,
primarily statewide coordinators, will be in St. Paul.

See the 1individual position . summaries for complete
descriptions, activities, and locations (Attachment 1.6a).

The relationship between the RIM request and the Lake and
Stream/Wallop-Breaux expansion is described in Attach-
ment 1.6b.

The positions requested in the Lake and Stream/Wallop-
Breaux expansion could not be funded with bonding dollars
and, therefore, were requested from the Game and Fish
Fund.

The $6.0 million General Fund request for RIM is closely
linked to the $9.0 million RIM bonding request recommended
by the Governor. The positions funded by the General Fund
request would assist in the implementation of the projects
funded by the RIM bonding appropriation.

If the Governor's capital request is not funded, it would
essentially terminate all new initiatives of the RIM
program 1in both DNR and the Board of Water and Soil
Resources and substantially reduce the need for many of
the DNR RIM positions requested from the General Fund.
It would not eliminate the need for at least 13 new
positions included in the CHANGE level request, such as
the biological survey field ecologists, the forest
wildlife coordinators, and the environmental review
positions. ‘



By not funding the CHANGE level request for 42 positions,
many aspects of the Division's activities, including RIM
projects, would not be implemented because of insufficient
staff.

7. Was the possibility of funding a portion of the RIM request
from sources other than the General Fund (i.e., Game and Fish
Fund) explored?

The possibility of funding a portion of the RIM request
from sources other than the General Fund has been
explored; however, the projection of a deficit in the Game
and Fish Fund in 1992 precludes the use of that potential
source of funding for the non-bonding portion of RIM.

8. What is the current status of the Department's efforts to
consolidate field offices?

The DNR has made a significant effort to consolidate many
of its geographically dispersed offices throughout the
state. These consolidations have allowed the merger of
many Fish, wildlife, Forestry, Parks, Waters, and Trails
and Waterways offices for improved management and public
service (i.e., improved coordination of natural resource
management functions, reduced number of buildings and
facilities to manage, one-stop service for citizens,
improved sharing of clerical services and other support
services in smaller offices, etc.).

Based on a foundation of several DNR studies conducted
during the past 15 years, we have aggressively pursued
reducing the number of offices scattered around the state.
We have been successful in consolidating offices at nearly
30 communities in the state (see Attachment 1.8a), result-
ing in the disposal of over 100 old, high-maintenance
buildings.

A number of other office consolidation opportunities have
been identified, but capital funding will be required to
capitalize on those opportunities. Additionally, some of
the prior office consolidations that were important to
move forward with resulted in some severe overcrowding of
offices, which is affecting employee morale and effec-
tiveness. Accordingly, the cornerstone of the DNR Six-
Year Capital Improvements Plan and our 1989 Capital Budget
Request will be the funding for facilities to allow
continued office consolidations and to provide for
expansion of some overcrowded facilities where consolida-
tions have already been accomplished. An investment of
about $10 million would allow us to seize opportunities
for office consolidations (new facilities and remodeling
existing facilities) in 25 communities around the state
(see Attachment 1.8b).

9. What mechanisms are in place within the Department to evaluate




the necessity or usefulness of existing programs so that
services provided can be modified to address changing needs
and priorities without adding additional staff and budget?

The DNR uses a variety of management techniques to
constantly evaluate existing programs, how well we're
doing them, and emerging trends and issues that we need
to anticipate and deal with. One of the more significant
efforts in evaluating our directions 1is our strategic
planning efforts which precede and serve as the foundation
for our budget development. Our most recent strategic
planning effort, which involved virtually every segment
of the Department, began in January, 1988, and resulted
in the publication of Directions, which has been provided
to the Division. Other management techniques that the
Department has routinely used to evaluate how well we're
doing things and new directions include 1) focus groups
to secure employee input on problems, issues, etc.; 2) an
Innovation Board to stimulate new innovations in the
Department by employees; 3) program evaluations by the
Commissioner's Management Team in which field reviews are
done a region at a time and follow-up actions are
established; 4) program evaluations by the management of
the various operating units similar to the Commissioner's
Management Team reviews; 5) a Rewards and Recognition Task
Force to encourage mechanisms to reward and recognize
employees; 6) the conduct of special studies to evaluate
trends and program effectiveness (i.e., Game and Fish Fund
Study, Regional Study, In-Lieu-of-Taxes Study, Complement
Study, etc.); and 7) the conduct of both general and
specifc surveys of citizens to identify trends and
effectiveness of programs.

We are proud of the numerous management initiatives
undertaken by the Department over the past several years
as we strive to do the most effective job we can for the
citizens of Minnesota.

CATEGORY 2 - MINERAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

1. What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Mineral Diversification CHANGE level request on p. 2837?
What is the status of this effort and what are some of the
accomplishments during the 1988-89 biennium from this effort?
Which of these efforts will not continue as a result of the
Governor's recommendation not to fund this CHANGE level? What
new initiatives would be pursued if this CHANGE level was
approved?

Impact of Governor's Decision Not to Recommend: Gener-
ally, the Governor's recommendation represents a 40%
decrease in the effort possible with BASE plus CHANGE
level funding. Many of the diversification projects



impacted are successful and established with origins in
LCMR (now MFRC) funding. Moreover, the accomplishments
and results of diversification projects (discussed below)
testify. to the value of the program. Private sector
mineral exploration and mining companies have also been
supportive of the program's direction. This is due, in
part, to the diversification program's responsiveness to
private-sector objectives and <concerns, within the
framework of conscientious management of state mineral
resources for public benefit.

Successful diversification projects are those that lead
directly to application or activity. This has occurred
in a number of instances recently. For example, mineral
exploration interest and activity have climbed dramati-
cally since the initiation of diversification projects to
increase quality and availability of geologic information.
A second example is the adoption by taconite companies of
process improvements that developed out of diversification
research projects. Finally, the diversification of
Minnesota's mineral economy is beginning to occur with
gains in the ferrous, non-ferrous, and industrial minerals
sectors. Full funding of the CHANGE would help insure
these gains continue and accelerate.

Status and Accomplishments of Diversification, F.Y. 1988-
89: Most F.Y. 1988-89 diversification projects are
complete or nearing completion. A few have yielded
immediately significant results; others, though success-
ful, will require more time for significance to be
manifested.

The diversification project selection process is critical
to the success of this activity. F.Y. 1988-89 projects
were successful because of the cooperative, peer-review
nature of the Minerals Coordinating Committee, which
selected projects for funding with the advice of three
adjunct advisory committees with industry membership.
This same process was used to select projects for
F.Y. 1990-91; and if the CHANGE level request is funded,
these will be undertaken. All project selection and
review occurs within the framework of the ten-year
diversification plan and the two-year biennial funding
plans.

Some examples of significant accomplishments from the
-F.Y. 1988-89 biennium are:

@ the glacial till geochemistry project, which stimulated
158 private exploration company bids, in an area of
previously 1little interest, during the most recent
mineral rights lease sale;

e fluxed pellet research, conducted in 1984, has lead to
over 14 million tons of production in 1988;




severed mineral rights ownership identification, which
has added 200,000 acres to the land base the state can

lease;

the horticultural peat marketing project, which has
resulted in major capital investment and jobs, along
with new interest in value-added products;

geologic mapping and drill core evaluation, which have
stimulated strong interest in Minnesota gold and
platinum exploration and private sector demand for
greater mineral rights accessibility through more
frequent lease sales; and

industrial minerals resource assessments, including
kaolin clay evaluation, stimulating new leasing of
mineral interests in the Redwood Falls, Minnesota,
area; and field trips conducted to identify dimension
stone resources, stimulated by mineral diversification.

Impact of Governor's Recommendation Not to Fund CHANGE
Level on Diversification Projects:

Iron Ore and Taconite projects, particularly the highly
successful fluxed pellet work and new efforts 1in
improving primary fragmentation, will proceed more
slowly, and 1in the case of primary fragmentation
projects, cease. The gains made by our taconite
companies through improved efficiencies and product
quality need continuing support immediately so that our
current competitive position can be retained. The
current value of the United States dollar has helped
make Minnesota taconite competitive for the moment.
Continued improvements in productivity will be needed
to maintain this competitive edge.

Non-ferrous Metallic Minerals projects that would be
hardest hit are:

- non-ferrous reclamation research, which is essential
to the timely and efficient regulation of new
mining;

- accelerated severed mineral identification, which
adds to the state's leasable mineral rights base;
the Minerals Data Base, conceived to make geologic
information centrally available to mineral
explorers;

- regional geochemistry, which attracted much new

leasing interest last sale; and
- geologic drilling and mapping, the basis for the
resurgence of new exploration interest in Minnesota.

Industrial Minerals projects that would be impacted

include:



- the Accelerated Sand and Gravel Inventory, which
will document these important resources in the most
rapidly growing areas of the state; and

~ kaolin clay work, in which there 1s so much recent
interest and promise.

@ Minerals Basic Research projects, which are the under-
pinning of mining technologies and product development.

2. What 1s the Department's reaction to the proposed Minerals
Commission legislation? Is the effort proposed for this
commission duplicative of the planning currently being
accomplished by the Department or other entities such as the
Minerals Coordinating Committee, NRRRI, etc.?

The Department supports the three recommendations of the
Blandin Minerals Forum. We participated in the forum and
found it to be a useful way to increase the advocacy for
minerals issues. The members' opinions differed suffi-
ciently to make the discussions interesting. However, it
was possible to achieve consensus on 1) requesting
creation of a legislative committee or commission on
minerals, 2) support the mineral diversification 10-year
plan, and 3) increasing the state's minerals marketing
capability through creation of a new position in the
Department of Trade and Economic Development.

The issues suggested for investigation by the legislative
commission are important policy-related topics that do not
duplicate the work of other agencies or the University.
Issues like the appropriate structure for minerals
management, tax structure, and creation of financial
incentives all fall clearly within the scope of legisla-
tive activity. We welcome the opportunity to work with
the Legislature on these issues to improve the economic
climate for mineral development in Minnesota.

CATEGORY 3 - WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

1. Which of the CHANGE 1level requests for this program are
directly connected to the Governor's comprehensive waters
initiatives? What are the priority components of this
initiative that are contained within the Governor's budget?
In summary terms, what is the Department's perceived role in
accomplishing the goals of the comprehensive water bill? How
does this compare with the roles of the other agencies
involved?

The majority of the Division's CHANGE level requests are
linked to the comprehensive water bill. The breakdown is
as follows:




@ Water Bill Initiatives

- Regional Assessments

- Statewide Ground Water Management

~ Shoreland Management Grants

- Improved Surface Water Data Capability

- Ground Water Sensitivity - Minnesota Future
Resources Commission (MFRC) - This project directly
affects the water bill because it will eliminate the
need for a regional assessment in southeast
Minnesota.

@ Separate CHANGE Level Initiatives

- In-Stream Flow Conversion
- River Bank and Meander Management (MFRC)

Priority components are identified in Attachment 3.1. All
are included in the Governor's budget, except acceleration
of the county geologic atlas program which was proposed
as a University special request for the Minnesota
Geological Survey. The Governor did not approve this
CHANGE level. '

There is a distinct difference in the DNR's role from the
roles of other agencies involved in the Comprehensive
Water Management Bill. The Department's role is to
develop the data, information and knowledge base on our
ground and surface water resources so 1intelligent
decisions can be made by state and local government.

In large part, the success of implementing the water
quality portions of the bill hinges on the improved
technical knowledge generated by the Department's
activities. Detailed information is available on some
localities, but our statewide information base |is
inadequate for the many decisions that will need to be
made.

The Statewide Ground Water Management CHANGE level request on
p. 295 requests funds to collect data on buried drift aquifers
and to examine ground water/surface water relationships, etc.
How does this request compare to data that is currently being
collected? What functions would the 6 positions requested in
this CHANGE level perform and where would they be housed?
What would be the impact on the comprehensive water bill's
initiatives if this CHANGE level was not funded? What value
would this CHANGE level have if it was funded and the balance
of the comprehensive water bill was not funded?

The proposal to study buried drift aquifers and surface
water/ground water relationships substantially extends

current activities of the Division. Current funding
($30,000) allows us to maintain only one regional aquifer
study operated on a 1long completion schedule. The



proposal would allow four such projects to be operated
concurrently. They are used to respond to problems where
water use has/may exceed supply and permanently damage the
aquifer: and has the potential to severely restrict the
growth and economic health of a community.

The proposal would also substantially expand the existing
observation well program including very expensive drilling
in the Mt. Simon/Hinckley aquifer in the Twin Cities
Artesian Basin. The information is critical to monitoring
actual water level changes, projecting future changes, and
establishing management needs. The positions recommended
will provide the following functions:

e Hydrologist 3 (Supervisor) - located in the central
office. Coordinate, monitor, and direct the ground
water technical unit. Specific focus on making

assistance available to local clientele.

e Hydrogeologist (Hydrologist 3) - located in Rochester
regional office. Serve as a specialist on problems in
the Karst area of the state, interpret information,
coordinate monitoring, and assist local government in
designing and applying water management programs.

e Seismic Specialist (Hydrologist 1) - located with field
crew in the central office. Expand crew capabilities
and allow two projects to operate concurrently.

e Hydrologist (Hydrologist 3) - located in the central
office. Manage the observation well program; priori-
tize drilling locations; supervise drilling; manage
contracts with soil and water conservation districts
for well readings; interpret data; and develop,
interpret, and distribute hydrographs.

® One Programmer and one Programmer/Analyst - located in
the central office. Operate, design, and manage
ground water data bases; assure interface with
mainframe systems housed in the United States Geologi-
cal Survey and Minnesota Geological Survey, as well as
assure access to local users; develop a data system to
house statewide aquifer test results; and provide up-
to-date manipulation and modeling.

The other initiatives in the water bill could proceed with
difficulty without an appropriation for this activity.
They would be hampered by the absence of additional data
and the absence of staff activities carried in this
initiative. It would also eliminate the Department's
ability to respond to local ground water problems with a
detailed aquifer study.

This activity could proceed independent of the other
initiatives in the water bill. It would provide an




emphasis on quantity management without a supporting
mechanism to address quality needs.

What areas of the state would receive funds from the Shoreland
 Management Grants CHANGE level request on p. 297? What is the
rationale for the Governor's decision to divide this grant
program between DNR and the BOWSR? How does this CHANGE level
request compare/contrast to the effort envisioned for the
funds recommended for BOWSR? What 1is gained from this
division as opposed to housing the entire program in either
DNR or BOWSR?

Eighty-five (85) of 87 counties (Hennepin and Ramsey don't
have county zoning) and 150 cities should receive
assistance under the shoreland grants progran. Grant
amounts would vary based on relative workload demands
under the program as developed by the Department in
cooperation with local planning and zoning administrators.

The Governor's recommendation would place one staff
position and all grants in the Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR), while funds for program administration
and two staff would go to DNR. Shoreland grants, as well
as many other water-related grants, are aimed at local
government and are viewed as an element of local water
management. Therefore, 1t was decided that this new
initiative should be allocated as part of the general
water management grant program of the BWSR.

The thrust of the grant, as administered by the BWSR,
should not differ substantially from the initial intent.
It must be noted that the CHANGE level is substantially
reduced from the agency request. We believe it would be
inappropriate to house the entire program in the BWSR
since DNR has nearly 20 years of experience in adminis-
tering the program. The potential advantage of housing
the grants in BWSR would provide one focus for local grant
applications. The major disadvantage would be impairment
of the Department's accountability for the overall program
since the Department has no vote or other formal authority
over BWSR grants.

How does the Improved Surface Water Data CHANGE level request
(pp. 299-300) relate to the Ground Water. Data CHANGE level
request? What would be the impact on the comprehensive water
bill if this CHANGE level were not funded? What would be the
gain from this CHANGE level 1if it were funded and the
remainder of the comprehensive water bill was not? What
functions would the positions requested perform and where
would they be located? What would be the impact of funding
either this CHANGE level request or the Ground Water Data
CHANGE level request, but not both? Of the two CHANGE level
requests, which is a higher priority? Would this request
leverage any federal dollars®?
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Generally, the Surface Water and Ground Water Data
requests are severable but related. To carry out aquifer
studies or site-specific analyses, the data are used to
document the flow of water from source (precipitation)
through bodies of water or aquifers to locations outside
the area of interest. Measurements of low flow in streams
during dry periods are a measure of the rate of ground
water discharge and are, therefore, necessary to ground
water studies and modeling.

The water bill can proceed without funding for the Surface
Water Data request. However, such action does impair the
value of the other elements of the bill, particularly to
the extent that information may not be available to make
sound management and regulatory decisions as we experi-
enced during last summer's drought.

When final funding decisions are made, 1t would be
preferable to adjust all data collection elements to
provide a balance between these components.

e Engineering Specialist - located in the central office.
The position will develop a network of volunteer gauge
readers, supervise the overall program, and develop
products for dissemination. The position will also
coordinate the state system with the existing federal
gauge network.

e Hydrologist - located in the central office. This
position will assist in system design to balance the
types of stations, from state-of-the-art satellite
operations to conventional staff gauges, and their
locations statewide. The position will also undertake
statistical analyses, flood and drought contingency
operations, data management and preparation of
information for general dissemination.

The Ground Water Data request 1is generally a higher
priority, but some balance should be maintained between
these initiatives.

This CHANGE level will leverage federal funds from both
the United States Geological Survey and the River Forecast
Center of the National Weather Service. The exact amount
of match will have to be negotiated once the state
contribution is determined.

What is the impact of the Governor's decision to recommend a
reduced 1level of funding for the In-Stream Flow Analysis
Conversion on p. 300? What services currently being performed
would be affected by this decision? Is the work performed by
this activity a necessary prerequisite to the initiatives in
the comprehensive water bill? What 1is the impact on the
initiatives in this bill of the Governor's recommendation on
this CHANGE level?

_15_




The CHANGE level request for the in-stream flow program
was designed to convert the program from LCMR to stable
funding and to expand the stream-by-stream establishment
of protected flows. This work is labor intensive and must
span more than one year to provide inputs under various
flow conditions. We face a major task in establishing
base flows on multiple rivers used for irrigation as well
as Federal Energy Regulatory Commission relicensing of at
least six hydropower facilities over the next five years.
The current level of activity can be maintained within the
Division of Waters; however, the program is interdisci-
plinary with the Division of Fish and Wildlife which would
have to absorb their workload. No acceleration will take
place and base flows will continue to be based on the
arbitrary 90% exceedance figures for most state rivers.

The in-stream flow program is independent of the compre-
hensive water bill. No other elements of the bill are
dependent on the outputs of the program; however, outputs
from the surface water data initiative are very important
to this effort.

The initiatives in the water bill can proceed under the
Governor's recommendation for the in-stream flow initi-
ative.

How does the Regional Ground Water Assessment CHANGE level
request on p. 304 relate to the Ground Water Data Collection
CHANGE level request on p. 2957 Can this CHANGE level
accomplish its purpose without the CHANGE level on p. 2957
What would be the impact on the comprehensive water bill
initiatives if this CHANGE level request was not funded? What
would be the value of this CHANGE level request if it were
funded and the balance of the comprehensive water bill was not
funded?

The Regional Assessment and Ground Water Data CHANGE
levels focus on different data elements and deliver
different products that are ultimately complementary of
each other as we proceed to completion of a county atlas
or regional aquifer study. The Regional Assessment will
provide a '"snapshot" of the top 100 feet of geology
through interpretation of existing well logs and supple-
mental drilling to fill data gaps. The Ground Water Data
proposal would expand the state system of ground water
observation wells to provide long-term water level data
on our diverse aquifer systems. Wells drilled under the
Regional Assessment will, in many cases, be included in
the observation well program.

The Regional Assessment can proceed without the Ground
Water Data proposal. The objective 1is to identify
sensitivity to ground water contamination from activities
on the land surface.




The Regional Assessment CHANGE level is integral to most
elements of the comprehensive water bill because of their
heavy emphasis in concentrating protection efforts on
sensitive areas. The Regional Assessment will identify
and map these areas. Failure to proceed would seriously
impair delivery of the other elements of the bill.

The Regional Assessment could proceed independent of the
remainder of the bill and would provide a valuable
product. The value of the effort would only be realized
if future initiatives utilized the information in land and
water management program decisions, which will require
more comprehensive and quantitative studies in most cases.

Overview Comment: This package of CHANGE level initiatives was
designed to accelerate our efforts in managing all aspects of the
hydrologic system. Although the individual CHANGE levels are
generally separable, they are inter-related and supportive of each
other. As funding priorities are set, it would be desirable for
the agency to be able to "flex" the time frames or goals of each
element to wultimately retain some balance and avoid total
elimination of one or more elements. This would also provide the
opportunity to attempt to maximize the federal match for those
elements when federal participation is possible.

CATEGORY 4 - FOREST MANAGEMENT

1. What is the impact on this program of the loss of federal
funds, particularly the loss of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
(BWCA) payments?

Aside from the 26 positions that the federal BWCA funds
support, the loss of these monies will have the following
impacts on forest management operations (unless supplanted
by additional funding from some other source):

Accomplishments
Reduced
Activity Annually By
@ State Land Reforestation . 4,100 acres
e State Land Timber Stand Improvement 1,850 acres
® State Forest Roads: Construction 10 miles
@ State Forest Roads: Reconstruction 30 miles
e State Forest Roads: Maintenance 620 miles
e County Land Reforestation 2,500 acres
e County Land Reforestation Timber 500 acres
Stand Improvement

e County Forest Roads: Maintenance 40 miles
@ Nurseries 4.5 MM seedlings

2. What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the wildfire protection CHANGE level request on pp. 310-117?



What is the minimum funds and positions needed to allow this
activity to continue at the same level of effort that is
currently being accomplished? What are some of the results
that have been realized from this effort in the current
biennium?

The CHANGE request recommended increasing the base level
of the fire fund from $750,000 to $1,500,000, which is the
expenditure during an average year. The Governor's
recommendation of open appropriation authority eliminates
the need for this change.

Five positions were included in the request. Four were
conversions from federal funds (two Office Assistants and
two NR Specialists). One position was requested for a
fire prevention program.

Without the prevention position, it will not be possible
to accelerate prevention activities. Long range, this
will lead to an increase in numbers of fires and suppres-
sion costs. Danger to 1life, property, and natural
resources will continue to increase.

Pending loss of federal funding for the four positions
will result in an intolerable setback for wildfire
protection in the state. Loss of nearly half of the
statewide protection staff cannot be absorbed by the
remaining personnel. Without the personnel to coordinate
statewide efforts, Minnesota would have suffered major
losses to property and, very possibly, life. This has
been dramatically illustrated during the past two years.
Examples of areas that will suffer include coordination
of DNR personnel and equipment, fire department and
federal agency coordination, aerial wildfire suppression
abilities, training, statewide dispatching of resources,
equipment development, fire planning and staffing guides,
news media coordination, and cooperative agreements for
outstate suppression resources.

To continue at the same level, it will be necessary to
convert the four positions to the General Fund. The cost
of these positions will total $119,000 each year.

Examples of accomplishments by the positions in the
current biennium are the positions have been instrumental
in the planning for and statewide coordination of wildfire
suppression activities during the past two years. In
1988, 938 out-of-state fire personnel assisted Minnesota.
As part of the cooperative agreements, 276 DNR personnel
assisted in western fire suppression. This effort is the
result of several years of preplanning. Major loss of
property and life and increased suppression costs would
have occurred without the ability to coordinate suppres-
sion activities. A joint economic analysis is in progress
with the U. S. Forest Service which will provide efficien-




cies in operation in several locations. Major progress
has been made in cooperation by the DNR and the six
federal agencies in Minnesota with protection responsi-
bilities by establishing an organization called the

Minnesota Incident Command System (MNICS). MNICS is
highlighted as an example of progressive cooperation in
wildfire protection across the United States. Over 500

MNICS personnel have been trained in some phase of
suppression in the past two years.

What new initiatives, if any, would result from the BWCA
conversion CHANGE level request on p. 31772 Where are the
positions related to this CHANGE level located and what
functions do they perform? What would be the impact of not
funding this CHANGE level request?

While there are no new initiatives associated with this
CHANGE request, the 26 positions would provide the
critical support necessary to meet the increasing forest
management workloads connected with the greatly expanding
forest economy. The positions are 1located in the
following locations and perform the following functions:

Functions Number of

Locations Offices C T P A Positions
Region I 4 3 2 5
Region II 6 1 6 3 10
Region III 3 1 2 2 5
St. Paul 1 2 2 2 6
Total 14 4 11 9 2 26

C = Clerical

T = Technical (See Regional Map -

P = Professional Attachment 4.3)

A = Administrative

What is the major focus of the timber supply CHANGE level
request on pp. 318-319? What is the anticipated impact on
private industry of this CHANGE level request? Has assistance
from the private sector been sought to implement these
initiatives? Have resources other than the General Fund been
explored to finance this CHANGE level request?

The primary focus of this CHANGE request is to provide
funding to fill current vacant positions that have been
held vacant due to a continuing shortage of operation-
monies. Similar to the BWCA conversions, the filling of
these .vacancies 1is critical in meeting the increased
workloads associated with the expanding forest industries.
Last year, 750,000 cords were harvested on state 1land.
That harvest, along with the subsequent reforestation
workload, will likely increase by 40% within the next five
years. To accomplish that work in a manner sensitive to




the environment and the other amenities that forests
provide (i.e., visual concerns to tourism) will take
personnel. Assistance has not been sought from the
private sector since these vacancies have multi-program
responsibilities besides state timber management (i.e.,
fire protection). No resources other than the General
Fund have been explored to finance this CHANGE request
since other funding sources and revenues from timber
management are used to provide adequate forest 1land
investments (i.e., reforestation).

What is the Department's recommendation for providing a stable
source of funding for forest fire fighting based on the study
required by Laws of 1988, Chapter 6867 What is the total
amount spent for forest fire fighting during 19887 How much
did the Department spend on fighting forest fires out of state
in 19887 Where did Minnesota provide assistance outside of
Minnesota to fight forest fires in 198872 What 1is the
Department's estimate of the amount of assistance Minnesota
received from other states to fight forest fires within our
borders in 19887

The study, dated January 1, 1989, recommends a conhtinu-
ation of the open appropriation authority. Details
regarding the process to allow expenditure of funds beyond
the normal appropriation are contained in the report. It
is necessary to continue the normal appropriation at
current levels ($750,000) to allow for precontracting and
prompt bill payment.

The total amount spent to fight wildfires (forest and
grassland fires) in F.Y. 1988 was $7,633,446.

In accordance with cooperative agreements, Minnesota will
be reimbursed for all expenditures incurred in assisting
with out-state wildfires. During the summer of 1988, 276
Department personnel participated in this assistance.
Department billings for assistance in F.Y. 1988 totaled
$781,231.

In the summer of 1987 (F.Y. 1988), assistance was provided
to fire suppression efforts in the states of Oregon,
California, Idaho, Tennessee, Virginia, Kentucky, Georgia,
and Wisconsin. In the summer of 1988 (F.Y.'s 1988 and
1989), assistance was provided in the Yellowstone Area,
Idaho, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Georgia, Washington,
Oregon, and California. Several requests were for
individuals with specialized skills.

In the summer of 1988, 938 individuals from federal and
state agencies assisted in fire suppression in Minnesota.
In F.Y. 1988, Minnesota will be billed an estimated
$1,603,517 for assistance and equipment obtained from
national fire caches and other states.
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6. What is the focus of the County Forest Management CHANGE level
request on p. 328? What new initiatives would be undertaken
as a part of this request? What would be the impact of not
funding this request?

This CHANGE level of $1.434 million resulted from a $3.44
million request by the Minnesota Association of County
Land Conmissioners. The request was two-fold in purpose:
1) to replace the $810,000 annual BWCA grant which sunsets
in F.Y. 1991; and 2) to allow the counties to continue to
intensify their land management programs. These dollars
are not being used for new initiatives but will allow the
counties to expand and intensify programs that are already
in place, such as reforestation and regeneration, timber
stand improvement, forest access, wildlife recreation,
inventory, and remonumentation. :

The counties consider these funds capital investment in
the forest infrastructure; and if funded at an appropriate
level, this program could sunset after 10 years. The
increased revenues that would result from the investment
would maintain the infrastructure.

7. What is the rationale for including the CHANGE level request
on pulp and paper science grants in the Department's budget
as opposed to the University of Minnesota's budget?

A select committee was established to review the proposal
for pulp and paper science education and research,
including hybrid aspen and larch research of the Institute
of Paper Chemistry at Appleton, Wisconsin. It completed
its recommendations to the Governor on December 12, 1988.
At the time the recommendation was received, the Governor
had not decided how much of the University of Minnesota's
budget he was willing to support. The enhancement of the
Paper Science Engineering Program was a priority item of
the College of Natural Resources; and, therefore, the
Governor supported the project and placed it in the
Department's budget. The Department, the Governor, and
the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Forestry and
Forest Products supports the CHANGE level request. We
have no preference as to whose budget it is included in
but strongly recommend the funding.

CATEGORY 5 = PARKS AND RECREATION MANAGEMENT

1. Where are the positions recommended for conversion in the
Interpretive Services CHANGE level on p. 334 located?

The position conversions in the Interpretive Services
CHANGE level are located in the following state parks:




Itasca State Park Clearwater County
Hubbard County
Becker County

Lake: Bemidji State Park Beltrami County
Mille Lacs Kathio State Park Mille Lacs County
Wild River State Park Chisago County
Blue Mounds State Park Rock County
Sibley State Park Kandiyohi County
Helmer Myre State Park Freeborn County
Whitewater State Park Winona County
William O'Brien State Park Washington County
Fort Snelling State Park Ramsey County

Hennepin County
Dakota County

The need for interpretive services is based on each state
park's natural and cultural resources and on current and
potential use. A plan for interpretive services staffing
was recently completed by personnel from the Division of
Parks and Recreation. It discusses the need for addi-
tional full-time positions, seasonal naturalist needs, and
priorities for locating naturalists in the systemn.

What progress has been made toward the assimilation of the
Hill Annex Mine into the state park system? What have been
the Department's costs associated with this acquisition/opera-
tion?

The Division has operated the Hill Annex Mine as a state
park from August, 1988, until now. In 1987, there were
27,066 visitors and the income was $33,000. From August
until now there have been 23,000 visitors and the income
is $20,097.

Two hundred ninety-eight thousand dollars ($298,000) was
appropriated for costs associated with dewatering the mine
so that tours could be conducted. Since August 1, a used
barge and pump were purchased at a cost of $15,000 from
a used equipment dealer. The pump has a capacity of about
3,500 gallons per minute and was started in mid-November.
It is currently removing about 4.0 million gallons per day
from the mine. The pump, which came with the mine, has
been reconditioned at a cost of $10,000. This is a 3,000

gallons per minute pump. It will be installed and
operated this spring when the barge, that also came with
the mine, has been repaired. About $100,000 of the

$298,000 has been spent on barges, pumps, pipe and repair
work. The remaining $198,000 will be spent by the end of
the biennium.

DNR estimates an annual cost of $306,204 to operate the
Hill Annex Mine as a state park.
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01 Full-Time Salaries "~ $ 105,500
* 1 Manager
* 1 Naturalist
* 1 Building & Grounds Worker

03 Seasonal Salaries 55,559

10-20-30 Operations 145,145
** rents/advertising/repairs/printing/
purchasing services/communications/
travel/utility fees/supplies/fleet

TOTAL $ 306,204

* Manager and naturalist have not been hired due
to fiscal constraints.

*%* Includes $70,638 estimated electrical cost.

The annual appropriation from the Iron Range Resources and
Rehabilitation Board (IRRRB) is $200,000. The difference
of $106,204 can be made up several ways:

Hold off on filling positions.

Pay for positions from other funds.
Limit tours.

Slow down or stop pumps.

Augment funds from other sources.

There are several unknowns which could prove costly.
Thirteen barrels of unknown contents have been found. If
they contain hazardous waste, disposal could be expensive.
The chemist materials on display in the clubhouse may need
special handling. Underground fuel tanks may cause
problems. We don't know the condition of the roads and
structures currently underwater in A pocket. We are
checking on equipment to see what is needed. Much was
taken when IRRRB pulled out.

In addition, there are expenditures necessary to stabilize
or repair the more than 40 buildings on the property.
These would most likely be capital budget expenditures.

DNR is required by law (1988 Laws of Minnesota, Chapter
686, Section 52, Operation) to report to the Legislature
on revenues, visitation, and operating costs by January
1, 1990. Recommendations on continuing operational
requirements are to be included in the report. The report
is being prepared by DNR at this time.

What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
any positions in the Planning, Maintenance and Operations
CHANGE level request on p. 335? Where would the positions
that the Department requested be located and what functions
would they perform? What would be the impact on the park
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system of not funding this CHANGE level request? What
additional services would this CHANGE level request provide?
How would the funds requested be distributed among the
intended functions envisioned by this CHANGE level request?

There 1is a serious negative impact on the state park
system of not including the positions. It is important
to understand that most of the salary money for these
positions has been included in the Governor's recommen-
dation which is very close to the agency request. The
positions include six regional assistant managers and four
planning positions. The workload of the regional manager
has increased greatly since the regional positions were
created in 1965. Eight new state parks are in the system
and attendance has more than doubled. ,Regional managers
must directly supervise as many as 16 professional park
management personnel who are spread out across a broad
geographical area. This span of control is too great for
effective management and state park management personnel
are complaining that they never get a chance to see their
supervisor and discuss issues with them. A Department of
Administration study in 1985 recommended that these
positions be established. The major issues here are care
of our human and natural resources and public service.
A better-managed and more efficient state park system will
be the result of these positions.

State parks are currently operating without a planning
function. The four positions are needed primarily to plan
the future of our state park system in the public
interest. Planning tasks that need critical attention are
a statewide parks and recreation plan, individual state
park unit plans, and many special projects. These include
the Hill Annex Mine study, the Tettegouche Camp study,
special user surveys, and many other projects which have
an effect on the state park system. One special area that
needs to be examined is the potential for grants and
gifts.

The six regional assistant managers would be located in
Bemidji, Grand Rapids, Brainerd, New Ulm, Rochester, and
St. Paul. These people would perform all the functions
of the regional manager and would be supervisory person-
nel. Duties would include budget development, adminis-
trative and supervisory tasks, training, other public
service duties, and all functions of the regional
‘managers. The planning responsibilities and projects were
discussed above. The planning positions would start in
St. Paul, but we would ultimately like to move planning
positions to the regions. This could occur when a
statewide plan and some special projects are completed.

The impact of not funding this request would be a serious

loss of service to the public. The state is going to lose
some good people if relief is not provided. 1If personnel
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are pulled from individual parks to take care of the
regional problems, then those parks cannot offer adequate
service to the public.

In the past, state park operations funds have been
distributed according to historical. formulas which were
loosely based on park size and use. Beginning in
F.Y. 1990, state park funds will be distributed according
to State Park Standards. These standards are based on a
system which has been used successfully in Ontario and has
been adapted for Minnesota state parks. The Standards
describe what a park will have to accomplish in each area
of its operations and generally establish a set time to
accomplish each task. The use of this system will help
us to eliminate the inequity problems of the past. The
standards system represents a significant achievement in
management of state parks and improved public service.

4. How close does the Governor's recommendations come 1in
addressing the needs identified in the state-of-the-state
parks report?

The Governor's recommendation represents significant
progress in the operation of the state park system. With
the exception of the positions, which we hope are
included, the recommendation comes very close to meeting
immediate state park system needs.

The state park status report goes beyond the immediate
needs and describes some long-term needs for the system.
The most critical needs are resource, building and
facility needs which should be included in the capital
bonding bill in 1990.

Other long-term improvements will be requested in 1991.
Overall, the Governor's recommendation sets the right
direction and is a positive step for the citizens of
Minnesota.

5. What efforts has the Department made at securing gifts and
donations to help finance some of the needs of the park
system?

Over the past three years, the Division of Parks and
Recreation has secured approximately $300,000 in non-land
related gifts and approximately $225,000 (536 acres) in
land. The total is $525,000.

The non-land gifts include such things as cash, playground
equipment, installation of electricity at campsites,
taxidermy, interpretive trails and displays, picnic
shelter building, fire rings and trees. The land gifts
include parcels of Buffalo River, Split Rock Lighthouse,
Father Hennepin, Glacial Lakes, and Scenic state parks.




Volunteers have also contributed approximately 15,000
hours of work each year.

There is great potential for increasing the gift and
grants to the state park system if there were staff to
provide the direction and to go after gifts and grants at
a faster pace and larger scale than now exists. The
requested planning positions would be used in this area.

CATEGORY 6 - TRAILS AND WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT

1. What is the status of the cross-country ski account and what
are the Department's recommendations for continuation of the
cross-country ski pass?

See Attachment 6.1 for the cross-country ski program
fiscal information.

The Department recommends the continuation of the cross-
country ski pass program as it now exists. If the
Legislature would commit an appropriation from another
source which would continue the present level of funding
for the cross-country ski program, the Department would
then recommend the elimination of the ski pass so that the
dollars that are being expended now on the ski pass and
on additional promotion could then be expended on grants-
in-aid trails and trails within DNR units.

2. What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Non-motorized Trail Maintenance CHANGE level request on
p. 3467 How close does this CHANGE level request come to
meeting the needs for non-motorized trail maintenance?

A number of miles have been added to the non-motorized
trail system (primarily bike trails) without any increase
in the level of funding for maintenance. The Department
is now in a very dangerous situation. As miles have been
added to the system, funding has been diverted from
existing trails to minimally maintain the new trails;
examples are the Root River State Trail and the bicycle
trail from Carlton to west Duluth. As the operational
dollars are eroded by inflation (higher labor costs,
unfunded 1liabilities, etc.), it will be impossible to
adequately maintain the existing trails. It is also more
difficult to maintain existing waysides and parking lots;
and on some trails the development of major waysides and
access sites, such as parking lots, has been delayed.
Without this CHANGE level, we also see an impact on non-
motorized trails in state parks and especially in state
forests. Through the years, we have seen less and less
trail opportunities available to the non-motorized public
within our state units because adequate dollars have not
been available to operate or maintain these trails.
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3. What is the status of negotiations with Burlington Northern
Railroad on the Paul Bunyan Trail?

We have been negotiating with Burlington Northern
throughout the year on the lease of the Paul Bunyan Trail
and several other railroad grades. Burlington Northern
has agreed, in concept, to lease these grades if all
parties can agree to the terms and conditions of the
lease. During the past few months, the negotiations have
basically revolved around those terms and conditions. At
this time, we don't know if or when an agreement can be
made with Burlington Northern. It should be noted that
at one time we were almost in complete agreement but, at
the last minute, Burlington Northern had some concerns
with the liability clauses.

4. What functions will the positions perform and where will they
be located for the River Clean-Up CHANGE 1level request on
p. 353? What is the relationship between this CHANGE level
request and the work currently being accomplished by the MCC
crews working on the Mississippi River?

The positions are necessary to provide assistance with
river clean-up coordination efforts. We expect that three
positions will be located in the field and one position
in the central office. Although we are unsure of exact
locations at this point, the field positions will most
likely be located near New Ulm, Brainerd, and Detroit
Lakes.

The central office position will serve as overall program
supervisor. Responsibilities will include:

e Determining program policy and procedures.

e Hiring, firing, transfers, and other supervisory
functions.

e Providing for statewide coordination with other
disciplines in the DNR.

@ Directing the work of the field coordinators of the
program.

e Establishing relationship with other state and federal
agencies. ,

@ Serving as chairperson of the Clean Rivers Interagency
Task Force.

e Administering to the grants portion of the program.

e Setting priorities for clean-up efforts in working with
field staff.

e Other supervisory functions normally associated with-
statewide programs.

The field positions will be responsible for the following:
e Meeting with local units of government, organizations,

groups, and individuals to provide program information
and advice.




" @ Inspecting clean-up sites to evaluate the scope of the
clean-up, nature of material present, and ownership.

e Working with private landowners to encourage clean-up
efforts.

e Working with other state and federal agencies to
broaden knowledge of river clean-up efforts and create
opportunities for partnerships.

e Review applications for grants and make recommendations
to the supervisor.

There is no direct relationship between the Minnesota
Conservation Corps (MCC) crews and the CHANGE level
request for river clean-up. The MCC program will continue
to participate in clean-up efforts, as a member of the
Clean Rivers Interagency Task Force, utilizing funding
from its own program sources.

Has the Department begun identifying potential sites for ATV
trails? What will be the basis for determining how much money
will be granted to each local unit of government if the
initiative in the ATV Program CHANGE level request (p. 358)
is funded? What is the distribution of the base level funding
for this activity?

The Department has already identified potential sites for
all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use through the forestry
planning process. We have also done preliminary work on
possible or potential ATV use on some of our existing
state trails. Before these plans can be finalized, the
Department will have to go out to the public through
public meetings. We are presently planning to pattern the
ATV grants-in-aid program after the existing snowmobile
program because of the many similarities in these two
programs. Many of the existing allowable charges in the
snowmobile grants-in-aid program will provide a good base

for the ATV program. Such charges for trucks, power
tools, chain saws, brush saws, tractors, brush cutters,
etc., are already in place. It is felt, with a few

additions, that a good basis for the ATV program can be
formulated. The base level funding would provide $280,000
for the operation, development, and maintenance of ATV
trails in DNR units; and, with the CHANGE level, it would
also provide $200,000 for grants to 1local units of
government. Several counties are ready to participate,
assuming that House File 333 and Senate File ‘124 are
passed to clarify enforcement and liability problems.

What is the Department's estimate for how the funds requested
in the Water Access CHANGE level request (p. 351) would be
distributed? Has the Department explored the possibility of
contracting for this maintenance with a private vendor?

The funds will be distributed throughout the field offices

based on need. Priority will be for maintenance of newly
constructed accesses, additional portable toilet rentals
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on high-use access sites, and for additional labor, gravel
and concrete planks for both ramp repair due to ice damage
and summer storms and new ramps on small lakes.

The Trails and Waterways Unit has always had a large part
of its maintenance budget for private contracts where it
is cost effective. Trash pickup is often done by small
contract with a neighbor to the access. However, on high-
use accesses and concentrated lake regions, DNR laborers
can accomplish much more by replacing signs, resetting
ramps, grading parking lots, etc. Often necessary
equipment can be rented in the local area.

Actual development or construction of access sites is done
by private contractors.

CATEGORY 7 = FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

1. What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the CHANGE level requests for Endangered Species (p. 374) and
the Scientific and Natural Areas (p. 375)7? What are the
Department's projected long-term needs for these programs?

If the Endangered Species CHANGE request is not funded,
the state's ability to protect rare species and their
habitats will be severely diminished.

The growing demand on industrial, residential, and
recreational development requires all units of government
to aggressively comply with the Minnesota Environmental
Policy Act. Land-use decisions must incorporate consid-
eration for endangered species concerns.

Without additional funding and a full-time position,
hundreds of requests will not be reviewed relevant to
endangered/rare species and their habitats. Also,
protection strategies on land-use planning will not be a
part of development projects.

The $25,000 request for the Scientific and Natural Areas
(SNA) program is critical for an active program which is
struggling to maintain its earlier accomplishments.
Funding does not exist for travel, telephone, postage or
clerical support. Maintenance of 58 SNA's has come to a

. standstill; e.g., signing, fencing, and noxious weed
control.

Gifts of land are being declined and prairie bank
easements are lagging due to chronic funding problemns.

The long-term needs of the Endangered Species and SNA

programs call for major’' increases in both staffing and
funds (see Attachment 7.1).
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What would be the impact of not funding the Planning/Policy
Positions/Conversion CHANGE level request on p. 3852 What is
the current status of the planning process? When do you
envision the initial phases of this process will be completed?

Planning is a continuous part of management. The Division
has designed a process for managing 1in a changing
political, social, economic, biological, and institutional
environment. The impact of not funding this request would
be a partial implementation of the adaptive management
process. Without continuous attention, the adaptive
management system will become ineffectual, thereby losing
the investments already made and the accountability and
effectiveness the system has already demonstrated.

The first full cycle of the adaptive management system is
nearly completed. All, except the evaluation segment,
will be implemented by June 30, 1991. The draft strategic
plan and draft fisheries long-range plan are being revised
to incorporate public comments. The draft wildlife long-
range plans will be out for public review by July 1, 1989.
Operational planning and cost accounting will be starting
its second year July 1, 1989. Evaluation, control, and
adaptation require constant attention by the Division and
facilitation by the planning team.

What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Purple Loosestrife CHANGE level request on p. 3867 Has
the Department explored the possibility of funding this CHANGE
level request from the Game and Fish Fund?

If the purple loosestrife program is not funded, the plant
will continue to spread and degrade wetlands. Without
additional funding, the DNR is unable to comply with the
noxious weed law, which mandates the control on public
waters. The Department of Agriculture would then need to
consider removing the plant from the noxious weed list or
not actively forcing control efforts. It would be
difficult for the DNR to carry out the purple loosestrife
research program, recommended by the Minnesota Future
Resources Commission, without a complementary inventory,
monitoring, and control program.

At present, purple loosestrife infests less than 1% of
potential growth sites and can be contained. There is
strong public support for this program and high expecta-
tions resulting from a successful pilot program funded by
LCMR.

The DNR did consider funding from the Game and Fish Fund
but rejected the idea. The plant affects all wildlife
rather than just hunted species and the plant adversely
affects agricultural lands by clogging drainage ditches.
The Game and Fish Fund is unable to take on additional
financial responsibilities.
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4. What are some of the areas of the state that will receive
priority treatment if the pheasant habitat improvement CHANGE
level request on p. 378 is funded?

The CHANGE request from pheasant stamp revenues will be
evenly distributed across the 45-county pheasant range.
It will be used to accelerate cost-share habitat practices
on private lands with landowners.

5. What difficulties, if any, has the Department encountered in
making the Peterson Trout Farm an operational state fish
hatchery? What is the rationale for having the management
staff at this hatchery funded from General Fund dollars? Has
the Department evaluated the impact that this facility has
had on the state's ability to produce fish suitable for
stocking? Has the Department explored the possibility of
consolidating other hatchery operations now that this hatchery
is a part of the system?

The Peterson Trout Hatchery was essentially a turn-key
operation. It needed to be cleaned and ponds had to be
sterilized. Some aging pipelines were replaced and two
of the buildings were repaired.

The hatchery was acquired with Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM)
bonding funds. The hatchery manager was hired under RIM
general funds as one of four authorized positions. A 1989
CHANGE level request has been submitted to convert those
positions to the Game and Fish Fund; other hatchery staff
are in Game and Fish funded positions.

The Peterson Trout and Crystal Springs hatcheries are the
only sources of disease~free lake trout in the United
States. Therefore, they are the stocking source for Lake
Superior. The Peterson Hatchery will increase our state-
wide capacity by 14% to 23%.

6. What are the needs for the 1990-91 biennium for the County
Biological Survey beyond those that will be met if the MFRC-
recommended project is funded?

To accelerate efforts and complete the 87 county survey
by the year 2000, the 1989-91 appropriation, and each
subsequent Dbiennium, would require $1,000,000 or an
increase of $600,000 over the present request of $400,000.

With a target date of the year 2010, $650,000 would be

needed in each biennium--$250,000 over the current request
(see Attachment 7.6).

CATEGORY 8 - ENFORCEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES LAWS AND RULES

1. Does the Governor's recommendation on Enforcement Intensi-
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fication adequately address the funding imbalance issue that
prompted this CHANGE level request?

The initial funding request for the Enforcement Intensi-
fication CHANGE level included $120.0 each year in the
General Fund. The Governor shifted the funding source to
the Water Recreation Fund because of funding constraints
in the General Fund. The shift will increase the
imbalance between funding source and work activity
currently in evidence in the Division's budget. The Water
Recreation Account currently provides 8.7% of the Divi-
sion's funding. Water recreation enforcement comprises
about 3.3% of the Division's time. Any funding shifted
into the Water Recreation Account, without a corresponding
increase in activity, will increase this imbalance.

What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Enhanced Enforcement CHANGE level on p. 3947 Where would
these proposed officers be located? How were these potential
stations selected?

The increase in recreational opportunities has made this
type of law enforcement the fastest growing area of need
within the Division's area of responsibility. The need
is most apparent in the Metro Region because a large
proportion of the state's recreational vehicles (42% of
boats and 33% of snowmobiles) are registered in the 7-
county Metro area. Additionally, 32% of the cross-country
ski passes are sold to Metro residents. The geographic
availability of large lakes (Lake Minnetonka, White Bear
Lake) and rivers (St. Croix, Mississippi) within the
region increase recreational use. An excellent system of
county parks, state parks, and recreational trails are
also available to Metro residents.

The Metro Region is staffed by 16 Conservation Officers,
supervisors and staff to serve all the resource, recre-
ational, and public information needs of over 2 million
residents. The CHANGE level request would have provided
two (2.0) additional Conservation Officer positions to
work as recreational enforcement specialists. Without
these positions, it is anticipated that the level of
recreational enforcement provided will not increase and
will probably decrease in the face of other pressing
workload issues. The level of requests for officers!'
services to handle animal damage complaints, public
- information requests, and game and fish enforcement does
not leave adequate time to respond to increased recre--
ational needs.

The third position request, one (1.0) Conservation Officer
Area Supervisor would have allowed the region to be split
into two supervisory areas. The additional supervisor
would have provided increased direction and supervision,
better work prioritization, and more efficient use of




personnel. Each supervisor would have been responsible
for seven or eight officers, a much more manageable span
of control than the current 1 to 13 ratio. ‘

Each area would have been assigned one of the recreational
enforcement specialists. Physical stationing of the
specialists had not been specifically determined; but it
is probable that one would have been stationed in Hennepin
County in close proximity to Lake Minnetonka and the Luce
Line Trail, and one in Dakota or Washington County, in
proximity to the St. Croix/Mississippi River confluence
and the Soo Line Trail. Additionally, the specialists
would be assigned region-wide to assist local officers in
problem areas.

What 1is the difficulty associated with continuing to have
enforcement officers wear British green uniforms? How does
the CHANGE level request on p. 395 relate to the Department's
overall strategy for uniform distribution?

The British green uniform parts worn only by Conservation
Officers is no longer generally available from vendors.
Since it is a special order, and the Division's yearly
uniform needs are small by vendor standards, it has become
increasingly more difficult and costly to maintain this
color. On some items, the British green delivery, from
time of order, is two years because vendors will not
produce an item until a large enough number is requested.
Each items is more costly because it is a special order.

The switch to forest green will greatly decrease delivery
time and cost because it is a stock vendor color and will
require no special handling. Some decrease in unit cost
is anticipated because of larger volume per unit ordering.
The change to forest green will place all Department
employees in a common color for the first time. It will
'be an integral part of the Department's overall plan to
improve and upgrade the procurement and wearing of
uniforms by Department personnel.

It is anticipated that all Conservation Officers would
change to forest green at the same time rather than phase
in the new color. Any phase-in would result in two colors
of Conservation Officer uniforms being authorized at the

same time. The Division desires to maintain a profes-
sional image which would not be possible with two colors
authorized.

What areas of the state would receive funds if the CHANGE
level request as recommended by the Governor on County Boat
and Water Safety grants is approved (p. 397)? How does this
distribution differ from the proposed distribution if the
agency request on this CHANGE level was funded? What would
be the impact of not funding this CHANGE level request?
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The supplementary funds requested by this CHANGE level
would be available to all counties which apply for them
(over and above their current non-matching allocation).
The Department would then review the requests in light of
available funds and water-use data and notify the counties
of their allocation. Upon completion of the year, the
county would be reimbursed for half of the additional
expenditures up to the limit of the grant agreement.

We do not anticipate any difference in the method of
distribution between the agency request and the Governor's
recommendation level.

Because of the increase and diversity in boat use on our
lakes and rivers, there is a demand and need for addi-
tional patrol, marking, and search and rescue. The
boaters, in a recent statewide survey, wanted:

e more speed restrictions,
@ more enforcement, and
e more waterway markers.

Not responding to these needs could result in a reversal
of the excellent safety record on our state's waters.

CATEGORY 9: FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT

Please clarify the intent of the Professional Services
Conversion CHANGE level request on p. 402. What 1is the
rationale for requesting open appropriation authority for this
particular CHANGE level request? What would be the impact of
establishing this account without the recommended appropri-
ation? What would be the impact of not funding this CHANGE
level request? What is the current source of funding for the
positions included in this request and what is the difficulty
with continuing this funding mechanism? What efficiencies of
operation would be realized if this CHANGE level request is
approved? Is there sufficient work on an on-going basis for
this activity to justify the number of classified positions
.requested in this CHANGE level?

Our professional services staff provide the engineering
and realty services for the acquisition of land for
natural resources purposes and the design and construction
of DNR facilities. This staff is composed of experienced
and well-trained professionals (engineers, architects,
landscape architects, land surveyors, appraisers) who have
generally worked for DNR in the unclassified service for
guite a number of years. Their position authorization and
funding has typically been included with the funding of
natural resources acquisition and development programs
(typically bonding). This current arrangement has led to
increasing complexities and problems:
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e Timing - The professional services expenditures
significantly precede program expenditures.

e Lack: of Planning - Effective program implementation
should be preceded with comprehensive project planning;
funds are not available for this because of current
funding mechanisms.

e Multiplicity of Accounting Problems - For example, the
Bureau of Engineering is currently operating from 13
funding sources, resulting in numerous accounting
problems. However, even more important, 1is the
resulting complement problems. Complement is author-
ized by fund source; and with so many fund sources, it
is frequently difficult to match funding and complement
authority.

@ General Instability and Lack of Continuity.

This CHANGE request 1is intended to eliminate these
problems by funding professional services from a single
fund source (the General Fund) or from an open appropri-
ation in the Special Revenue Fund and billing the various
programs for actual costs. If the latter is done, we
would recommend the language contained in Attachment 9.1.

There are currently 24 positions funded in professional
services from bonding monies (Resource 2000 program), 17
positions in the Bureau of Engineering, and 7 positions
in the Bureau of Real Estate Management. There have been
as many as about 60 positions in professional services
several years back. It appears that there will always be
a level of natural resources acquisition and development
to keep a staff this size busy. However, if this CHANGE
request 1is approved, it will be incumbent on the DNR to
manage the staffing level to match the size of the
program.

What functions would the position requested in the Lakeshore
Leases CHANGE level request on p. 403 perform? Where would
this position be located? Has the Department explored the
possibility of sunsetting this position at the end of the
biennium? What is the Department's estimate for needs beyond
the next biennium for this activity? What is the status of
the lakeshore lease sales? What is the Department's estimate
for when the sales will be completed?

The position is a clerical position assisting with the
sale of lakeshore lease lots as required by M.S. 92.67.
The position will be in the Bureau of Real Estate Manage-
ment, Section of Records, Sales and Leases, and will
report to Land Sales Supervisor.

The program will continue through 1998, and possibly
longer, as required by sale legislation.
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To date, 91 lots have been sold out of a total of 1,750
lots. Two hundred fifteen (215) lots are scheduled to be
put up for sale in August, 1989.

What are some of the priorities for the Facility Maintenance
CHANGE level request on p. 4077 How does the amount recom-
mended 1in this CHANGE 1level relate to actual needs for
building maintenance/repair?

This CHANGE level is seeking additional funding for three
separate areas relating to facilities. They are building
maintenance, minor betterments, and a funding source where
none currently exists for repair and maintenance of
parking areas, fences, sewer and water systems, electrical
systems, etc.

Priority will be placed on complete implementation of a
preventive maintenance program that will alleviate the
rapid deterioration of buildings and will keep them in a
state of repair that will prevent future major deteri-
oration.

Priorities earmarked for the increased betterment portion
of this request will be the facility deterioration
projects that have resulted from the lack of a preventive
maintenance program. This increase will also fund
projects for office remodeling necessitated by facility
consolidations. There are several locations where current
conditions can best be described as deplorable.

A third concern of this CHANGE level is the parking areas,
sewer, water and electrical systems, fences, walls, etc.
that likewise are suffering major deterioration due to the
lack of preventive maintenance.

The Department is currently spending approximately $500
per building for the 1,600 buildings maintained. It is
estimated that $810 per building is required to maintain
them in a status quo condition where major deterioration
would be alleviated. Funding this request will allow for
the complete implementation of a building preventive
maintenance program.

This budget funds the remodeling, rehabilitation and
repair projects that are too small to be considered for
a capital budget request. In F.Y. 1989, betterment
projects totaling $960,000 were submitted for funding from
a budget of $200,000. This request will add an additional
$150,000. An annual budget of $350,000 should be adequate
once the lineup of unfunded projects necessitated by major
deterioration and office consolidations have been taken
care of.

The final part of this request will establish a budget
where none currently exists for repair and maintenance of
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non-building projects (sewer and water systems, fences,
electrical systems, etc.). These types of projects are
usually emergencies. The emergency can denerally be
attributed to the lack of preventive maintenance. The
lack of maintenance is due to the lack of funds. This
request will initiate a small budget to handle these
emergencies. The Department is presently developing a
data base that includes an inventory of these types of
facilities. A maintenance schedule will be developed from
the information collected and a CHANGE level to support
it will be requested next biennium.

CATEGORY 10 - REGIONAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT

1. What are some of the accomplishments of the Mississippi River
Team over the current biennium? What, briefly, are the
anticipated projects to be completed during the 1990-91
biennium?

The Team has significantly increased the state's involve-
ment in the federal Environmental Management Program,
which will have long-term benefits for the river resource
within Minnesota. As a result, six habitat restoration
projects in Minnesota are in the design process and a
long-term resource monitoring program field station is
about to be established in the state. The field station
will be entirely federally funded; the habitat projects
will cost $6,574,000, only $437,000 of which will be state
funds.

The Team was instrumental in obtaining passage of the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Act, which
provides National Park System designation to the river in
the metropolitan area.

The Team provided increased staff attention to acquisition
and development of public access sites on the Mississippi
River in areas where access is limited or non-existent.
Two sites have been acquired (Minneiska and Dakota) and
development of one (Dakota) will begin before the end of
the current fiscal year.

The Team has initiated efforts to obtain data on recre-
ational use of the river to respond to complaints about

. overcrowding. Recreational use monitoring will begin in
May.

Construction will begin in F.Y. 1990 or F.Y. 1991 on the
$850,000 Spring Lake habitat restoration project in
Pool 2; this project will enhance fish and wildlife
resources, as well as a Dakota County park, and is an
excellent example of federal-state-local cooperation. Of
the total cost, $200,000 will be paid by the state.




Construction will begin in F.¥Y. 1990 on the $650,000
Finger Lakes habitat restoration project in upper Pool 5.
The costs are entirely federal.

cOnstruétion will begin in F.Y. 1990 on the $275,000 Drury
Island habitat restoration project near Wabasha. The
state will pay $68,000 of the total.

Construction will begin in F.Y. 1990 on the Goose
Lake/Vermillion Bottoms habitat restoration project in
Pool 3 near Hastings. Of the $669,000 total cost, the
state will pay $169,000.

Construction will begin in F.Y. 1991 on the Polander Lake
habitat restoration project near Winona. The $2,060,000
cost of the project will be paid entirely with federal
funds.

Construction may begin in F.Y. 1991 (possibly 1992) on the
Whitewater Dike habitat restoration project in the Weaver
Bottoms area near Minneiska. It will cost $2,060,000 and
will be entirely federally funded.

Construction will be completed in F.Y. 1990 on the Dakota
Public Access, which will provide the only public access
in Minnesota on Pool 7.

Construction will be completed in F.Y. 1991 on the
Minneiska Public Access in Pool 5, which will provide
access to popular angling areas near Weaver Bottoms.

Acquisition will be completed for development of public
access sites on the St. Croix River and at the foot of
Lyndale Avenue on the Minnesota River.

The Team will complete a strategic plan for recreation
development on both the St. Croix and Mississippi rivers.

By the end of the biennium, the Team and the National Park
Service will be nearing completion of a management plan
for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

What is the impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Regional Operations CHANGE level request on p. 425? How
does this rank in terms of the Department's overall priorities
for funding this next biennium? How does this CHANGE level
relate to the DOA's recommendations in their study of DNR's
Regional Business Office operations?

The existing staffing pattern in the regional business
offices makes them extremely vulnerable. In even the
largest regions, there are only three permanent positions
to handle a Department of Administration documented
workload that is larger at the regional level than some
state departments.
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These business offices are responsible for paying vendors,
entering payroll, processing hiring and layoff forms, and
supervising a variety of construction and service
contracts. Without the requested CHANGE level, the
workload gaps created when one of the three permanent
positions is ill, goes on vacation or transfers, result
in a slowdown or cessation in these administrative
processes.

The complexity of hiring, paying bills, issuing contracts,
and processing payroll is increasingly complex. That
complexity, coupled with seasonal workload peaks, 1is
already affecting our ability to initiate cost accounting,
perform even a minimal level of audits, and pay vendors
within legislatively mandated time frames.

Much of the new workload--such as cost accounting, hiring,
form processing, and other administrative detail--will be
transferred back to the individual disciplines who will.
hire additional administrative personnel from natural
resources program funds. Transferring these adminis-
trative functions back to the individual disciplines will
be inefficient with our goal of minimizing the "paperwork"
of our natural resource managers.

Each regional complex will have a computer-related
investment of between $150,000 and $300,000 by the end of
this biennium. It is unrealistic to believe we will
effectively train our employees, utilize this automation
capability, and acquire compatible software and peripheral
equipment without Management Information Systems Coordi-
nators at the regional level.

Our initial efforts to use volunteers within each of the
regional headquarters to train and maintain these systems
has not provided the necessary level of attention to
employee inquiries, software acquisition and coordination,
or new application initiatives.

In a series of meetings with departmental managers, it was
the consensus of the Commissioner's Office, Division
Directors, and Bureau Administrators that the Regional
Administration CHANGE level was, and still 1is, the
Department's first priority. The Regional Operations
Support CHANGE level was viewed as beneficial to all
divisions, based on an objective analysis by the Depart-
ment of Administration, and the most efficient method to
fund and coordinate an existing workload that the
individual disciplines would otherwise need to fund.

The Regional Operations Support CHANGE level 1is an
accurate reflection of the Department of Administration's
(DOA) study. The positions in the CHANGE level are taken
directly from the staffing level chart in the DOA study.




CATEGORY 11 = SPECIAL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

1. What is the :impact of the Governor's decision not to recommend
the Increased Response CHANGE level request on p. 4337

The Increased Response, Coordination and Information
CHANGE level on page 433 is a bread and butter request to
make possible the expansion of services the Bureau of
Information and Education is able to provide to DNR
resource divisions and administrative support bureaus.
Increasingly, Department senior managers have placed a
high priority on enhancing the Bureau's ability to respond
to their needs. It has been years since this activity has
seen any General Fund increases, and the demand for more
effective and more sophisticated information has risen
dramatically.

The requested $70,000 would annually employ one additional
information officer to write, edit, and plan special
events (i.e., bike day, canoe day, bass and walleye
openers, state fair) and one additional staff for the
information center, which is currently fielding up to 800
phone calls per day. A recent survey of information
center callers and visitors resulted in high praise for
the unit--with one exception--the length of time callers
must wait before being accommodated.

Finally, the request reflects a common refrain: as
resource management programs grow 1n size, scope, and
variety, so must the service units that support those
programs. The alternative is decentralization of support
services, which will have each division going its own way
and create great inefficiencies and duplication of
efforts.

2. What 1is the relationship between the Marketing Department
Services CHANGE level request on p. 434 and the LCMR request
for marketing that the Commission chose not to recommend for
funding? What are the projected benefits to the state of
funding this CHANGE level request? What is the impact of not
funding this request on services to the public?

Conceptually, the two requests are similar, although the
LCMR proposal would have funded three positions rather
than two--thus the decrease in the General Fund dollar
amount. While LCMR chose not to re-fund the proposal, it
did go on record as supporting funding the program through
the regular budget process. (See the bottom of page 2 of
Attachment 11.3b).

The initial LCMR program provided a unique opportunity for
a public sector agency to look critically at how it is
marketing the services it offers and how it can improve
those services. This is not a '"selling" program; rather
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it is a process of going to DNR customers (and the general
public, which may or may not be familiar with the agency)
and asking how we're doing, how we could improve, and what
we're not doing that we should be doing. Through focus
groups, surveys, and meetings with private sector
marketing professionals, we learned a great deal. We've
written a Department communications plan and begun
implementing its recommendations; i.e.,, mini-information
centers in the regional offices, taped messages for
citizens calling after hours and on weekends, public
service announcements promoting '"catch and release"
fishing and "take a kid fishing," etc.

The impact of not funding this request would be to thwart
the excitement and products that have resulted from the
pilot effort made possible by LCMR. While it may be
possible at some future date to assimilate a marketing
philosophy throughout DNR operations, it definitely
requires a focused and specific effort right now. We are
plowing new ground in the public sector; this 1is an
entirely new way of thinking and doing the public's
business.

3. What is the impact of not funding the LAWCON CHANGE level
request on p. 4397 How does this CHANGE level request relate
to the LCMR request for LAWCON that the Commission chose not
to recommend for funding? Is there some other legitimate
source of funding for this request other than General Fund?

A failure to fund the request will likely stop, or at
best, impede Minnesota's receipt of Land and Water
Conservation (LAWCON) Fund grant dollars. Currently, this
amounts to approximately $300,000 per biennium returned
to the state and a 1like amount distributed by the
Department of Trade and Economic Development to 1local
units of government for recreation projects.

The position and operating funds are needed to comply with
federal requlations and reporting required by the National
Park Service to maintain Minnesota's eligibility to
receive these funds. Currently, receipts are deposited
into the Federal Reimbursement Account and reappropriated
to natural resource projects by the Minnesota Future
Resources Commission (MFRC).

Regulations requiring compliance include monitoring over
400 LAWCON-funded projects to see that they are maintained
open  and unimpaired for recreation (6f compliance), in
keeping with federal regulations for access by special
populations (504 compliance), and constructed and operated
by employees who have been through training ensuring
understanding that Minnesota DNR is a drug free workplace
(Drug Free Workplace Act of 1988). In addition, the
position ensures that all projects comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act, the National Historic
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Preservation Act, and a myriad of executive orders ranging
from floodplain protection to encouragement of minority
business enterprises (see L&WCF Grants Manual listing -
Attachment 11.3a).

A bill to increase the funding for LAWCON, the American
Heritage Trust Act (AHTA), is before Congress. With the
assistance of this program, we are supporting passage of
this bill. In its present form, AHTA would raise biennial
receipts from the current level ($600,000) to an estimated
$7,000,000 to $14,000,000. Funding the LAWCON CHANGE
level request is critical to supporting the bill.

This CHANGE level was incorporated into the Department's
budget after MFRC recommended it for general funding
consideration (see letter - Attachment 11.3b).

At this time, the Department's position 1is that MFRC
funding is the most appropriate source. This position is
based on the fact that MFRC receives the reimbursement
generated by state projects.

This position prompted the original submission to MFRC.

What is the relationship between the MEEB Curriculum CHANGE
level request on p. 456 and the Water Education CHANGE level
request on p. 457? Is it possible to accomplish the goals of
both CHANGE levels with the funds recommended by the Governor?
What is the status of the effort to coordinate environmental
education programs between MEEB, Jobs and Training and the
Department of Education? What is the rationale for having
the three programs in three separate agencies?

The Minnesota Environmental Education Board (MEEB)
Curriculum CHANGE level request on page 456 provides
increased statewide coordination for all environmental
topics through MEEB's decentralized structure of 13
regional councils by adding one additional Regional
Coordinator with clerical support. It also adds a
position to provide statewide coordination of environ-
mental curriculum programs for K-12 schools on forestry,
wildlife, and land stewardship. This will allow MEEB to
continue to train teachers and support workshop programs
for curriculum that has already been developed and to
provide teachers with a consistent central contact person
for these programs.

The Water Education CHANGE level request of page 457
addresses only the topic of water resources education and
information. It supports the Comprehensive Groundwater
Protection Bill (Article 6) by establishing an interagency
committee to coordinate the water education needs of
adults, students, and teachers. The committee would
identify water education needs, priorities, and goals, and
prepare an implementation plan to guide state activities




relating to water resources education and information.
The funding would also develop a new K-12 curriculum on
water quality education. -

It is not possible to adequately fund both CHANGE levels
with the $550,000 recommended by the Governor for water
resources education. To do so would eliminate most of the
funding for grants and contracts to implement the water
resources education plan that the committee is charged
with developing.

MEEB and the Department of Education coordinate the
different roles they play in environmental education. The
Department of Education appoints three citizen-at-large
members to the MEEB Board. The Department's Environmental
Education Specialist participates in all MEEB Board
meetings and on the MEEB committees that work on K-12
environmental education. Both MEEB and the Department of
Education work cooperatively on many interagency projects,
such as Arbor Month, Forestry Fair, Project Learning Tree,
and Project WILD.

The Department of Education has a different role 1in
environmental education than does MEEB, which explains why
we are not 1in the same agency. The Department of
Education manages the regulatory, monitoring, research,
and development tasks relating to environmental education.
MEEB works as a grassroots statewide delivery system using
a network of 170 volunteers in 13 regional councils to
plan and implement a wide variety of educational programs.
The Environmental Education Specialist at the Department
of Education focuses on formal K-12 education and the
residential environmental 1learning centers. MEEB's
programs are much broader, targeting the adult community
as well as students, including both formal and informal
education. MEEB uses the Learner Outcomes developed by
Education as the philosophical base for 1its programs.
Education uses MEEB's delivery system to provide training
and materials to teachers. Last year, 90 MEEB events were
attended by 9,000 teachers; 42 events involved 37,000
students. In addition, another 110 MEEB events involved
55,000 adults. This active 1level of 1local program
delivery requires the field offices and administrative
services that DNR is structured to provide. The rule-
making, regulatory, monitoring, and enforcement functions
of the Department of Education require the support of the
State Board of Education.

Jobs and Training does not have an environmental education
program, according to their Commissioner's office.



CATEGORY 12 - ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT

1. What is the relationship between the amount of money collected
by the License Bureau and the cost involved in maintaining
that facility (i.e., does the License Bureau operation pay for
itself with the fees that are collected)? What would be the
impact on the Department if this function was decentralized
to the operating divisions and/or the regional offices?

Unfortunately, this question cannot be answered directly.
However, I will do the best I can.

The License Bureau is responsible for the printing,
distribution, sale, and revenue accounting for major
licensing/registration systems for DNR. The License
Bureau 1is both a wholesaler and a retailer in that the
majority of licenses are sold through agents (87 county
auditors and their 3,700 bonded outlets and 165 deputy
registrars of motor vehicles). The License Bureau also
sells licenses directly at the License Bureau counter in
the DNR Building. The License Bureau counter is staffed
by four employees who split their duties between counter
sales and depositing revenues received through the mail
on watercraft registrations. Attachment 12.1 is a count
of registrations/licenses sold at the counter for the
first eight months of F.Y. 1989. You will note that the
total number of customers served in two-thirds of a year
was 26,659. The counter only receives a fee from the sale
of hunting and fishing licenses (4%). Thus, the revenues
generated were $13,300 for the eight-month period. This
can be contrasted to the salary cost of approximately
$100,000. However, what has not been taken into account
are the sale of nearly $140,000 worth of other licenses
and registrations for which no fee is charged and the time
spent on mail-in watercraft registrations. This staff
handled about $1.1 million in receipts from watercraft
registrations mailed into the License Bureau during the
first eight months of F.Y. 1989.

We have on several occasions considered having sales
outlets for DNR licenses/registrations but have always
dropped the proposal due to lack of staff to do it and the
inefficiencies that would result.

It would be virtually impossible to decentralize this
function to the operating units. The individual licenses
and registrations represent an unequal workload throughout
the year; but put all together, the result is a fairly
stable workload year-round. Additionally, this is a high
volume operation that really benefits from a centralized,
highly automated environment.
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QUESTIONS RASIED DURING BUDGET HEARINGS

CATEGORY 13 = GENERAL

Representative

1. Abrams Redo Graph 3 (Expenditure History F.Y. 1977-1991)
using Consumer Price Index (CPI).

A graph has not been prepared because there is very
little difference between the PGSL and CPI for this
period of time. However, a table is attached that
lists the detail, results, and difference using
both indexes. See Attachment 13.1.

2. Kahn Mentioned that funding changes had occurred that
would affect Graph 4 (Who Pays for the DNR?).

Adjustments had been made for the water recreation,
snowmobile, and all-terrain vehicle funding 1in
order to make a consistent comparison. However,
there are other smaller accounts that were not
adjusted because of time constraints and because

amounts would be insignificant. A table listing
the data behind this graph is provided as Attach-
ment 13.2.

3. Krueger What are the dollar amounts that make up Table 47
See Attachment 13.2.

4. Miller What was the percentage of DNR to State Budget 10
years ago (comparison to Table 2)7?

Attached are graphs for the 1990-91 biennium
(Attachments 13.4a and 13.4b). The same graphs for
the 1980-81 biennium are included as Attachments
13.4c and 13.44d. Attachment 13.4e includes the
dollar amounts for each of the major categories of
state spending for the two biennia.

5. Bishop What are the interest rates being paid for our
: F.Y. 1987 and F.Y. 1988 fleet purchases?

The rate for F.Y¥. 1987 is 6.82% and for F.Y. 1988
6.40%. A copy of the payment pages for these two
loans is included as Attachments 13.5a and 13.5b.




6.

7.

8.

Osthoff

Solberg

Osthoff

What 1s the percentage increase of the DNR CHANGE

requests?

(From Agency Fiscal Page 266)

Agency Governor's

Request Recommendation
Base 1990 $ 141,821 $ 141,821
Base 1991 140,799 140,799
Total $ 282,620 $ 282,620
Request 1990 $ 162,777 $ 159,142
Request 1991 164,568 160,705
Total $ 327,345 $ 319,847
CHANGE $ 44,725 $ 37,227
Percent Change 15.8% 13.2%

As you recall our discussion, the MFRC funding is
removed from our base level. Therefore, to make
this comparison more realistic, the LCMR funding
for 1988-89 should be added back into the base.
With the MFRC funding added back into the base, the
percentage change is as follows:

Percent Change with
MFRC funding added

back into base 13.4% 10.8%
How many new positions are included in the budget

request?

Attachment 13.7 1is a 1listing that displays
positions requested 1including conversions in
funding or from part-time to full-time and those
positions that are totally new. Again, the
exception is the MFRC positions. Twenty (20) MFRC
positions are included in the 1listing as new
positions, even though there were 29 MFRC positions
in the 1988-91 biennium. The 108 new positions
recommended by the Governor becomes 88 positions
when adjustment is made for the MFRC positions.

Requested information on the DNR smoking cessation
program.

The DNR 1initiated a smoking policy effective
July 1, 1988. The policy outlines procedures for
offering smoking cessation programs. It authorizes

50% reimbursement, plus release time to DNR
employees attending approved smoking cessation
programs. It is the intent of the DNR smoking

policy to allow employees the ability to select




10.

11.

12.

13.

Krueger

Osthoff

Solberg
Osthoff

Abrams

~Solberg

smoking cessation programs on their own or to
participate in DNR-sponsored programs. Employees
wishing to participate in smoking cessation
programs not directly sponsored by the DNR must
receive ©prior approval from the DNR Safety
Administrator to receive release time and 50%
reimbursement for program costs.

Since the initiation of the smoking policy, a
"Freedom from Smoking" cessation program by the
American Lung Association has been offered to DNR
employees in the Metro area. Nine DNR employees
in the Metro area attended this program. Employees
in the six DNR regions have also been made aware
of the availability of smoking cessation programs
in their respective regions.. Many of these
programs have been offered through local hospitals.

The Department will continue to make employees
aware of approved smoking cessation programs on a
regular basis.

Requested updated fund balance projection for Water
Recreation Fund. (will provide all funds)

See Attachment 13.9.

How will the environment and natural resources
trust fund work?

This issue 1is addressed by a House Research
Information Brief entitled "Environment and Natural
Resources Trust Fund Proposal - Questions and
Answers" by John Helland, dated August, 1988. A
copy of the report is included as Attachment 13.10.

Part-time, seasonal, and laborer expenditure
history and next biennium.

Attachment 13.11 is the same as Exhibit 8 of the
DNR Use of Complement Report and has been updated
to include amounts contained in the biennial budget
request for fiscal years 1990 and 1991.

Reconcile positions in box on organization chart
(1707 to 1926).

See Attachment 13.12.

Reconcile the positions in the Game and Fish Fund
on page 384,

Page 384 1s the activity page for Ecological
Services that summarizes the CHANGE items for the
activity as follows:




CATEGORY 14

F.Y. 1990 F.Y., 1991

Agency Request Gov. Agency Request Gov.

Base CHANGE Total Rec. Base CHANGE Total Rec.

General Fund Base 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Game & Fish Fund Base 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0
Federal Fund 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Planning/Policy Pos.
Conversions (p. 385)
Game & Fish Fund 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0
Purple Loosestrife
Control (p. 386)
General Fund 3.0 3.0 -0- 3.0 3.0 -0-
Position Authority
Conversions (p. 388)

General Fund 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Game & Fish Fund (6.0) (6.0) (6.0) (6.0) (6.0) (6.0
RIM (p. 274)

General Fund 4.0 4.0

CHANGE Column Totals
General Fund 9.0 9.0
Game & Fish Fund (2.0) (2.0)

- MINERAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

1.

Sparby

CATEGORY 15

Requested information on mineral leasing 1in
Marshall County.

There are currently nine metallic mineral leases
in Marshall County. Attachment 14.1 is a copy of
Director Brice's response sent to Representative
Sparby on March 15, 1989.

= WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

1.

Osthoff

CATEGORY 16

Requested listing of all flood damage projects.

See Attachment 15.1.

FOREST MANAGEMENT

1.

Osthoff

Requested a listing of the 17 positions being held
vacant in Forestry.

The CHANGE request on page 318 will provide the
additional funding necessary to fill these
positions during the 1990-91 biennium. Attachment
16.1a is a copy of Director Rose's response sent
on March 16, 1989. Attachment 16.1b is a location
map of the 17 positions being held vacant.




2.

3.

4.,

Osthoff

Solberg

Solberg

CATEGORY 17

What has the annual growth of Forestry revenue
been?

For the period from F.Y. 1978 through F.Y. 1988,
inclusive, revenues from all sources attributable
directly to the Division of Forestry have grown at
an average annual compound rate of 5.9% per year.

Where will new positions in Forestry be located?

4 Intensified Forest Management positions will be
located as follows:

1 Lewiston Area

1 Mankato Area

1 Cambridge Area

1 Park Rapids Area

1 Utilization and Marketing position - Metro Area
1 MFRC-funded position - Community Forestry - Metro
1 Sensitive Management Specialist - St. Paul staff

How much of hybrid aspen appropriation (Laws of
1988, Chapter 686, Article 1, Section 11 - $80,000)
went to the Institute of Paper Chemistry? 1Is this
amount in the base?

The Department paid an annual membership fee of
$8,000 in F.Y. 1988 and F.Y. 1989 to the Institute
of Pulp and Paper Science. The BASE budget for the
hybrid aspen appropriation is $72,000 annually.
Responsibilities and distribution of 26 Boundary
Waters Canoe Area (BWCA) positions that will lose
federal funding in 1990.

See Attachment 16.1la.

How many 90% positions in Forestry?

See Attachment 16.1la.

Revenue obtained from forest management activities.

See Attachment 16.1a.

- TRAILS AND WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT

1.

Solberg

Cost per mile of trails (maintenance, construc-
tion).

What I can recall from the hearing, the question
dealt with maintenance and grooming of DNR




snowmobile trails in northeastern Minnesota, and
what is more economical--state or contract
grooming.

The following is a short narrative on existing
maintenance and grooming projects.

In state forests, for example, the DNR uses both
state crews and contracts to groom trails. The
cost incurred by state crews is approximately $161
per mile per season, including trail brushing,
signing, opening the trail in the fall, and eight

grooming trips. This amount doesn't include
equipment costs, such as gas, oil, repairs, and
depreciation. The contracts in state forests

average $200 per mile per season and include eight
grooming trips, including brushing, signing, and
opening the trail. The only state trail grooming
contract is on a portion of the North Shore State
Trail and is $135 per mile per season for 13 trips.
The state costs on the North Shore State Trail and
Taconite State Trail are $436 per mile per season
for 54 trips on the Taconite State Trail and 33
trips on the North Shore State Trail, including
brushing, signing, and opening the trail. This
does not include funding expended on fuel, oil,
repair, and depreciation of equipment.

CATEGORY 18 - FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

1.

Osthoff

Sparby

What is the amount of the Nongame contributions?

The contributions to the Nongame Wildlife Program
from the income tax check-off increased by $272,000
from F.Y. 1987 to F.Y. 1988. This increase is
attributed to a change made in the language on the
tax form. The words "$1.00 or more'" were dropped.
Prior to the change, there were many donations of
only $1.00, resulting in an average donation of
$3.50. Today, the average donation is over $6.00.
In addition, the number of contributors has
increased. Presently, the fund balance reflects
an estimate of $800,000. Projections have been
revised to $900,000 per year and an updated fund
statement is attached (Attachment 18.1).

Metro vs. outstate for Fish and Wildlife activi-
ties.

® Fisheries

Approximately 4.7% of the lakes managed by the
Section of Fisheries are located in the metro




3.

4.,

5.

6.

Sparby

Sparby

Sparby

Krueger

area. The following information is based upon
the lakes managed:

Metro Outstate

Lake Surveys 6.9% 93.1%
Completed Lake Management Plans 4.2% 95.8%
Cooperative Opportunities for 30.0% 70.0%
Resource Enhancement (CORE)
Projects

e Wildlife

Excluding land acquisition and administrative
activities, approximately 3% of all Section of
Wildlife work is accomplished in the metro area.

How much for habitat and food plots?

Between $2.2 and $3.0 million is spent annually on
habitat development and maintenance and the estab-
lishment of food plots. Fluctuations in work are
due to weather, staffing, and the availability of
funds.

Breakdown of Ducks Unlimited and DNR for project
in Marshall County.

The Elm Lake project in Marshall County is not
funded by the Division of Fish and Wwildlife.
However, the Division of Waters has paid $50,000
for flood control for this project to the Lower Red
River Watershed Management Board.

There has been $1.6 million committed by the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and Ducks Unlimited.

What are the vacancies in Fish and wWildlife?

The only full-time vacancies in Fish and wWildlife
are short-term.

Currently, the vacancies are in the following
status:

Position being reallocated.
Exam being developed where no list exists.
A list has been requested.
Interviews are being held.

Cost breakdown for selling walleye with pricing by
quantities.

Walleye fry are currently sold, per thousand, for
$12.50. The state sales were as follows:




7.

8.

9.

Kahn

Solberg

Osthoff

CATEGORY 19

12 sales

2,202,600 fry
$12.50 per thousand
$27,532 value

Pages 374, 375 and 379 (379 increases greatly in
1992-93). What will we do in these areas for the
long-term? What is Nongame contribution to these
three areas?

See Attachment 7.1.

How many use the Scientific and Natural Areas
(SNA's) (school districts)?

Because most school districts are unable to fund
the transportation of grade school and high school
students to SNA sites, the Section of Wildlife is
"educating the educators" by putting on workshops
for teachers.

The use of SNA's for educational purposes, to date,
has been mostly at the college level.

Protectirig these areas now allows for future educa-
tional opportunities when, hopefully, transporta-
tion problems are overcome.

Breakdown of Fish vs. Wildlife for Reinvest in
Minnesota (RIM).

RIM breakdown between Fish Management and Wildlife
Management available in F.Y. 1989 is as follows:

Fish wildlife
RIM General Fund $314,200 $ 611,600
RIM Project/Habitat (Bonding) 720,350 2,318,900
RIM Critical Match (Bonding) 94,300 2,679,400
Native Prairie (Bonding) N/A 258,200

NOTE: In F.Y. 1988, Fish Management received
$3,600,000 from RIM to purchase the Peterson
Trout Farm.

= ENFORCEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES LAWS AND RULES

1.

Bishop

Uniform cost per officer.

In their first year of employment, Conservation
Officers are provided a basic uniform costing
approximately $777. Thereafter, they receive an
annual replacement of $250. See Attachment 19.1 -




2.

Kahn

"ITndividual Uniform Order."

Why is Hunter Education funded all from the General
Fund? Does anyone without a hunting license take
the Hunter Education course?

The Advanced Hunter Education Program is an
outgrowth of the Department of Natural Resources'
Environmental Education Program that began in 1969
in response to the Environmental Education Act of
1969 which was funded by the General Fund.

During 1977-1978, a time in which the fervor for
outdoor environmental education was beginning to
subside, the Department of Natural Resources
shifted its environmental program emphasis from
K-12 school programs to adult programming. The
Department perceives that the ~"Adult Hunter
Education Program 1is an important part of its
fulfilling the intent of the Environmental
Education Act.

The thrust of this program, although it is named
Advanced Hunter Education, is in fact concerned
with ethics, wildlife management and ecology, and
responsible use of the outdoor environment. The
concepts taught in this course apply equally to
consumptive users (i.e., hunters) as well as non-
consumptive users (i.e., nature photographers).

Non-hunters, the general public, are welcome in the
programs. We do not have a specific breakdown on
the number of hunters and non-hunters that have
attended. We do offer programming, in addition to
our classes, for non-hunting groups.

It is our experience that the majority of hunters
enjoy the out-of-doors in non-consumptive ways,
ranging from photography, bird watching, hiking,
backpacking, boating and camping. We believe that
the responsible use and the wise use of the
environment aspects of the adult programming
applies to any and all outdoor activities.

The current Department of Natural Resources'
Environmental Program budget is funded by 58%
general funds and 42% game and fish funds.

Present lLegislative Funding Sources - F.Y. 1989
Source
Staff: $110,300 General Fund
Program: 79,104 Game and Fish Fund




CATEGORY 20

FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT

1.

Osthoff

What would the additional cost be when buying vehi-
cles from the dealers rather than directly from the
manufacturers?

The Department develops standard specifications for

vehicles to be purchased. The purchase requisi-
tions are submitted to the Department of Adminis-
tration, Materials Management Division, for
bidding.

A typical vehicle bid sent out by the Department
of Administration could consist of 150 or more
vehicles. Although bids are submitted by dealers
throughout the state, due to the several different
categories, quantities, sizes, and variables
requested, the bids are based on factory orders
rather than from their stock. Factories, by law,
cannot bid direct.

The most effective manner to purchase DNR vehicles
is in group and class bidding. The larger number
of vehicles bid in a single class (i.e., with the
same vehicle size, engine specifications, and’
equipment, such as air conditioning, power
steering, power brakes, etc.), the greater the
discount from a dealer.

When bidding, dealers include several factors
including fleet discounts, volume sale incentives,
etc. into their bid. As such, the savings to the
state can be substantial when compared to the
"Manufacturer's Suggested Retail Price." Following
are some F.Y. 1989 purchase examples furnished by
the Department of Administration, Materials Manage-
ment:

Manufacturer's

Suggested Bid Discount

Vehicle Retail Price Price Price
Ford Tempo $11,302 $ 8,537 24%

Chevrolet Caprice 14,835 10,689 28%
Sedan 6 cylinder

Chevrolet Caprice 15,995 12,168 24%
Station Wagon

Chevrolet Celebrity 13,500 9,763 28%
Station Wagon

Chevrolet 1/2 ton 13,496 9,477 30%
4x2 6 cylinder

Chevrolet 1/2 ton 15,100 11,584 23%

4x4 8 cylinder




2.

Solberg

The above examples were purchased as part of a
larger type fleet purchase of 50 or more vehicles.
We also looked at a single unit purchase of a Ford
Tempo. That vehicle was also a factory order;
however, because a single unit was purchased, the
discount was only 10%.

If the same vehicle was purchased to be furnished
from the vendor's stock, the discount may still be
in the neighborhood of 10%. However, the vehicle
would also be equipped with several frills not
generally included in our standard specifications
and some desirable features would not be included.

If bids were let regionally, the cost would be
higher due to a lower fleet and volume discount
available to a dealer. There is also a substantial
increase in administrative and logistical workload
with each additional vendor.

What makes up the $750,000 CHANGE request for
repairs and maintenance?

The $750,000 request is for three separate facility
management functions: $500,000 for maintenance of
buildings; $100,000 for site work projects; and
$150,000 for facility repair, remodeling, and
rehabilitation.

Building Maintenance

The Department has 1,600 buildings with a current
budget of $800,000 to maintain them or $500 per
building per year.

Based on a maintenance cost analysis by the DNR
Bureau of Engineering, the Department should be
scheduling annual maintenance as follows:

Projects to be
Replacement Accomplished

Type of Maintenance Schedule Annually Project Cost Annual Cost
Re-roof 20 82 $3,000 $ 246,000
Paint (interior/exterior) 5 291 1,600 465,600
Heating (includes seasonal 20 666 140 93,240
maintenance)
Septic/Sewer Systems 20 39 3,300 128,700
(annual maintenance, as

necessary repair)
Plumbing (as necessary 20 1,308 140 183,120
maintenance & repair)
Electrical (as necessary -- 1,645 50 82,250
maintenance & repair)
Miscellaneous/General -- 1,645 70 115,150
Repairs

$ 1,314,060




3.

Kahn

With the current budget, only 56% of the mainte-
nance can be accomplished. The result is a rapid
deterioration of buildings and major repair costs.

The CHANGE 1level will provide an additional
$500,000 for an annual budget of $1.3 million or
$810 per building.

A copy of one region's project list 1is attached
(Attachment 20.2a) that will provide examples of
the size and type of projects included in this
category.

Repairs, Remodeling, and Rehabilitation

Several of the projects in this category are
generally major repair or rehabilitation items that
have resulted from the lack of preventive mainte-
nance. Others are related to office consclidations
that have taken place. New offices must be
provided or overcrowded conditions alleviated.
This category of projects is generally too small
for consideration as a capital budget item and too
large to fund with building maintenance dollars.

A $200,000 per year CHANGE level appropriated for
the current biennium gave the Department its
initial budget for this category. The project
proposals submitted for both years of the present
biennium totaled approximately $1,000,000. A copy
of the projects selected for funding in F.Y. 1989
is attached (Attachment 20.2b).

This CHANGE 1level will provide an additional
$150,000.

Site Work Projects

At the present, the Department does not have an
inventory of the maintenance liabilities that exist
nor a specific budget for the necessary repairs.

A comprehensive inventory 1s currently underway
that will result in development of a  formal
maintenance plan. This CHANGE level will provide
$100,000 to initiate a maintenance budget.

Why can't we bond for the $750,000 Repairs and
Maintenance CHANGE request (see p. 407)?

The types of projects proposed in this CHANGE
request are repair and maintenance projects
designed to maintain the status quo of current
buildings. As stated in the prior response, these
projects include items like painting interior and




4.

5.

6.

Miller

Osthoff

Osthoff

exterior of Dbuildings; plumbing, piping and
equipment repair and replacement; roof repair and
replacement, window and screen repair and replace-
ment; and other similar types of repair and
maintenance projects.

Please provide a list of buildings that includes
age and condition.

An inventory of the 1,645 DNR buildings is attached
(Attachment 20.4) and following is a breakdown of
those buildings by age:

Number of

Age (Years) Buildings
Unknown 45
0 - 10 99
10 - 20 264
20 - 30 288
30 - 40 229
40 - 50 111
50 - 60 504
60 - 70 66
70 - 80 22
80 - 90 7
Greater than 90 10
TOTAL 1,645

A comprehensive facility survey 1is currently
underway. Part of this survey 1s a building
condition rating. Information is not available at
this time on building condition.

However, field staff report that buildings continue
to deteriorate rapidly. They are very concerned
about our inability to stop it.

Provide job performance measures for Real Estate
Specialist.

We have submitted a copy of our workplan for each
section within the Bureau of Real Estate Manage-
ment. It includes actual work performance figures
for F.Y. 1987 and projected performance figures for
F.Y. 1988 and F.Y. 1989. See Attachment 20.5.

How much real estate work is done by contract?

We have included cost figures for the two programs
under which we contract for private services. The
contract services are for acquisition appraisals
and lakeshore lot sale appraisals. Contracting is
necessary since we do not have enough staff to




7.

Osthoff

handle the volume of appraisal work.

Appraisal Contract Summary (Acquisition)

Assignments Amount Ave,
F.Y. 1987-88 172 appraisals $156,239 $908
F.Y 1988-89 (YTD) 137 appraisals $122,050 $891

Lakeshore Sale Appraisal Contract Summary

Updates New Appraisers Total

72 26
Cost $19,750 $17,400 $37,150
Appraisal Review -— -- 8,820
Total Cost $45,970

Please provide job description for Real Estate
Specialist.

We have submitted a copy of the position descrip-
tion for the Realty Specialist Senior position
which our current acquisition staff is classified
at. We have also submitted a copy of the Senior
Appraiser position description which provides
requirements for our review appraisers. See
Attachments 20.7a and 20.7b.

CATEGORY 21 - REGIONAL OPERATIONS AND SUPPORT

1.

CATEGORY 22

Osthoff

Requested roster information relating to the
Regional Operations and Support CHANGE request.

Attachment 21.1 includes object of expenditure
detail, a summary of the CHANGE request by region,
a llstlng of each new and conversion positions
requested, and a current roster.

- SPECIAL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

1.

2.

Osthoff

Battaglia

Organization chart for Information and Education.
See Attachment 22.1.

Can you provide geographic location of incoming
WATS calls and inquiries to information desk?

Ordinarily, we do not have access to the location
of callers requesting information. We do get
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Osthoff

Kahn

Osthoff

complete printouts on a monthly basis which tell
us the length and subject of each call and how long
the caller had to wait for an answer. Incoming
WATS calls have been costing the Department
approximately $3,000 per month--or $36,000
annually. It's important to note that 95% of our
callers are very satisfied with the service they're
receiving. In those cases where callers are
particularly unhappy about a specific issue, they
are wusually transferred to a manager in the
appropriate division or unit. The most difficult
cases are handled by the Department's external
affairs special assistant. It certainly would be
possible to notify the appropriate legislator of
the name and addresses of these individuals.

Hennepin County shown as participating in Minnesota
Conservation Corps (MCC). Why isn't Ramsey County
shown?

Counties were invited to apply for participation
in the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources-funded Accelerated Forest and Recreation
Lands Development Program. Ramsey County did not

apply.
How can we get other funds to fund the MCC?

The Exxon 0il Overcharge Fund or an MCC dedicated
fund resulting from a conservation-related tax,
such as a bottle recycling bill, are two possibili-
ties. Representative Kahn's office was provided
with more detailed information regarding alter-
native funding sources on November 9, 1988.

What is the salary level for Minnesota Environ-
mental Education Board (MEEB) positions?

The salary levels listed below are the annual
figures for full-time positions. MEEB has only
three full-time complement positions. All others
are pro-rated according to their part-time or
seasonal status.

@ Clerk Typist I: $16,913 - $20,107
@ Clerk Typist II: $17,748 - $21,131
@ Clerk Typist III: $19,043 - $22,926
@ Education Specialist I: $26,225 - $34,640
@ Executive Director: $34,034 - $45,665

In addition to these annual salary figures, the
following benefits are included in the budget:
health insurance (approximate average of $3,200
each); retirement (salary x .039); FICA (salary x
.0751) .
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Abrams

CATEGORY 23

Requested gender employment statistics within the
Department of Natural Resources.

See Attachment 22.6.

= ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT

1.

2.

Kahn

Osthoff

What is the history of audit unit? Didn't we fund
snowmobile several years ago?

The 1979 Legislature authorized a new Auditor
position in the General Fund for our Internal Audit

Unit. This increased the total complement
authority for the unit to 2.0 General Fund posi-
tions. In F.Y. 1985, the Department requested

authority to establish an Auditor position in the
Federal Fund to provide for the audit requirements
of the Federal Recreational Boat Safety Program.
In F.Y. 1986, the General Fund complement authority
of the unit was reduced and 1.0 position was
transferred to the field pursuant to the provisions
contained in Laws of 1986, Special Session Chap-
ter 1, Article 11, Subdivision 2 (further decen-
tralization of the Department of Natural
Resources). The remaining General Fund position
(authorized by 1979 Legislature) is the head of the
Internal Audit Unit and is scheduled to perform
audits on 11 parks and 3 counties (snowmobile and
cross-country grants-in-aid) during the current
biennium. With the additional position, auditing
services will be expanded to include 28 parks and
14 counties for the 1990-91 biennium.

What is the breakdown of responsibilities of staff
who work at the License Bureau counter?

We are providing a breakdown of customers by
activity. This information was computerized at
the beginning of F.Y. 1989. Therefore, we are
providing only a ninth-month summary of License
Bureau sales activity. See Attachments 23.2a and
23.2b. Attachment 23.2c includes all the fishing
and hunting license sales handled over-the-counter
for license year 1988. 1In addition, the employees
at the counter are involved in opening mail,
preparing deposits for all monies received through
the mail, checking deputy registrars' reports,
reviewing lottery applications, and entering micro-
film numbers into the System 38 computer.
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DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY ONE-  BAL  RE-  SAL FD  NEW DED  BASE OME-  BAL  RE-  SAL FD MW DED  BASE
APID NAME APID  FD a3 TIME  FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROG RCPTS 99 TIEE  FWD AULDC SUPP RENT INS [HG PROG RCPTS 91
s - - I - I ———— e ———]
MINERAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT | |
HINERAL MANABEMENT [ |
| !
HINERALS RES MGT 31688-75-16 2,347 | 2 39 7 43 2,658 | 2 9 14 43 2,665
INDUSTRIAL MINERMS J1080-98-10 321 | 9 4 33 9 4 334
HINERALS RESEARCH 3139@-35-16 179 1 3 3 185 | 3 3 183
IRON ORE COOP RES 31380-36-18 322 | (18) 2 i 387 1 (18) 2 1 307
PEAT DEVELORMMENT 31388-37-18 | 77 | 72
HORTICIR. TURAL PEAT 3130@-38-18 5 ! % 1 B
MIN DIVERSIFICATION 31300-42-18 581 |1 501 | 981
COREX PROCESS PROPOSAL 31300-44-10 23 1 (23 ! 23
1 !
GLACIAL DRIFT GEOCHEMISTRY  316@2-17-13 147 1 (147) | (147)
COREX PROPOSAL 31682-22-13 77 1 am | (177
ACQ PRIVATE EXPL DATA 31662-23-13 ! |
3 TRACT INDEX, ST LOUIS CTY - 316@2-24-13 ! 1
— . | |
LEASE EXPLORATION 31eee-75-2@ 186 | 1 5 243 | 1 61 248
RESERVE MINING 31165-60-20 13 8 3 1 29 33
CODP AGREEMENT AISI 31380-28-28 8 1 8 1 8
CO0P AGREEMENT EGAG 313¢0-40-28 8 1 8 I 8
EVELETH TACONITE CO 31366-41-28 3t 311 3t
FERROUS METALS CODP AGRMT 31389-42-28 ! I
KAGLIN CLAY 31380-43-20 31 3 I (3
WE I GHHASTERS 31392-06-28 47 | t @ | 1 48
MINING RENT & ROYALTIES 38116-00-29 972 | 19 991 ; 575 1,547
|
PEAT RESOURCE EST 31300-32-36 91 135 1 13
HEAVY METALS 3130@-34-30 51 3 5
ACTIVITY TOTAL 3,627 {347) (18) 2 3 7 33 % 5489 (347) (18) 2 3 14 33 653 6,657
HINELAND RECLAMATION
WIMELAND RECLAMATION 31eee-93-1@ 3% i i@ 6 468 | 18 6 408 |
MINERALS GIFT LTV 31167-60-69 71 71 71
ACTIVITY TOTAL Ky 18 6 415 10 6 415
PROGRAM TOTAL 6,626 (347 e 2 a3 7 39 2 5,94 (347) (18) 2 83 14 39 653 6,472

[°1 Jualiyoely




FILE:BASERDJT DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL
PROGRAM
ACTIVITY BE- BY - SAL FD MW DED  BASE M-  BAL RE- S FD MM DED  BASE
APID NAME aPID  FD 89 TIE A AMIOC SUPP RENT INS CHS PROG ROPTS 99 TIE FdD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS OHG PROS RCPTS 91
: S ] ! — I
WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ] i |
WATER RESDURCES MONAGEWENT ] ] ]
| i I
WATER RESOURCES MGT 31080-74-10 4,240 | 2 1 12 T 4,428 | 2 18 24 T 4,440 |
BAS STORAGE MONITORING 31109-35-10 1 | |
LAKE RESTORAT ION 31169-38-16 ! ! |
| i |
GROLMDUATER MANAGEMENT 31682-16-13 U3 1 (34D I (343) !
GROUNDMATER SENSITIVITY 31682-25-13 I | !
RIVER BK & MEANDER MGT 31662-26-13 ] I )
WATER ALLOC & CONSERVATION  316@2-98-13 216 1 (216) I (216) ]
| | I
MRA - WATERS 31008-74-19 8 | 2 8 | 2 8 1
! | ]
USG5 COOP AGREEMENT 31164-00-28 1o 11 11
LOMER RED RIVER COOP 31164-01-20 50 | 1 st 1 S1 1
&)  DEVIL TRACK LAKE DAM 31164-03-20 | ] |
8] | ] ]
FED FLOOD PLAIN MST 311@9-35-3@ 79 1 M9 1 9 |
404 ASSIMPTION STUDY 31189-39-38 43 1 43 1 43 |
| 1 1
GROUNDWATER EXP £ DATA MGT  31888-74-56 132 | 138 1 138 1
CLEAR LAKE REHAB 31108-74-56 S (TS ! {75 |
FLODD DAMAGE 31181-74-56 cea | (89) 51 | (89) 511 |
PROGRAM TOTAL 5,867 634) 89 2 188 12 77 5,338 1634)  (89) 2 18 & 7 5, 47




FILE : RASEADT

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY BE- B RE- SAL FD MW DED  BASE ME- B RE-  SAL FD MM DED  BASE
APID NAUVE APID  FD 89 TIE FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROS ROPTS 99 TIKE F¥D ALOC SUPP RENT INS (MG PROS RCPTS 91
i i
FOREST HANAGEMENT ] |
FOREST MANAGEMENT 1 |
] ]
FOREST MANNGEMENT 31080-76-18 12,659 | (5D (38) 381 18 248 13,163 | (57 (38) 341 21 248 13,174
FOREST INV SUPPLEMENTAL 31009-83-10 678 | 8 4 698 | 183) 8 4 687
FOREST CAMPGROUNDS 31209-16-18 k' S % 1 *
IMPLEMENT FOREST MGT PL 31209-26-18 125 1 125 | 125
HYBRID ASPEN 31208-27-18 7”1 721 7
STATEWIDE FOREST INVENTORY  31288-28-16 27 | o 2m | 27
BICA INTENSIFICATION 31288-76-18 I I
BWCA INTENSIFICAT LON 31209-76-10 518 | 578 | S70
COMPREHENSIVE F & W DLAN 31400-03-10 | ]
| 1
DEV FOREST SOIL INTERP 31682-27-13 ] !
URBAN FORESTRY 31682-28-13 ] ]
IMPACTS FOREST ROAD SYSTEM  316@2-29-13 | I
| ]
NATURAL RES SEMINARS 31100-98-28 I |
FOREST CRMPGROUNDS RECEIPTS  31280-10-20 13 1 13 1 13
&)\ LAKE ST INIT COOP 31200-24-28 181 18 1 18
FORESTRY COOP AGREEMENTS 11208-25-20 1 i
STATE FOREST ROAD ACCOUNT 31280-29-28 400 | 400 | 460
FOREST MGT FD NURSERIES 31200-76-20 1,998 | 2 2,628 | Ferd 2,628
FOREST MST FD TRUST LAND 31281-76-29 2,217 | 2,217 | 2,217
FOREST WGT FD STRTE FORESTS  31262-76-28 B3 B 33
BURNTSIDE STATE FOREST 31283-00-28 16 1 16 16
FOREST MGT FD BERVICES 31283-76-28 5 |1 a1 25
STATE FOREST DEV 31209-10-20 sep | 88 | 588
FORESTRY PUBLICATIONS 31264-00-29 2 1 - 2%
CONS CONSERVATION AREA 38108-60-20 585 | 585 | 585
STATE FOREST ACCOUNT 38185-08-20 419 | 419 | 419
| 1
CONS RES PROGRAM 31268-61-38 63 1 63 | 63
SPECIAL FORESTRY FED 31208-17-38 257 1 120 257
AGRIC CONS PROG 31204-08-39 68 | 6 | 69
BWCA INTENSIFICATION 31286-76-38 18 1 8 1 18
BCA INTENSIFICATION 31267-76-38 1 1
BCA INTENSIFICATION 31208-76-38 1,284 | {4) 1,288 | {4) 1,200
FEDERAL AID FORESTRY 31209-66-38 109 | 169 | _ 168
BHCA INTENSIFICATION 31209-76-38 79 | 79 1 (199)
COMTY FIRE DEPT APPORTION 31216-60-39 16 1 16 | 16
FORESTRY INCENTIVE PROGRAM  31268-06-38 6 1 6 ! 6
| [
6IFTS FORESTRY 31264-08-69 3 3 3
RACTIVITY TOTAL 23,559 (F1) RLIIE "C T I 24 03 rars A e




FILE : BASEADST

DEPARTHENT (OF NATURAL RESDURCES
BIEMNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY OE- B RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE ME- B RE-  SAL FD MM DED  BASE
APID NAME ®em 89 TIME FuD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS (CWG PROG ROPTS 99 TIEE P ALOC SWPP RENT INS OHG PROS RCPTS 91
i I -
FIRE FIGHTING I i
| ]
EMERGENCY FIRE FIGHTING 31285-08-18 4,610 1 (3,060) 5 18 765 1 (3,868 5 10 765
FOREST EMERGENCY FIRE 31205-08-38 25 | 65 1 265
ACTIVITY TOTAL 4,875 (3,868) 5 10 1,630 (3,860) 5 18 1,838
FOREST MANAGEPENT GRANTS I I
| ]
FOREST MANAGEMENT 31009-76-18 i 50 128 1 ) 128
C0 FORESTRY ASSIST PROGRAM  3128@-22-18 56 | 500 | 588
COUNTY FOREST ASSISTANCE 31280-25-18 875 | 875 | 875
| i
REGENERATION GROWTH 1NV 31682-14-13 5 1 (25 T3
] I
~ COUNTY FOREST ACCESS ROADS  31208-38-20 215 | o7 | 7S
. ] I
BHCA INTENSIFICATION 31288-76-30 I |
S BacA INTERSIFICATION 31289-76-30 818 | 818 | (810
COMTY FIRE DEPT APPORTION  31°10-9@-30 102 | 182 | 162
ACTIVITY TOTAL 2,657 125) ) 2,682 (835) 50 1,872
PROGRAM TOTAL 31,091 (3,946) 12 354 18 284 27,005  (5,629) 12 3% 21 204 26,133




39

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

R .~ 4
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1990491
BASE ADJUSTIENT DETAIL )
PROGRAS
ACTIVITY DE- ML RE- A NN DED BASE - B R S F NN DD BASE
PID NE w0 FD 69 THE F@ ALOC SPP RENT INS O PROG ROPIS 99 TDE FD ALC SPP RENT INS OB PROS ROPTS 91
I |
PARKS & RECREATION WANIGEMENT z !
PARKS & RECREATION HANAGEMENT I |
' !
PRRKS & REC MANAGEMENT 31000-86-10 9,684 | 8 384 6 123 136 16,187 | 8 364 i 129 136 18,193
EMPL OF NEEDY ELDERLY 31568-61-10 180 ) 188 188
TETTEGOUCHE CAMP BLDE 31588-85-18 28 | 28 1 (20)
HILL ANNEX MINE STATE PARK  315068-86-16 27 | @ | (278}
PARKS PAYMENT IN LIEU 31568-16-18 28 | (15) 51 (135) 3
| |
CRMPER SURVEY 31682-31-13 } |
P4 YOUTH HOSTEL PROG 31682-32-13 ! I
1 1
WRA - PARK DEVELOPMENT 31562-69-19 628 | (57 i 572 | (58) i 371
| I
TOMER SOUDAN COOP 31560-02-20 L 48 | 48
PARKS MAINTENANCE 31506-00-28 3,974 | (28) 3,946 | (28) 3,946
ST PARKS WORKING CAPITAL 31595-88-2@ 716 | 718 | 718
! u
HILL ANNEX 31506-00-24 172 ! 28 288 | 28 88
! l
GIFTS PARKS & RECREATION 31501-78-69 B’ | K I 38
PROGRAM TOTAL 15, 648 {333) (9N 8 35 6 129 13 28 15,878 1333) (58) 8 3 12 129 13 28 15,875




FILE:BASEADST DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOLIRCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-9!
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL
PROGRAN
ACTIVITY OME- BRL RE- SaL FD MEW DED  BASE ONE- BAL RE- S5AL FD MM DED  BASE
APID NI WD FO 89 TE Pl ALOC SPP RENT INS CHG PROS RCPTS 99 TIE FD ALOC SWPP RENT INS [OHG PROG RCPTS 91
- I I
TRAILS & WATERWAYS MANGEMENT ! l
TRAILS & WATERWAYS MANGEMENT ! P
! I
TRAILS & WATERWAYS 31000-69-10 4 1 5 17 8 ™ | 5 8 784
PALL BUNYAN TRATL 31600-04-10 51 @ (G
[ [
RIDGELINE HIKING TRAIL 31602-08-13 9 1 @ t@n )
TRAILS PLANNING & NGT 31662-33-13 ! [
: ' [
STATE INDIRECT COSTS 31608-09-19 9 !
ACTIVITY TOTAL 86 (132 5 17 8 1 (132) CNY; 8 704
WATER ACCESS & RECREATION [ |
I |
BRIGHTON BEACH BREAKWATER  31682-16-13 2 1 (4e2) [ 2R
NORTH SHORE HARBORS STUDY  316@2-36-13 ! I
l |
WRA WATER ACCESS 31000-69-19 3,35 | 32 16 336 | 35 16 3,49
[ |
T & W COOP AGREEMENT 31608-84-29 ! |
! |
WATER ACCESS 6 & F 31000-69-23 48 1 2 2 2 | 2 2 2
! i
REC BOATING SAFETY 31881-43-38 619 1 639 1 639
! !
TRAILS & WATERWAYS GIFTS 316000269 10 1 191 10
ACTIVITY TOTAL 4,814 (420) s 2 18 4,417 (“22) 5 5 18 4,420
TRAILS RECREATION | I
I I
CROSS COUNTRY SKI TRAILS 31668-00-10 72 1 TR I 2
! I
RIDBELINE HIKING TRAIL 31662-35-13 ! I
TR RIGHT-OF-WAY PROTECTION  31682-47-13 ! !
I i
SNOWOBILE TRAILS 31008-21-20 3,418 | 2 1 3,43 1 4 1 3,433
CROSS COUNTRY SKI TRAILS  31660-98-20 15 1 1% | 158
3MEEL/OFF-ROAD VEHICLE  31608-81-28 419 1 2 T 2 481
PRIOR YR CERT EWCUMBRANCE 31608-08-20 [ !
ACTIVITY TOTAL 8,127 2 1 4102 TR 4,184
 PROGRAM TOTAL 977 s T - S



N
N

FILE:BASEADIT

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

BIENNIAL BUDBET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
RCTIVITY CE- B RE- SAL FD NEW DED BASE OE- B RE- S FD MEW DED  BASE
APID NAME APID  FD 89 TIE P ALIOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROG ROPTS 98 TIE FW AIOC SUPP RENT INS (OHE PROG ROPTS 9
- 1 |
FISH & WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT | I

FISH MANAGEMENT | |

| I
COMPREHENSIVE F & W PLAN 314P0-63-18 418 | (266) 4 2 158 | (265) 4 [4 158

! I

URBAN FISHING PROGRAM 31682-39-13 ! |

| |
_WRA - FISH 3le88-77-19 144 | 144 | 144

I |
STATE INDIRECT COSTS 31000-®9-23 n | n i 375
FISH MANAGEMENT 31680-77-23 9,464 | 241 164 9,874 | 241 16 164 9,879
FISH TROUT STRERM MGT 31408-68-23 393 L} 3 460 | 4 3 468
FISH MET INTENSIFICATION 314688-77-23 2,868 | 41 28 2,929 | 41 28 2,929

I |
FISH FEDERAL AID 31408-42-30 a | 82 | 82
FISH MBT NATIONAL FORESTS 3140@-53-30 40 40 1 48

! 1
GIFTS FISH 314966069 3B K »
ACTIVITY TOTAL 13,814 (266) 298 189 14,032 (266) 2% 18 189 14,837




FILE : BASEADT7 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESCOURCES
RIENNIAL BUDGEY 1998-91
PASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL
PROGRAM
ACTIVITY ME- B RE- SA FD MM DED  BASE - B RE-  SAL FD MEW DED  BASE
aPID NASE I FD 89 TINE FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PAOB ROPTS 9@ TIHE FWD ALIOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROS RCPTS 91
] [ —
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT | I
| i
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 31089-78-16 1@ 1 (e ] (1@
COMPREHENSIVE F & W PLAN 31408-03-10 47 | 4 3 477 1 4 3 477
1856 INDIAN TREATY 31409-12-18 5,058 | 5,09 | S, 850
SCI AND NATURAL ARERS 314808816 283 | 6 1 4 2% | 6 3 4 296
THIEF LAKE WA 31499-83-16 % | (58 ! (58)
RED LAKE A 31400-84-10 8 1 (8 ! (8)
| ]
FOREST WILDLIFE HARITAT 31682-11-13 12 1 (182 1 (1ee)
SHAN LBKE WILDLIFE PROJECT  31662-12-13 1,619 1 (1,619 I (1,619
COUNTY BIOL SURVEY 31600-13-13 87 | (8D | (87
NO AMER WATERFOW. PLAN 316624813 ! !
COUNTY BIOL SURVEY 31682-48-13 ] 1
i I
WILDLIFE CODP AGREEMENT 31009-78-20 118 1 110 | e
LAND ACOUISITION ACCOUNT 31109-83-20 | I
g\  WILD RICE 6T ACCOLNT 31460-71-28 1 kI 3
OQ  NON-GAE WILDLIFE X-OFF 31400-78-28 1,233 | (484) 1 18 766 1 (484) 3 10 762
PROJECT WILD 31408-79-20 31 31 3.
! !
HILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 31080-78-23 6,840 | 167 7 165 7,119 ) 167 11 165 7,123
COMPUTERIZED LICENSING 31460-01-23 226 | (8) 1 219 1 (8) 1 219
DEER HABITAT IMPROVEMENT 31408-45-23 1,008 | 16 19 1,834 1 16 1@ 1,034
VATERFOL. HABITAT 1P 31408-46-23 657 | 4 861 | 4 661
PHERSANT HABTTAT 1P 31408-69-23 403 | 2 405 | 2 4@
WILDLIFE ADD LICENSE SURCH  31485-85-23 71 2 2 ns 4 2 2 715
PUBLIC HUNTING GROUNDS 31485-50-23 68F | 686 686
1 : !
WILDLIFE FEDERAL 31400-63-38 19 1 19 1 10
WILDLIFE END SPECIES PLANTS  31408-67-30 ! 58 % | 5 56
WILDLIFE END SPECIES ANIMALS 31488-71-3R 4 | IV 40
BELTRAMI ISLAND 38112-00-30 44 | (YO 84
| I
NAT HERITAGE INFO SYST 31688-70-63 19 1| 10 1 18
WILDLIFE BIFY 31497-88-69 71 71 7
NONGAME WILDLIFE GIFTS 31498-69-69 9 | 9 1 9
ACTIVITY TOTAL 19,766 (2,368 (B @ 9 13 % 17,733 2,368 (8 17 13 8 17,781
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FILE:BRSEADI7

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY

APID NAWE

%

ECOLOBICAL SERVICES

ECOL SURV & SERVICES

COMPREHENSIVE F & W PLAN
ACID PRECIPITATION STUDY

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN F L W
FOREST WILDLIFE HABITAT
PURPLE LOOSESTRIFE RESEARCH

WRA - SPECIAL PROGRAMS

ECOL SURV & SERVICES

ACID PRECIPITATION STUDY

PESTICIDE ENFORCEMENT

ECOL-PCA USE ATTAINABILITY

ACID RAIN FEDERAL

ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FEDERAL

ACTIVITY TOTAL

PROGRAM TOTAL

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

PIENNIAL BUDSET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETRIL

M- BAL RE- SAL FD NEM DED  BASE BE- B RE- S FD MEW DED  BASE
i) D B9 TIE FMD ALOC SWPP RENT INS (M6 PROS ROPTS 99 THE PO ALC SWP RENT INS OH5 PROG RCPTS 91
— - I I
] I
I I
31008-79-18 432 | 4 3 5 5 I “ 9 1S Tt
31406-03-18 | !
31400-64-10 81 1 1 21 f 1 42
! I
31662-93-13 1271 1 u2n I uen
31662-11-13 163 1 1163) I (83)
31662-43-13 | I
i I
31009-68-19 I |
I I
31009-79-23 828 | 22 18 868 | » 18 868
31400-64-23 1% | 16 1 16
! |
31408-60-38 13 1 13 1 13
31409-62-30 10 1 101 10
31400-70-30 156 1 1% | 156
31408-72-30 1 11 1
1,786 (299) W@ 5 & 1,571 (290) TR S TR 1,577
35,306 (2,650) (274) 14 524 19 347 5 33,3% (2,65 (274) 14 5% 38 347 5 13,35




FILE:BASEADS?

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY

APID NAME

0L

ENFORCEMENT OF NR LAWS & RULES
ENFORCEMENT OF NR LOMS & RULES

ENFORCEMENT
COMPREHENSIVE F & H PLAN

ENFORCEMENT WRA

SNOWMOBILE TRAILS
FLEET MANAGEMENT
3-WHEEL /0FF-ROAD VEHICLE

ENFORCEMENT G &
CONTROL OF SMELT FISHING
PERMITTEE TRAPPER FEES
ADLLT HUNTER EDUCATION

FISH MGT INTENSIFICATION

HUNTER EDUCATION - GIFT
ENFORCEMENT GIFY

PROGRAM TOTAL

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHENT DETAIL

- o W e oum e o e e P e e e e S e e

OME- BAL RE- SAL FD MW DED BASE ONE- BAL RE- 54 FD MM DED  BASE
APID  FD a9 TIRE FUD AUOC SUPP RENT INS CH6 PROG RCPTS 98 TIEE FWD ALOC SUPP RENT INS (CHE PROG RCPIS 91
————— ! f
| [
I I
I I
31080-82-18 1,3% ! 36 k4 1,466 1 6 36 » 1,466
J140e-@3-10 | |
I t
31080-82-19 1,95 | 2 15 1,972 1 2 15 1,972
! I
31e00-21-28 25 | 3 a6 | 3 262
31081-73-28 8 1 8 1 B
J1660-01-20 151 ! i 152 | 1 152
I {
J1pee-82-23 7,672 | 182 163 7,9%! | 1682 9 183 7,9%6
31408-08-23 % | 28 i 28
J140@-50-23 2 1 2 1 2
31488-66-23 Be 1 2 a2 1 2 82
31400-77-23 213 | 3 1 a7 3 1 etz
! |
J1ee2-71-9 6 1 6 1 [
31409-89-69 1! 1 1
11,739 223 157 12, 149 6 223 9 157 12,154




FILE:BASEADT?

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDBET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETRIL

{
I
{
!

PROSRAM
ACTIVITY ON-  BAL RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE ON-  BAL RE-  SAL FD NEW DED  BASE
APID NWE I FD 89 TIE FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS (MG PROG ROPTS 99 TIE FdD ALOC SUPP RENT INS OH5 PROG ROPTS 91
I I
FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT i I
FIELD SERVICES I I
I I
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT 31600-73-18 3,559 | 4 8 2 4 3,675 | 63 5 47 3,678
NSC STOCK OPERATIONS 38900-09-10 00 | 400 | 400
SSC STOCK OPERATIONS 8900-01-18 153 | 153 1 153
I !
FIELD DPERATIONS SUPPORT 31008-73-19 % | % | 2
I I
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT 31008-73-23 1,528 | 1,528 | 1,528
ACTIVITY TOTAL 5,666 4 63 2 47 5,782 63 5 &7 5,785
FLEET MANAGEMENT 1 I
I !
FLEET MONAGEMENT ACCOUNT  31081-73-28 2,527 | 2,57 | 2,527
EQUIPHT INSTALL PURCH 31002-73-20 5,000 | 5,000 | 5, 008
d L e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e
~ ACTIVITY TOTAL 7,527 7,521 1,527
ENGINEERING SERVICES ! I
I I
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT 31000-73-10 137 1 1 3 3 184 | 3 3 144
LAKESHORE LEASES 31003-73-10 15 1 (182 1 1 15 1 W 1 1
' ]
STATEWIDE PUB RECREATION MOP  31682-38-13 ! i
| I
FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT  31080-73-19 142 | 4 146 1 4 146
WRA PARK DEVELOPMENT 31502-00-19 % | % | 9%
' i
SNOWMOBILE TRAILS 31000-21-29 11 TR 1
PROFESSIONAL SERV COW 31082-58-29 ) I
- I I
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT 31008-73-23 1,144 | 2 3 15 1,218 1 2 71 & 15 - 1,222
FISH M6T INTENSIFICATION 31408-77-23 a7 | a7 1 A7
I |
RECREATIONAL BOAT SAFETY 31081-43-30 S4 | 5 54
I I
LAKESHORE LEASES 31800-73-86 7 1 (20D 1 (2en
ACTIVITY TOTAL 1,947 (309 1T % 3 15 1,75 (324) ¥ 7T B 15 1,714
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FILE:BASEADS7 DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIEMNIAL BUDBET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHMENT DETAIL
PROGRAM
ACTIVITY OE- B RE- SA FD MW DED BASE OME- BAL RE- SAL FD WM DED  BASE
APID NE APID  FD 89 TINE FdD MIOT SUPP RENT INS [CHG PROG ROPTS 9@ TINE F MLOC SUPP RENT INS OHG PROS RCPTS 9t
- 1 I
REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT I I
I i
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT 3ie8e-73-16 216 | 276 | 276
LAKESHORE LEASES 31683-73-18 I i 2 48 | i1 2 48
I {
ACCEL LAMD EXCH & MGT 31682-64-13 156 1 (156} | {156}
SHAN LAKE WILDLIFE PROJECT  316€2-12-13 I l
ACCELERATED LAND EXCH 31682-45-13 I I
| i
FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT 31008-73-19 9% | 2 2 i 2 %2
I |
TAY STATE ACR PROPERTY 31008-28-28 | |
PROF SERVICES CONVERSION 31882-56-20 I |
SALT SPRINGS MGT ACCOUNT 31180-04-26 I |
! !
FIELD SERVICES SUPPORT Jeee-73-23 759 |1 17 8 13 97 1 17 15 13 884
WILDLIFE ACO LICENSE SURCH  214@5-05-23 253 | 253 ! 233
| !
LAKESHORE LEASES 31698-73-86 182 | (182 ) (182)
ACTIVITY TOTAL 1,751 (327 19 8 15 1,466 (327} 19 15 13 1,473
PROGRAM TOTAL 16,891 (636) 5 18 13 %4 15 16,380 (651) 5 18 & 9% 13 16,499




FILE :BASERDST

PROGRAM

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDBET 1396-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

ACTIVITY ONE- BAL RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE OE- B RE- SAL FD MW DED  BRSE

APID NUE w89 T P ALOC SPP RENT INS OF PROG ROPTS 9 TIE P ALOC SPP RENT INS OHG PROG RCPTS 91
REGIONAL GPERATIONS SUPPORT : : , :
REGTONAL DPERATIONS SUPPORT | ! |
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION j008-72-18 3,233 : 87 61 3,381 : 87 61 3,381 :
MISS RIVER MANAGEMENT 1629913 162 : (162) : (162) :
REGIONAL ADMIN - WRA 31008-72-19 8t : 2 83 : 2 83 :
WRA PARK DEVELOPMENT 31502-00-19 6 1 6 1 61
REGIONAL ADMIN COOP AGNT 31068-72-8 184 : 2 186 : 2 186 :
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION 31000-72-23 st : 13 7 S8t : 13 7 501:
REG ADMIN DISASTER FED 31000-72- 30 10 : 18 : 18 :
REGIONAL ADMIN GIFT 31000-72-69 5 : s : A :

PROGRAM TOTAL . 109 7 4,251 162) w 7w 4,251




FILE:BASEADJ7 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY GE- BA R~ SAL FD MEW DED  BASE GE- B RE-  SAL FD  NEM DED  BASE
APID NOE ' APID  FD 89 TIME F ALOC SUPP RENT INS (M5 PROG RCPTS 98 TIE FAD ALOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROG ROPTS 91
I I
SPECIAL SERVICES & PROGRAMS | !
INFORMATION & EDUCATION I |
I I
SPECIAL SERVICES 31080-68-10 e | 1 18 4 7 age | 1 18 8 7 866
{ I
HARKETING DEPT SERVICES 31682-87-13 284 | (284) I (264)
| I
WRA SPECIRL PROBRAMS 31088-68-19 33 1 2 4 39 1 4 4§ Kt
I I
SNOWMOBILE TRAILS J1e08-21-28 38 ! K 38
! |
SPECIAL SERVICES 31660-68-23 3b 1 i 1 B 1 1 1 38
. | I
REC BOATING SAFETY 31801-43-38 746 | 746 | 746
I I
ADMINISTRATION GIFT 31e¢@-71-69 13 | 31 13
VOLUNTEER - GIFTS 31e01-71-69 28 ! 228 | 209
*\é ACTIVITY TOTAL 2,344 (284) 1 19 6 12 2,178 (284) 1 19 12 12 2,184
PLAMNING ! !
I I
SPECIAL SERVICES . 316006810 1,872 | 1 a7 3 19 1,124 | 1 a7 18 19 1,129
PLANNING UPPER MISS HEADW 31671-62-10 103 | 183 | 183
INTL WOLF CENTER 310080-06-1@ 158 1 (159 I (158)
| I
LANCON 31602-20-13 S (51) ) (31
MISS RIVER INTERP CENTER 31662-28-13 I I
ALTERN DISPUTE RES 31602-46-13 | I
I i
WRA SPECIAL PROGRAMS 31680-68-19 % | i | ® | 2 1 9

ACTIVITY TOTAL 1,472 (281) i 44 6 20 . 1,325 (281) 1 a1 12 28 1,331
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FILE:BASEAL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY
APID NAME

YOUTH PROGRANS
SPECIAL SERVICES

RIDGELINE HIKING TRAIL
CONSERVATION CORPS

WRA SPECIAL PROGS
SNOWMDBILE TRAILS
FOREST MGT FUND ST FORES™S
NONGAME WILDLIFE X-OFF
YOUTH PROGRAMS COOP AGMT
WILDLIFE ACG LICENSE SURCH
MCC JUSTICE NSSISTANCE ACTY
YOUTH PROGRAMS GIFT
ACTIVITY TOTAL

OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES
SPECIAL SERVICES
VOLINTEER COORDINATION
NAT RESOURCES SEMINARS

ACTIVITY TOTAL

DEFARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
-BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

MINN ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION BOARD

SPECIAL SERVICES

MEER COOP AGMY

MEEB BIODIVERSITY CURRIC

HEEB AG-STRAVAGANIA

HDRMEL CONSENT DECREE

MEED 3M JUDGEMENT DECREE

HEEB GIFT ACCOUNT
ACTIVITY TOTAL

PROGRAM TOTAL

- B RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE O-  BAL RE- S FD NEW DED  BASE
APID  FD 89 TIE FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROS ROPTS 90 TIE FWD ALLOC SPP RENT INS CHG PROG RCPTS 91
- I I
I I
i !
31080-68-18 484 | 18 6 580 | 18 6 588
I ]
31602-08-13 89 t (89 I (89
31682-15-13 15 1 (156) I %)
I |
31000-68-19 59 | 59 | 59
I I '
31060-21-28 139 1 148 1 1 . 148
31262-76-28 189 1 181 1 t 181
31400-70-28 49 | 1 S | 1 )
31500-48-28 ] I
I 1
31405-05-23 256 | 4 7 267 | 4 7 267
I I
31000-68-30 8 1 8 1 8
i 1
31500-40-69 I I
1,420 (245) 14 16 1,285 (245) 14 16 1,265
| I
I ]
31000-68-10 982 | 5 19 5 15 %2 | (59 19 11 15 %8
31662-44-13 I |
31100-98-29 ! ]
982 (59 19 5 15 962 59 19 11 15 %8
I |
! I
31000-68-10 359 | 8 3 3 | 8 3 378
I I
31070-03-29 ! ]
! i
31870-04-39 I ]
! |
310798269 2 | 2 1 2
31076-8469 01 18 1 10
31076-83-69 18 1 18 1 18
31078-68-69 31 31 3
392 B 3 403 8 3 463
6,618 (5 8 17 66 6,073 {650) 57 8 35 66 6,891




FILE:PASEADS7

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY oE- B RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE - B RE- SAL FI. MW DED  BASE
APID NAE APID  FD 89 TIKE FWD ALLOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PROG RCPTS 98 TIME FWD ALIOC SUPP RENT INS CHG PRO6 RCPTS 91
- ] { I
ADMINISTRATIVE MARAGEMENT ! { [
RDMINISTRATIVE HMANAGEMENT 1 1 !
{ ! |
ADMINISTRATIVE MGT SERVICES  21008-71-16 1,827 1 3 5% 3 24 1,9%7 | 3 B 5 24 1,999 |
! i I
WRA ADHINISTRATION J1088-71-19 15 i 15 151
1 i [
. GNOWMOBILE TRAILS 31608-21-20 15 1 151 151
PARKS MATNTENANCE 315060-80-2@ 1 1 !
! [ !
LEGAL SERVICES 31090-84-23 25 | 25 | 2251
ADHINISTRATIVE MBT SERVICES  31008-71{-23 364 ) i 7 i 373 | i 14 { 388 1
! | !
REC BOATING SAFETY 31081-43-38 §2 | LT §2 1
! ! !
SPECIAL GIFT 31083-71-69 2 1 2 | 221
o\\l ACTIVITY TOTAL 2,518 3 51 18 25 2,599 3 119 25 2,688
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FILE:BASEADIT

DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENMIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTHMENT DETRIL

PROGRAM
ACTIVITY GE- B RE- SAL FD NEW DED  BASE E- B RE-  SAL FD NEW DED  BASE
APID NAME APID  FD a3 TIME F@ ALOC SUPP RENT INS (WG PROG 9% TIE FdD AUOC SUPP RENT INS CHE PROG RCPTS 9t
{ | e
" LICENSING ! b
i |
ADMINISTRATIVE WGT SERVICES  31688-71-16 61 1 81 | 81
CROSS COUNTRY SKI TRAILS 31600-88-10 » 1 3o 1 36
! !
HRA ADMINISTRATION Jiese-71-19 518 ) 1 7 33 1 1 18 7 536
| !
SNOWHDBILE TRAILS J10e0-21-28 124 | 124 | 124
CROSS COUNTRY SKI TRAILS 3166806828 | 1
3-WHEEL /OFF-ROAD VEHICLE 11686-01-28 K~ i 36 1 1 3b
I I
ROMINISTRATIVE WGT SERVICES  31888-71-23 639 | 16 7 656 1 16 7 656
COMPUTERIZED L ICENSING 31408-01-23 % B 95
ACTIVITY TOTAL 1,522 i1 13 1,553 11 1@ 13 1,558
INFORMATION & DATA SYSTEMS I t
| I
ADMINISTRATIVE MGT SERVICES  31808-71-18 687 | 14 9 638 1 14 9 638
! |
WRA ADMINISTRATION 31088-71-19 61 1 1 6 | t
| I
SNOWMOBILE TRAILS 31688-21-29 29 1 i I 1
1 I
ADMINISTRATIVE MGT SERVICES  31668-71-23 2% | 261 | 18 266
COMPUTERIZED LICENSING 31400-01-23 289 | 268 | 280
ACTIVITY TOTAL 1,133 14 11 1,183 14 16 1t 1,188
PROGRAM TOTAL 5,185 3 76 St 3,335 3 ™ 39 51 5,354
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FILE:BASEADJ7 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BIENNIAL BUDGET 1998-91
BASE ADJUSTMENT DETAIL
PROGRAM
ACTIVITY DN- B RE- SAL FD MW DED  BASE DE- B RE-  SAL FD MW DED BASE
PID NYE a0 FD 89 TIE F ALOC SPP RENT INS CHG PROG RCPTS 99 TIE A ALOC SUPP RENT INS OH6 PROG ROPIS 91
! f
TOTAL DNR 148,371 1 (9,912) (438) 1,9% 112 1,375 136 A3 162 141,821 | (11,616) (439) 1,992 228 1,315 136 A3 783 148,799
| = === I
I )
I J
TOTAL FUND 10 62,515 | (4,589) (284) 1,226 6@ T2 136 59,838 | (4,687) (284) 1,228 126 T2 136 59, 1%
TOTAL FND 13 4,343 1 (4,343) (4,343
T0TAL FUND 19 7,639 | (sn 7 18 S4 7,653 1 (58) T 2w 7,663
TOTAL FIND 20 27,148 | (512) 3 09 % 26,782 1 (512 7 0® 653 27,347
TOTAL FUND 23 319,243 | (8 75 19 4% 15 48,544 | @) %5 76 49 15 48,581
TOTAL FUND 24 172 1 28 20 | 28 288
TOTAL FUND 30 5,728 | (&) S 5,766 1 (1,604) S0 4,166
TOTAL FUND 56 BeS 1 (TS) (B9 BAL L (TS) (89) 641
TOTAL FUND €9 405 | 05 1 485
TOTAL FUND 86 |9 1 (389 I (389)
148,371 (9,912) (438) 1,99 112 1,375 136 A3 142 141,821  (11,618) (439) 1,992 228 1,375 136 43 783 140,799

8




Attachment 1.3

FLEET MANALEMENT — AN EARLY SUCCESAS Y

1. EFFICIENCY IN EQUIPMENT USE -
-more sharing of equipment
-more equipment pooling

.2. IMPROVED MANAGEMENT STABILITY -
: -halted upward spiral of maintenance costs
-equipment use has become a "cost of doing business”

3. IMPROVED QUALITY OF EQUIPMENT -
-have equipment replacement on a standard cycle
-have reduced lost time due to less equipment
"down time"

4. REDUCED AMOUNT OF FLEET EQUIPMENT -
-down 8% the first biennijum

FloRh 4

Agr= WILDUEE

| Ptovides cquip. to
epecating unts.

2.Replacee cquip.ona
standard repl. cyele.

Y ATERS> 3, Repairs & Maintains equip. MIMERALS
h 4. lnsures equip.
5, Licenses cqvip.

TRAILS 3 M.lﬂ_.

A\

YOUTH PpoG ENFORCEMENT
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file:EQPS

i 1TEN

I

I FY 1987 REPLACEMENTS
} FY 1988 REPLACEMENTS
H FY 1989 REPLACEMENTS
I FY 1990 REPLACEMENTS
I FY 1991 REPL - Lease Purchase
I FY 1991 REPL - Cash Purchase
I FY 1992 REPLACEMENTS

I FY 1993 REPLACEMENTS

I FY 1994 REPLACEMENTS

I FY 1995 REPLACEMENTS

1

i TOTAL REPLACEMENT COSTS

I

1 EQUIPMENT REPAIR

(| INSURANCE

T LICENSE PLATES AND TABS
1 INDIRECT COSTS

N TOTAL COSTS

[ LESS RESALE AND INTEREST
1l USER COSTS

1 LESS AMOUNT IN BASE

$1,873.2

$4,924.4

$4,900.0
$4,500.0
$3,275.0

$925.0
$4,000.0
$4,000.0
$4,000.0
$4,000.0

I USER CHANGE LEVEL REQUEST 1990-91

CHANGE TO FLEET MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
rxxexaexxrx ANALYSIS OF EQUIPMENT CHANGE REQUEST x¥xxxxxxxxx
1990-91 BIENNIUM

F.v. F.Y. F.v. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y.

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
$448.5 $448.5  $448.5 $448.5 $448.5

$1,128.0 $1,125.0 $1,125.0 $1,124.5 $1,127.7

$1,102.5 $1,102.5 $1,102.5 $1,102.5

$1,012.5 $1,012.5 $1,012.5

$736.9 $736.9

$925.0
$900.0

$448.5 $1,576.5 $2,676.0 $4,613.5 $4,424.9 $4,879.6

$800.0 $800.0  $750.0 $725.0 $700.0 $700.0
$165.0 $185.0  $190.0 $195.0 $200.0 $205.0
$15.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0

$9.0 $10.0 $10.0 $10.0 $11.0 $11.0

$1,437.5 42,6215 $3,676.0 $5,593.5 $5,385.9 ¢5,845.6

$216.0  $276.0 $216.0 $216.0 $276.0

$2,345.5 $3,400.0 $5,317.5 $5,109.9 $5,569.6

$2,345.5 $2,345.5 $5,245.5 $5,245.5

$1,077.0 $2,900.0

$1,102.5
$1,012.5
$736.9

$900.0
$900.0

$4,651.9

$675.0
$210.0
$50.0
$12.0

$5,322.9

$5,245.5

$22.5 ($72.0)  $135.6  ($324.1)

TOTAL IMPACT T0 FLEET MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT FY 1990 - 96 $56.4

$1,012.5
$736.9

$900.0

$300.0
$900.0

$5,125.4

$5,245.5

$4,336.9

$650.0
$220.0
$50.0
$13.0
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DEPARTHMENT OF NATRUAL RESOURCES
FLEET “INASEMENT PROGRAM - USER FUNTING
FY 1390-71 BIENNIUN

i ) CnANGE LEVELS t

H BASE FY 1394 Ff 1391 I
L e e wa o ’
ll: WATERS 13.2 18.0 42.9 ::
i’ : FORESTRY . 350.4 249.90 675.9 ‘ :
: : PARKS 258.1 159.0 427.0 ; :
:: TRAILS 1.5 81.0 228,90 ::
1
:I FISH & WILDLIFE 7234 266.9 708.0 i;
i '
: l ENFORCEMENT 437.1 189.0 305.9 E !
:: Fitld JPERATIONS 120.4 20.0 34,9 ::
1
;‘ REGIONAL OPERATIONS KL 5.0 §5.0 ::
!
:. SPIClAL SERVILES 16,2 20,4 8.3 ::
: t
;: ADHINISTRATIVE 267, 3.3 ¢ . ;!

il AFPROPRIATED FUNDING 2,345.5 1,033,0 ¢« 2,780.0 ¢ il

I ¢ DCES NOT INCLUDE NON APPRCFRIATED FUNDS ( FEDERAL, ZIFT, ETC.) il
li FY 1990 $47 FY (331 $120 I
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Department of Natural Resources
MIS/GIS Budget Request

l

MIS )
Improved data availability

Complete regional network
and upgrade central office

5 of 6 regions on computer
network {Grand Rapids not

New computers for Grand
Rapids and replacements

Grand Rapids system* 380

The Division of Forestry
operates a PRIME
computer for GIS
applications (primarily
forest inventory) which is
too small to even efficiently
service the forest inventory.

Various DNR projects are
also being done at LMIC.

* Lease/Purchase Equipment

and communications system. on yet). for Bemidji and Brainerd. Rﬁglr?\%%t%ergtral office 107.0
(particularly field). The central office and _ Replacement computer for | Roniace Brainerd and 1475
regions are over capacity central office. emidii computers® )
and cannot service all Staffing for improved mel P
current needs. planning and operations. Staffing: ‘
Information 45.0 45.0
management planning
Operations (%)erations 100.0 202.0
Coordinator, Database
Manager, Communi-
cations Specialist)
SUBTOTAL 290.0 517.0
GIS c . . ) .
omplete a DNR A GIS Committee has been Staffing for development of Staffing (GIS Specialists  230.0 278.0
In;gr?\a/e ﬁg?bgzggnr?atural Geographic Information formed to integrate DNR new applications and data and Topical Data Base
?eso%rc%s data analysis System (GIS) blueprint. GIS efforts. integration Specialist) - 7 positions
management, and ’ Continue GIS data A GIS Committee has been Replace the present Replace GIS computer*  65.0 227.0
decision-making. integration internally in formed to integrate DNR computer for GIS Install user workstations* 193.0
Im{)rO\l/e integratiog of %t‘ougmﬁéa&%‘&?g ?:\S foorts.l o ais Instal(lj GIS work stations to SUBTOTAL 2650  ©6980
natural resources data. e Natural Resource provide user access : :
Resources GIS group. project (a statewide _
Improve GIS system in multi-agency study) will
; flﬁ DNR and expand complete a Phase | Plan in —_—
: applications. June 1989. BIENNIAL TOTAL 585.0 12150

G 1 JusawydeILY




MIS/GIS Information System Planning and Development

- The DNR has recognized the importance of computer-based information for management, decision
making and customer service since the mid-70s.

- Currently the central System 38 includes boat licenses, land records, hunting lotteries, lake files, office
automation, regional communications, elc.

- The 1988 Systems Plan update identified current needs as well as key recommendations from past plans
that have yet to be implemented:

— Complete the regional network by installing three AS 400/30s.

— Increase the capacity of the central office computer by replacing the S-38 with an AS 400/60.
— Provide staff to centralize planning, data standards, training and development.

— Develop an Agency-wide Geographic information System.

- The Forestry Geographic Information System (GIS) contains forest stand inventories which are
instrumental for resource management, protection, and economic development.

- Virtually all natural resources information can be geographically referenced.

- Current GIS activiies cannot meet the demands for department clientele and other agencies for map
products or data analysis.

- This request will provide hardware and staff, resulting in better analysis, management, and decisions by
integrating the following files:
— Natural heritage, scientific and natural areas, parks
— Roads and trails
— Public land ownership

— Fish and wildlife habitat
— Forest inventory, timber sales and development records .

- This agency request is for $1.8 million, including 11 positions.

MN Department of Natural Resources
Division of Forestry 12/88




I.and Ownership

Roads & Trails B.

Natural Heritage c. <<= TS v//>’~\\

- -
T T e ——
Recreation Areas D. <z R =
T - \(\):\‘\\/ T~ )
- . . e /‘;‘*%_\\ /4)‘\
T . —

Forest Cover F.

Survey Control G.

Composite H.

Concept for a
Multipurpose Land Information System

Geographic Information System (GIS) - A GIS is an automated map-based system
through which geographically-referenced data bases and maps can be input, stored,
linked, manipulated, analyzed and displayed by natural resource managers and
analysts. A GIS is where separate layers of geographic data become truly useful
integrated information. The real advantage of a GIS is that it allows you to integrate
data from a wide variety of sources and geographicscales, perform natural resource
analyses, and explore the effects of alternative management.
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Aspen Age Class with Risk Condition, Forest Inventory, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, by Paul
Olson The map above displays all aspen stands for a township in northern Minnesota. The stands are first shaded by age claus, then
overshaded by the risk condition. The resulting map allows for the analysis of stand age related 10 risk and analysis ol age class distabution
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The Minnesota Natural Resource GIS Consortium

The MINNESOTA NATURAL RESOURCE GIS (MN-NRGIS) CONSORTIUM is being
established:

to provide a forum for communicating and sharing information among the
growing community of environmental and natural resource geographic
information system users and data producers in Minnesota.

INTERESTS

e Establishing a common understanding and approach for the development of
new higher resolution Minnesota natural resource GIS data bases. (The
construction of these are in beginning stages and will continue over the
next decade.)

e Updating data interchange standards to facilitate digital natural
resource GIS data exchange. The goals are to reduce duplication, to get
maximum use out of data collection efforts and to make the most of the
evolving nature of dispersed computing.

e Facilitating the establishment of a catalogue and a clearinghouse for
natural resource GIS data.

e Establishing a newsletter for the Minnesota natural resource GIS
community, -

e Providing an educational forum for public policy makers, resource
managers, educators, researchers and administrators.

e Heiping to keep current with state of the art advances; sharing
information on improved analysis techniques; new display and data
capture technologies; and computer systems and networks.

STRUCTURE AND MEMBERSHIP

MN-NRGIS includes key members in natural resource GIS activities at all
levels. Membership should include agencies and organizations currently
providing, developing or wusing natural resource geographic data in their
daily activities.

e 9 sub-groups address specific data layers and other issues, such as
guidelines for data interchange and collection.

¢ The following 1is a partial list of present or potential MN-NRGIS
members:

DNR, Remote Sensing Lab, MNDOT, U of M Geography and Soils
Departments, CURA, USGS, NRRI, Bemidji State, LMIC, Metro Council,
MGS, Olmsted, St. Louis and other Counties, PCA, NOAA, EPA, NPS, North
Central Forest Experiment Station, USFS, BIA, etc. (Underlined
agencies are potentially involved.)
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ACTIVITIES

e Meetings 4-6 times a year, rotated around the state, with host/sponsor
setting the agenda with the assistance of the steering committee.

e Intertech funded study of the status of Mn. GIS data, its uses, value,
and recommendations for future developments.

e MN-NRGIS Newsletter - a quarterly newsletter put out by the Consortium
on a borad series of topics with possibilities of topics of a special
focus.

e Training/Education - to act as a resource group to help organization
become familiar with GIS concepts and use.

e Developing guidelines for data collection and interchange.

e Tours/Demonstrations.

Please direct inquiries to NRGIS, c/o LMIC, 300 Centennial Bldg. 658
Cedar St., St. Paul, MN 55155 ’
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES FY AMOUNT POs.
90 585,000 9

Information System Planning and Development 91 1,215,000 2
Planning/Upgrade Total Request  $ 1,800,000
REQUEST

11 new positions
Purchase hardware andsoftware for central office and three regional headquarters. Develop a Geographi-

cal Information System (GIS).

SUMMARY

The DNR wants to continue building on the strategic plan originally adopted in 1982 and updated every
two years since. To be effective, they must implement and upgrade the regional information systems,
obtain hardware, hire personnel to implement and develop an integrated Geographical Information
System (GIS) and to provide additional systems development and planning functions.

The DNR also proposes to hire personnel to further DNR'’s GIS efforts and to work with other state,
federal and local government agencies. These positions would continue information system efforts,
maintain consistency and accuracy in databases, and expand and maintain the telecommunications
network to regional offices.

The DNR has a history of working with other units of government, (e.g. State Planning, Pollution Control,
Health Department, University of Minnesota, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Geological Survey,and U.S.
Forest Service) private forest owners, and forest industries. Acommunications network is essential to link
state and federal agencies with DNR central and regional offices.

RATING AND COMMENTS
The proposal has top management support, a strategic
. plan, two user groups, proven design methods, and
Rating supports the agency mission. It will provide the DNR
increased productivity and better service to regions.
N The request also fits perfectly into the agency informa-
% Nedy | Benef m s"‘f‘?ﬁ“% tion system plan.
The central office system must be upgraded to manage
i : Fo the increased level of processing. The three districts
| too% | % 100% [ AIROR G- require atelecommunications networkand computers
e o to interface with each other and the central office. The
Overall 91% request does not, however, adequately address pro-
jected payback.
RECOMMENDATION

The DNR has been a leader among state agencies in recogmzmg the 1mportance ofaplan and carrying it
out successfully. This project should be funded to continue DNR’s efforts to automate regions, giving
immediate service to citizens. The GIS is a model of agency cooperation. However, if at all possible, the
state should establish mapping standards. A task force made up of representatives from the State Planning
Agency, Pollution Control Agency, the Departments of Transportation, Agriculture, Health, and others
should be formed to research state mapping standards.

AMOUNT RECOMMENDED $ 1,100,000

Department of Administration, Information Policy Office . Page 71
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STATE PLANNING AGENCY FY AMOUNT

POS.
90 600,000 10
Information Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Center 91 600,000 10
Implementation Total Request  $ 1,200,000
REQUEST

10 revolving fund positions transferred to the general fund.

SUMMARY

‘This transfer of funding would provide a consistent and stable base so that the Land Management

Information Center (LMIC) could function as a clearinghouse for state data on natural and physical
resources and provide data analysis services to clients.

RATING AND COMMENTS

Rating This request has top management backing and sup-

ports the long-term vision of how the State Planning
Agency provides services to clients. It also supports
the way State Planning develops and maintains their
informationsystems. This request makes sense in light
of the changing role of LMIC. In the past it has been
applications oriented; now it has become a data collec-
tion, integration, and transfer service.

Overall 92%

RECOMMENDATION

Because of limited funds, we recommend transferring half of the proposed revolving fund positions (5) to
the general fund in order to provide a partial operating base for this activity in this biennium. We also
support transferring the funding source for the remaining positions in the next biennium.

AMOUNT RECOMMENDED $ 600,000

Page 76 'Depamnent of Administration, Information Policy OfTice
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Attachment 1.6a

RIM PROGRAM

ASSISTANT AREA WILDLIFE MANAGERS
Position Request: 9

Location: Baudette, Fergus Falls, Karlstad, Aitkin, Brainerd,
Windom, Appleton, Redwood, Shakopee

Description: Minnesota's wildlife resources are managed, protected and
enhanced primarily by 37 area wildlife managers. On the average, each
manager's boundaries enclose 1.3 million acres of public and private
land, 27 waterfowl lakes, and nearly 30 wildlife management areas. VYet
only three managers have full-time assistants and seven have no
additional help.

Assistant area managers plan and carry out habitat improvement projects,
conduct wildlife census surveys, review permit proposals and develop
land acquisition proposals. Specific duties vary by area and region.
Those in agricultural regions will focus move on private land
-cooperative habitat projects, cooperation with conservation
organizations, land acquisition, and conduct wildlife census deer and
upland birds. Those in the forested regions will focus on coordination
with county, state, and federal foresters to improve wildlife habitat;
cooperation with private landowners and conservation organizations; and
censusing big game, furbearers, and grouse.

GAME LAKE SURVEY BIOLOGIST
Positions: 1
Location: New Ulm

Description: Two thousand shallow lakes account for nearly one-half of
Minnesota's remaining wetland acreage. These lakes have rich histories
of wildlife use dating back to before European settlement.
Unfortunately, changes in land use, watershed patterns, and water
quality have ruined the wildlife habitat of many of these important
areas.

Although 1,000 of these lakes have been identified as especially
valuable to wildlife, staff shortages have severely limited efforts to
protect or enhance them. Since 1970, only a few sporadic surveys of any
of these important lakes have been taken; even though surveys are
necessary if a lake is to be formally designated as a wildlife lake.

The survey biologist will survey the biological and physical nature of
selected lakes, make lake management recommendations, complete lake maps
and data files, and provide information for the game lake designation
program, watershed planning, and the public.
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BIOLOGICAL SURVEY FIELD ECOLOGISTS

Position Request: 2
Location: Statewide surveys-reporting to St. Paul

Description: Minnesota is quickly Tosing precious opportunities to
protect undisturbed natural areas and habitat for endangered species.
These rare features are often lost to development or conversion to other
uses simply because no one was aware of their existence in a particular
area. The County Biological Survey systematically gathers detailed
biological information - county by county - on the distribution and
status of Minnesota's rare plants, animals and natural habitats. The
Survey's inventory procedure begins with interpretation of aerial
photographs, followed by low-altitude aircraft surveys, and finally
intensive ground surveys of selected tracts by trained field biologists.
Surveys have been completed for Norman, Clay, Wilkin, Traverse, Big
Stone, Lac Qui Parle and Washington counties.

The field ecologists will be responsible for developing and refining
cost-effective habitat inventory procedures, collecting and-analyzing
field information, and compiling ecological data for reporting. The
comprehensive information gathered by the Survey is used for statewide
conservation planning, environmental review, resource management, and
public education. Two field ecologist positions are required: one for
the prairie region of the state and one for the forested region.

FOREST WILDLIFE HABITAT COORDINATORS
Positions: 2
Location: Bemidji and Brainerd

Description: Although the Department of Natural Resources is required
to consider wildlife in developing regional and area forest plans, lack
of wildlife staff severely hampered these efforts until LCMR funded two
forest wildlife habitat positions during the 1988/89 biennium. This
funding ends July, 1989. Without these positions the Section of
Wildlife cannot meet its commitment.

The habitat coordinators provide an essential 1link between the Division
of Fish and Wildlife and the Division of Forestry in preparing regional
and area forest plans. The coordinators analyze phase II forestry data,
evaluate forest habitat compartments, review timber sale and access road
plans, incorporate concerns of section of wildlife personnel including
scientific and Natural Areas, Natural Heritage, Nongame Wildlife and
area wildlife staff, and assist wildlife staff on special forest
wildlife projects. They also coordinate with the U.S. Forest Service,
county land departments, and conservation organizations.
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AQUATIC EDUCATION COORDINATOR
Position Request: 1
Location: St. Paul Central Office

Description: The extensive water resources of Minnesota have been
virtually ignored in state education programs. The new aquatic
supplement to Project Wild and the proposed LCMR Cooperative Aquatic
Education pilot program for urban areas will begin to address this need.
However, much more needs to be done.

The aquatic education coordinator will create and run a statewide
education program that focuses on Minnesota's lakes and streams and the
recreational fishing that they provide. The program will complement
Project Wild and encompass special efforts such as the LCMR proposed
pilot urban aquatic education program.

The coordinator will develop and carry out specific work plans, select
or develop education materials, supervise program activities, coordinate
with sport fishing organizations, develop evaluation standards, and
prgsent written and oral reports to the DNR, legislators, and the
public.

FISH DISTRIBUTION COORDINATOR
Position Request: 1
Location: St. Paul Central Office

Description: Minnesota produces more than 360 million fish in our state
hatcheries and rearing ponds each year. We are the nation's largest
producer of walleys for stocking. Northern pike, muskie, trout and
salmon are also emphasized. Each year these fish are stocked in over
900 different lakes and streams.

With so many fish raised and stocked in so many different locations, it
has become almost unmanageable to coordinate stocking proposals with
hatchery production. In its 1984 evaluation of fish management, the
legislative auditor found large differenced between fish stocking
proposals and actual stocking. The auditor recommended that statewide
fish distribution be coordinated by a central office staff person. The
fish distribution coordinator would fulfill that role.

Specific duties would be to establish guidelines and procedures for
stocking, review stocking proposals, oversee the distribution of fish,
respond to requests from other states and agencies, evaluate existing
fish stocking, maintain genetic integrity, and refine warm-water
hatchery culture techniques.
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FISHERIES SPECIALISTS
Position Request: 19
Location: Field Stations Statewide

Description: Minnesota has over 4,400 fishing lakes and 92,000 miles of
streams and rivers. About one half of the lakes and 7,000 miles of
streams are actively managed. Ideally, population assessments should be
carried out on these waters every three to five years. However,
limitations of existing staff mean assessments are done only about every
six to ten years. As a result, managers cannot effectively manage many
of these fishing waters.

The fisheries specialists positions will conduct critically needed
surveys, work on habitat improvement, and, where appropriate, assist
cold water hatcheries. Specific duties will be to lead survey crews,
analyze survey data, draft lake management plans, recommend habitat
improvements, complete habitat projects, and prepare reports for
resource managers and the public.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW SPECIALISTS
Positions: 4 4
Location: Bemidji, Brainerd, New Ulm and Metro Regional Offices

Description: In 1987, the Division of fish and wildlife reviewed and
responded to nearly 2500 requests for comments on state and federal
permit applications. Another 650 applications were returned without
comments. Division staff also reviewed 339 environmental assessments,
20 large flood control projects, 14 hydroelectric projects, and 89
pollution investigations threatening loss of fish and wildlife. Too
often, however, limited staff prevents adequate and timely response.
There has been no opportunity to follow up on permits to evaluate
program_effectiveness.

Environmental review has become our first 1ine of defence in resource
protection. Preventing destruction of fish and wildlife habitat is much
more cost effective than trying to replace it once it is gone. Permit
systems depend on sound environmental review to be effective.

Ecological impacts of proposed actions are the core of environmental
review. Among state agencies, it is the Division of Fish and Wildlife
that carries the responsibility for assessing these impacts.

Although, input from fish and wildlife managers will continue to be
important, the environmental review specialists must be interdisci-
plinary in nature. They will conduct field investigations of permits
and fish and wildlife kills, collect comments from other division staff,
review existing records, analyze the information collected, recommend
mitigation when appropriate, and prepare reports for the DNR, other
agencies, local government and the public.
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INSTREAM FLOW SPECIALIST
Position Request: 2

LLocation: Central Office

Description: The issue of instream flow has reached a critical
stage in Minnesota. Many thousands of miles of river remain
unprotected or under-protected. The drought of 1988 and the

number of hydropower facilities up for relicensing reaffirm the
fact that the Department of Natural Resources must establish
instream flows that adequately protect fish and wildlife habitat
and recreation. Habitat wuse data are an essential part of
establishing an instream flow and the criteria for these
protected flows must be well documented and defensible.
Currently, the Division of Fish and Wildlife has no instream flow
team to supply this data for Minnesota streams and rivers.

The proposed instream flow positions would work closely with the
Division of Waters. Primary duties include: research specific,
species-level habitat needs, measure instream habitat
availability, provide input to the development of selection of
appropriate instream flow methodologies, assist establishment of
instream flow and provide technical advice to hydropower
developers, irrigators and other water users. These positions
will be responsible for developing a Division of Fish and
Wildlife position statement and coordinating this statement with
the Division of Waters.

RIM COORDINATION
Position Request: 1
Location: Central Office

Description: This position 1is responsible for the overall
development, implementation and evaluation of the RIM Program;
coordination with the Sections of Fisheries and Wildlife, the
Division of Forestry and the Bureaus of Engineering, Real Estate
Management, and Financial Management; and report development and
information distribution.
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TO :

FROM :
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SUBJECT :

Af%achment 1.6b

$F.00008-05

Natural Resources STATE OF MINNESOTA

Office Memorandum

March 16, 1989
Al Yozamp, Administrator
Bureau of Financial Management

Ronald D. Payer, Fisheries Program Manager . d/‘ ‘ée
Thru: Richard Hassinger, Fisheries Chief \:%7 -£A7d

Thru: Larry sgi”%ﬁf’ Fish and Wildlife Director

612/296-3325

Rationale Between Fisheries Requests for Game and Fish Fund

and RIM Positions

As per your request, the following is Fisheries' rationale
for the position requests in both the Game and Fish Fund
and RIM change level requests.

Fisheries presently conducts a lake survey or population

‘assessment on’' 5,483 prioritized lakes on an average of

every 8.9 years. It is our goal to reduce the time between
these surveys or assessments to between 5 and 6 years.

This is necessary to capture changes in fish population and
communities, water quality, and habitat and development.

By conducting checks every 8.9 years, we may miss four or
five year classes of fish and the assessment produces only
a snapshot of the fisheries at a point in time. More
frequent surveys allow us to constantly monitor the
fisheries through age and growth techniques and devise
thoughtful management plans. Public and governmental
demand for this information is increasing. We presently
send out in excess of 25,000 survey summaries annually. As
we head towards integrated watershed management, this data
base becomes more and more crucial.

The fourteen new positions requested in the Game and Fish
Fund change level (four of the eighteen are conversions of
existing RIM positions) are all entry level professional
management personnel to be assigned to field stations.
These individuals will enable us to increase the frequency
of checks from approximately 616 per year up to 798 per
year and reduce the frequency of surveys to 6.8 years. All
survey work is eligible for Federal Aid reimbursement.
This will help us address our base needs for the resource,
keeping in mind stream survey needs are not specifically
addressed if all work is focused on lakes.

RIM requests include an aquatic education coordinator and

distribution coordinator, both of which are discussed in
the RIM narration attached. All other RIM positions are
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again entry level professionals being assigned to field
stations.

Three (3) habitat positions were identified to develop and
supervise habitat projects funded by additional RIM funding

dollars.

Three (3) fish production positions were identified to
assist in handling increased production enabled by RIM
funding dollars.

Ten (10) fish survey positions were identified to reduce
our survey frequency to 5.9 years (just within our goal of
5-6 years) and allow for identification of future project
sites for RIM acquisition and development funding.

Four (4) special survey positions were identified to
address specialized survey needs in the BWCAW, mine pits
and warmwater streams and rivers to address habitat needs
and monitor population and environmental changes.

RIM positions are therefore established to help us wisely
expend RIM project funding and are needed in addition to
the expansion of our basic survey program. Some general
fund dollars are needed to supply equipment to the new
staff to enable attainment of our goals.

RDP/1p

cc: J.Wingate
J.Rendall




DR Has Consolidated 0ffices At

Alexandria
Baudette

Big ralls
Bigfork
Blackduck
Brafoerd
Cambridge
Cook

Deer River
Detroit Lakes
Bffie
Floodwood
Frontenac
Grand Rapids

Guthrie

o}

Bi11 city
Bibbing
Kelliher
Lake City
Little ralls
Littlefork
Hankato
Hoose Lake
orr

§t. Cloud
St. Paul
Side Lake
Tower
Wannaska

Harroad

Attachment 1.8a
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Attachment 1.8b

DER PROPOSED OFPICE COMSOLIDATIONS

COMMENTS

PRELINIEARY
PROPOSED PROJECT ISTIHATE
Altkin Headquarters § 340,000
pactus Porestry Office 190,000
Bandette 28,000
Beridjl Headquarters 2,612,000
Brainerd Eeadquarters 114,000

Caledonia Porestry Office 160,000

Cagbridge Headquarters 530,000
Deer River Porestry Office 100,000

Detroit Lakes BReadquarters 180,000

Dulath Headquarters 344,000

Ely Research & Office 1,480,000

Facility

Perqus Palls Beadquarters 225,000

Grand Marals Headquarters lso.boo

Bibbing Porestry 100,000
Beadquarters

Binckley Headquarters 450,000
International Palls 85,000
Headquarters :
Karlstad Beadquarters 16,000
Lake City Beadqﬁarters 75,000

A private facility {s currently on the market that could be purchased
to geet our needs.

An addition to and remodeling of the existing office to relieve over-
crovded situation.

Remodel Porestry Office to complete the comsolidation of Porestry,
Msh and wildlife offices.

A najor consolidation of offices in the Bemidji area; prior funds were
provided for planning and design of the facility.

Tunding to complete minmor item of major new facility which allowed
consolidation of DHR, Revenue, Human Services, PCA, and Corrections.

Construction of an office headquarters that will eliminate rental
offices and allow consolidation of the district and area Porestry
0ffices.

A critical need due imtolerable overcrowded comdition at the site,

Remodeling to relieve overcrovded situation.

this is a consolidated facility that is badly overcrowded and amust be

replaced because of its old age and high operating and maintemance
cost.

A nev facility to allow a major consolidation.

70 seet need for expanded Pish and ®ildlife Research aand
accopnodation of staff consolidations.

A private facility is currently on the market here, too, which could
save us considerable costs.

Addition/remodeling of facility to allow continuation of
consolidation.

Remodeling to relieve overcrowded situation resulting from
consolidation,

A new facility to allow a major consolidation. Would eliminate
a rental facility.

Addition/resodeling of facility to relieve overcrowded conditions
and to solve water probles in basement.

Remodeling of the existing office would eliminate a remtal facility.

Addition/remodeling of facility to relieve overcrowded conditions
and to solve water probles im basement.
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COMMENTS

PRELINTHARY
PROPOSED PROJECY ESTINATE
Lake George Forestry " $170,000
0ftice
Lewigton Porestry office 97,000
Little Palls leldquar;ers 236,000
Littlefork Porestry 0ffice 54,000
Moose Lake Headquarters 180,000
Orr Porestry 0ffice 110,000
Park Rapids Headquarters 450,000
8t. Paul Regioa Headquarters 115,000
Spicer Research & Office 504,000
. Pacility
 Vamnaska Torestry Office 65,000
Farroad Headquarters 560,000
o
F9n s

A new facility needed to accomsodate comsolidation of statioms.

An addition to the existing office to relieve overcrowded comditions.
A new facility to allow elimination of remtal.
Remodeling to relieve overcrowding due to consolidatiom.

Addition/remodeling of facility to allow continuation of
consolidation. ,

Addition/remodeling to relieve overcrovded situation.

Addition to accommodate an important comsolidation of Porestry,
Pish and uildlife.

Remodeling to relieve overcrowded situation at Regional Headquarters.

A nev facility for wildlife Research to allow disposal of old high-
saintenance facility about to collapse.

Addition/remodeling to relieve bad overcrowding.

A new consolidated office is a critical need for improved Porestry,
Pish and Wildlife Management. ‘




Attachment 3.1

Department of Natural Resources Groundwater Management Initiatives

To further the long term management of ground water supplies and to support
approaches to protect the quality of this resource, the Department of Natural
Resources proposes to carry out investigations, monitor water levels, and make
evaluations of ground water availability and quality for use by the public. The
DNR coordinated component of S.F. 262 will provide for the following activities
to be carried out in cooperation with the Minnesota Geological Survey and the

U.S. Geological Survey.

A. Regional assessment of ground water resources. Projects to quickly compile
all known information about the shallow aquifers of a 4-5 county area and
to assess current supply and quality status as well as potential for future
development or contamination. The Minnesota Geological Survey will lead

these assessments with technical assistance from DNR, PCA, MDH, etc.

B. County-based geologic and hydrogeologic atlas preparation. These reports
will result from an intensive study‘of the ground water resources and
geology of one county. Interpretive maps relating surface activity to
ground water supply and quality will be part of the report. The MGS will
lead these efforts with possible cost-sharing for hydrologic elements with

the USGS.

C. Regional aquifer studies. These technical investigations encompass
portions of several counties, or address the entire area where an aquifer
is present beneath the surface. They include intensive data gathering,
modeling of the flow system, prediction of yield capability and resultant

water level change for estimated future levels of development. Cost
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sharing on a 50-50 basis may be available from the U.S. Department of
Interior, Geological Survey for these projects. The DNR will lead in

developing these projects.

Observation well program. Water level measurements provide information
about the condition of our water supply. When combined with water quality
data, these data alert planners and managers to the need for action. These
data must be housed in a data system that is accessible and easy to use for
local water planners and managers as well as all state and federal
environmental agencies. The DNR manages this program with some sites

covered in the DNR/USGS cost-sharing agreement.

Technical assistance to other governmental units. The transfer of
technical data to local water planners and managers requires that those
with technical knowledge convey an understanding of these data to the
users. Adequate resources must be made available to the DNR and MGS to
address this need in order for the products of these scientific
investigations to be put to use. One part of the initiative envisijoned
here will include development of the technical options to achieve local

management goals.
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3/8/89

SHORELAND MANAGEMENT GRANTS

PURPOSE:

The objective of this proposal is to establish a grants program for local
government to cost share the administration, monitoring, and enforcement of
shoreland management ordinances; and to provide staffing at the state level for
enhanced training and educational opportunities for the public and local units
of government relating to management of the State's lake and river resources.

BACKGROUND:

°substantial increases in seasonal and year-round development between 1967-1982
(year-round 100% and seasonal 63%).

°shoreland development contributes significantly to the rural economy; $175
million alone annually from seasonal development.

°water related recreation contributes $860,000,000 to Minnesota's economy.
°shoreline resident's indicated primary shoreland management issues are
-non-functioning sewage systems, agricultural runoff and user conflicts.

°A 22-member shoreland committee developed proposed revisions to the state's
shoreland management rules. The committee, which followed the consensus
building approach, was representative of broad interests, as follows:

Private Government Assoc- Environmental Related
Sector jations/Bodies Groups Associations
-Mn. Resort -Mississippi Headwaters -Mn. Lake Mgmt. -Mn. Assoc. of
Association Board Federation - County/Plan-
-Mn. Assoc. of -Mn. Assoc. of SWCD's -Coalition of Lake ning/Zoning
Realtors -League of Cities Assoc. Admin.

-Congress of
Mn. Resorts
-Taylor Invest-
ment Corp.
-Mn. Farm
Bureau

-Assoc. of Mn. Counties

-Mn. Environmental
Quality Board

-Mn. Assoc. of Townships
-Pollution Control Agency
-Dept. of Natural Resources

-0ffice of Tourism

-Audubon Society
-Mn. Sportfishing
Congress

-Izaac Walton League

°proposed shoreland management initiatives include:

-Land use compatibility to protect the social and economic
environment of shorelands;

-Bluff and shore impact area management;

-Expanded river management for Minnesota's 157 outstanding
recreational rivers;

-Performance based standards for grading and filling, shoreland
alterations and storm water management;

-Upgrading approximately 35,000 failing sewage systems;
-Improved subd1v1s1on/p1att1ng cr1ter1a and improved standards for
planned unit developments;
-Increased flexibility to deal with unique management issues; and

-3-year implementation schedule for the highest priority shoreland
communities will include 85 counties and approximately 125 municipalities.

-Mn. Land Sur-
veyors Assoc.

-Mn. Assoc. of
County Land
Admin.




BENEFITS:

°Preservation of environmental character of lake and river shorelands.
°Maintenance and enhancement of economic value of shorelands.

°Improved surface and groundwater quality.

°Development of unique lake and river management strategies to address special
issues or resources.

°Increased development that acknowledges the resource limits of lakes and
rivers.

°A public more informed regarding sound shoreland management.

°Local governments with more tools and capabilities to manage shoreland growth
and protect the lake and river resources for future generations.

°Enhanced technical assistance to local government and lake and river interests.




3-1-69

IMPROVED SURFACE WATER DATA CAPABILITY

Detailed information on lake and stream levels is essential to the ability of
private and public agencies to effectively manage water resources and resolve
disputes. Increased public sensitivity and awareness to the changing levels of
11,842 lakes and flow of 92,000 miles of stream and rivers is demanding

increased agency responsiveness.

°Fewer than 200 state lake gages and over 4,000 lakes larger than 100 acres.

°Number of stream gages has dropped from 140 to 80.

°State/Federal surface water gages have dropped from 40 to 19.

‘°Twenty of 39 watersheds have no cooperative stream gaging program.

°40 of the 84 watersheds have Protected flows established and require
monitoring. |

°State's $5.3 billion tourism industry is heavily reliant on appropriate
streamflow/lake level management.

°22,500% structures and 4.5 million acres of land are subject to flood damages

(annual average).




IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY:

°Maximize use of Federal matching funds.

°Expand existing lake and stream gaging networks.

°Storage and availability of data at a central location.

°Interpretation ¢f data and enhanced availability for all users.

°Increased use of volunteer gage observers.

°Expand cooperation with other agencies (U.S. Geological Survey, Corps of
Engineers, Mational Weather Service, Soil and Water Conservation Districts,
Counties, Cities, Watershed Districts) for data collection.

°Increase use of satellite transmitted gage data.

°Increase use of computerized acquisition, storage and analysis.
BENEFITS:

°More data more rapidly available for emergency management.

°Flood warning/protection.

°Proper allocation to users while maintaining instream requirements.
°Setting and establishing proper lake level controls.

°Enhance Local Water Planning and management efforts.

°Improved Fish and Wildlife maragement.

°More accurate and up-to-date hydrologic records.

°Improved water resource management and environmental protection.
“Improved water quality/pollutant analysis.

°Optimization of economic development based on resource capability.
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IN-STREAM FLOW ANALYSIS - CONVERSION

PURPOSE/RESOURCE USERS:

The rivers and streams of Minnesota are valuable resources both to those who use
the water in place and to those who put the water to use outside of the
watercourse. Naturally occurring low flow conditions impact both instream and
out of stream water uses. Man-caused flow fluctuations such as industrial use,
power production and irrigation also impact these uses. In-stream flow
regulation is utilized to equitably distribute the impacts of low-flow
conditions. Few disagree as to the necessity to protect and preserve both water
quality and quantity. Consensus, however, does not exist when it comes to
comparing the relative importance of the valued uses of Minnesota's flowing
water resources, which include:

°Municipal water supply

°Power production and cooling

°Industrial uses

°Navigation

°Irrigation

°Recreation

°Fish & Wildlife habitat

°Water quality

°Aesthetics

These uses vary in importance between rivers and river segments. Legislatively
estab]ished—pridrities for water use provide guidance in balancing the
competition for water from both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses. In-stream

flow needs must also be recognized as an integral use along with consumptive

M




uses leading to development of a resource management program for decision-making
to protect the water resource while maintaining opportunities for resource use

and development.

The in-stream flow program continues the development and implementation of
protected stream-flow methodologies. In-stream flow studies provide the
necessary data describing the unique instream needs of individual watercourses.
The protected flow elevations determined will provide decision makers with
information to assist in equitably meeting the multitude of demands upon the
resource and ensure that withdrawals do not exceed the resource capabilities,
particularly under drought conditions. Such determinations will also be one of
the parameters in the early identification of drought conditions, lessen
personal hardship, and improve the economic efficiency of the resource

allocation.

During the Drought of 1988 a number of rivers in the central part of Minnesota

were severely impacted. Several rivers reached low flows of record and a few
completely dried up. In an effort to prevent unwarranted losses to instream
resources the Division of Waters established protected flow levels on several
severely impacted rivers on an emergency basis. Surface water appropriations on
14 watersheds were suspended during the drought when flows fell below protected
Tevels. The attached graph compares the flows available in the Long Prairie
River through the growing season (May-Sept.) of 1988, the historical median
flows for those months and the interim protected flow level as recommended by

the Division of Waters.




PROGRAM ISSUES
°Droughts are recurrent, unavoidable reality in Minnesota.
°Each river/stream has a variety of uses and users that require certain
minimum acceptable amounts of water
--identify users
--identify quantities required
°Enhance the economic, social, and environmental benefits by balancing
competing interests |
°Documention of economic, social, recreational and environmental values of
Minnesota's water resources.
°Provide a framework for water supply evaluations.
°During droughts, competing uses must be regulated to ensure protection of
the river/stream and recognize riparian rights.
°Determine equitable distribution.
°Reduce drought related impacts.
°Lower priority uses may be suspended, therefore we need to establish
protected flow elevations.
°Expand knowledge of water requirements of gamefish, invertebrates and
associated eco-systems.
°Protect water quality.
°Provide téchnical information to local governmental units and special
districts involved in water management and monitoring.

°ldentify surplus water.

A high degree of cooperation has developed between local interests (both water
users and governmental entities) and the state regarding the issues stated
ébove. The in-stream flow program will build upon this ground work using
uniform technical procedures to assist in fairly and equitably managing

Minnesota's water supplies.
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Attachment 4.3
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CATEGORY & - TRAILS AND WATERWAYS QUESTIONS

1. What is the status of the cross-country ski account and what are the department's recommendations for continuation of the cross-country ski

pass?

CROSS-COUNTRY SK1 PROGRAM FISCAL INFORMATION

CROSS-COUNTRY SKI ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC GOV REC ESTIMATED  ESTIMATED  ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31600:00-20 F.Y. 1987 F.Y. 1988 F.Y. 1989* F.Y. 1990 F.Y. 1991 F.Y. 1992 F.Y. 1993 F.Y. 1994 F.Y. 1995
Balance Forward - In 79,013 29,876 105,314 100,614 95,914 91,213 84,513 75,813 65,112
Receipts 50,823 209,107 153,400 153,400 153,400 153,400 153,400 153,400 153,400
Expenditures:

Trails and Waterways 70,040 119,572 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000

Admin - Licensing 29,912 14,000

Refunds 8 97 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Salary Supplement 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inflation (4%) 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000
CHANGE LEVEL
BALANCE FORWARD - OUT 29,876 105,314 100,614 95,914 91,213 84,513 75,813 65,112 52,412

(*)Note: |t now appears actual receipts will be over $200,000.
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Attachment 7.1
Fish and Wildlife Attachment
b page 1 of §

-: : TURA
HERITAGE, NONGAME WILDLIFE, AND SCIENTIFIC AND
NATURAL AREAS PROGRAMS

The projected long-term needs for the Natural Heritage, Nongame Wildlife and Scientific
and Natural Areas programs call for significant increase in compliment staff and program
support funds. This accelerated effort is necessary to initiate a comprehensive and
coordinated strategy to protect Minnesota's endangered species and critical natural habitats.
This strategy takes responsibility for the stewardship of 89% of Minnesota's natve plants
and vertebrate animals. The future of Minnesota's remaining undisturbed natural
environments, its virgin prairies, forests, and wetlands, will be largely determined by our
actons in the 1990s. By the next century, opportunities to protect these endangered
resources will be lost:

* Less than 1% of the state's original tallgrass prairie remains--of that, two-thirds
is still unprotected. Yet these prairies support 42% of the state’s endangered
species.

* Unique endangered resources, such as old-growth forests which shelter many
_ wildlife species, need to be preserved for future generations. Nation wide, 95%
of these forests have already been lost.

* The federally endangered Minnesota dwarf trout lily is found in only one place
in the world - the natural forests of southeastern Minnesota. Yet of the 14 known
natural areas holding this species, only 2 sites have been protected under public
ownership.

* Minnesota has 287 endangered plant and animal species--immediate efforts are
needed to prevent their extinction from the state.

Minnesotans have shown increasing concern for protecting their natural environment:

* Surveys show that 89% of the Minnesotans believe the protection of
endangered species is important.

* 77% of the voters in Minnesota supported the creation of an Environment
and Natural Resources Trust Fund.

* Pre-vote surveys showed that 83% of Minnesotans believe endangered
species protection should be one of the most important priorities of the
Environmental Trust Fund.

* More than 140,000 Minnesotan families donate to the protection of
Nongame Wildlife through a checkoff on state income tax forms.

* National projecton (U.S. Forest Service) predict that wildlife related
trips, other than for hunting and fishing, will increase 5 fold by the
year 2000 .

A long-term and comprehensive funding strategy to meet the increasing demands for the

protection of our state's most threatened species and ecosystems is outlined in the following
pages.

N9
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LONG-TERM FUNDING NEEDS

In 1989; ten years after the begx’nm’ng of the NHP, the Program's role and long-term needs
are clear. As the Department's one Program focused on the mangement of the state's native
flora, the staffing and funding must meet all demands related to this resource--inventory,
data management, coordination, research and outreach to the public. The existing central
office staff is small ( 4 positions) and unable to service the state.

Budget Needs/Bienni
*Endangered Resource Inventory--Complete
the systematic survey of Minnesota counties,
initiated in biennium 88-89, to identfy the
state's most endangered resources
$650,000 - $1,000,000

*Endangered Resource Data Mgt./Application--
Adequate staffing to develop the Natural Heritage Database
so that it is accessible to resource managers (e.g. foresters,
wildlifers,...) and utlizes GIS technology to
easily relate endangered resource data to other
environmental and socio-economic variables $128,000

“*Endangered Resource Coord. & Project Review--
The NHP database is a mature system with much
valuable information. The Program has received
criticism for not better integrating these data into all
facets of natural resource management. Without
adequate staffing, the request for information
(water permits > 2500/yr, ...) cannot be met. $254,000

*Endangered Resource Research & Resotration--
Provide the experitse of plant ecologists to regional
research stations to cooperate with other disciplines,
to respond to regional issures (e.g. old-growth
management), and to alleviate the current overload on
the one central office plant ecologist. $398,000

*Endangered Resource Information & Education--
Increase public awareness, appreciation and under-
standing of Minnesota's native flora. Demand for the
limited number of existing publications (e.g. "Native
Prairies of Minnesota", "Conservation of Wild Ginseng",
...) are clear indicators of the public's thirst for information
on this subject. $100,000

TOTAL BUDGET NEEDS/ BIENNIUM  $1,530,000 - $1,880,000

Y
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LONG-TERM FUNDING NEEDS

The Nongame Wildlife Program's long-term needs have been broadly outlined in a long
range plan diat ﬁﬁdes program efforts in habitat management, endangered species
restoration, public education and research. To date these efforts have been solely supported
by voluntary contributions from Minnesota citizens. Although the support has been strong,
program needs significantly exceed current revenues. Additional support is needed in six

primary areas:
Budget Needs/Biennium

* Management and Application of Nongame
Wildlife Resource Data $ 102,000

Current resources have been successful in
gathering new data on the distribution and
abundance of hundreds of nongame wildlife
species. Integrating nongame wildlife concerns
into all of the Department's management
activities however, requires that these data

be analyzed, summarized and presented in a
format that other resource managers can
readily use.

* Endangered Resources Coordination and
Project Review $ 258,000

Although the Nongame Wildlife and Natural
Heritage Programs provide comments on
hundreds of proposed development projects
each year no full-time staff are available.
Additional staff are essental to improve user
access to endangered resources information
and to coordinate review of proposed
development projects. Positions are needed
within both the NWP and NHP.

* Endangered Wildlife Research and Restoration $ 1,098,000

Increase research efforts on endangered nongame
wildlife species by establishing positions in each
of the Division's three regional research stations.
Funds are also required to expand current
successful programs aimed at reintroduction of
extirpated species such as the peregrine falcon and
trumpeter swan.

I
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* Endangered Wildlife Inventory $ 348,000

Information on the ecological status of nongame
wildlife species is essental to adequately protect the
nongame resource. Expertise in three major taxonomic
areas is needed to improve knowledge of the existence
and status of select endangered wildlife resources:
herpetology, omithology and terrestrial invertebrate
biology.

* Endangered Wildlife Management and Stewardship $ 1,800,000

High quality habitat is the key to wildlife protection.
Additional funds are needed to develop cooperative
projects of habitat management on public lands and
to enhance habitat on private lands.

* Endangered Wildlife Information and Education $ 1,000,000

Increasing public awareness and appreciation of
endangered wildlife is the keystone to insuring
resource protection. Project WILD has already
proved its effectiveness in teaching school children
about nature conservation but the full-time
commitment of a staff position is essential to

‘the program'’s continued success. Additional funds
are also needed to expand current educational efforts.

TOTAL BUDGET NEEDS/BIENNIUM: $ 4,606,000
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LONG-TERM FUNDING NEEDS

To adequately protect and manage Minnesota's endangered species habitats and remnants
of its past and to meet public expectations on rare species effort, significant increases in the
SNA Program are needed. Six (6) SNA Management/protection Specialist and support
funds for each SNA office are needed to:

* Assess and develop site management guidelines

* Carry-out site management and restoration actvities

* Monitor management actions

* Pursue private lands targeted by the County Biological
Survey for SNA protection

* Establish and maintain good public reladons in rural
Minnesota

* Develop the educational potential of natural areas
statewide

* Accelerate the enrollment of prairie bank easements

Projected funding requirements for implementing field SNA staff and continuing the SNA
Program are:

SNA Regional Office 6 870,000(396,000
salaries)
(salaries and support)
Fergus Falls/Central Office 0 116,000
Support

Total Increase  (Staff & Support) $ 986,000

The continuing rapid growth in the number of nature preserves (58) in the State SNA
system and the number of public lands covered by protective agreements (28 registry sites)
requires considerable funds to develop public use facilities, carry out
enhancement/development activities and protect sites from outside activides. Enrolled
prairie bank parcels also require development and protection efforts.

Projected funding requirements over the long term to carry out these important functions are
estimated to be:

SNA and Prairie Bank $/Biennium Needed:
Enhancement/Management $ 670,000

Minnesota's unspoiled forests, native prairies and geological features are rapidly vanishing.
As the numbers of sites lost incgeases so too the numbers of plants and animal species
endangered increases. Acquisition of critcal lands where endangered resources occur needs
to be continued and accelerated in order to protect these vanishing resources. Similarly,
innovative conservation programs such as Prairie Bank that rely on conservation easements
to protect virgin prairies need to be accelerated.

Long term funding needs for these initiatives are:

$/Biennium
SNA Acquisition 3,000,000
SNA Prairie Bank 1,000,000

Total 4,000,000
23




rUg




Attachment 7.6

THE MINNESOTA COUNTY BIOLOGICAL SURVEY (MCBS)

The County Biological Survey is now a vital part of the Department's larger ongoing effort to
inventory, protect, and manage the endangered elements of Minnesota's natural resources. The
Survey is a long-term project designed to provide accurate and up-to-date biological information
for all of Minnesota's 87 counties. This information has proved critical for statewide
conservation planning, environmental review, and public education on the State's most
endangered natural resources. :

FUNDING NEEDS

PLAN 2000: The funding needs for the County Biological Survey with the objective of
completing the Survey for all 87 counties by the year 2000 has been established at $1.000.000
per biennium. Under PLAN 2000, fifteen counties will be surveyed each biennium.

PLAN 2010: The Department has proposed a budget alternative that will maintain the core
benefits of the Survey and complete all 87 counties by the year 2010 at the cost of $650.000 per
biennium. Under PLAN 2010, ten counties will be surveyed each biennium.

Current FY 90;91 funding commitments for the County Biological Survey are as follows:

MFRC recommendation $150,000 ;
RIM budget request $170,000
Nongame Wildlife Program (NWP) $_80.000

Total $400,000

Additional funding needs for the FY 90-91 biennium, if the above funds from MFRC,
RIM, and NWP are approved.

$250,000 -- to meet the funding needs for PLAN 2010

$600,000 -- to meet the funding needs for PLAN 2000

BUDGET DETAIL
Current Level PLAN 2010 PLAN 2000
te FY 88-89 FY 90-91 FY 90-91
NHP-MCBS Coordinator $ 64,000 (lu) $ 72,000 (D) $ 72,000 (1
NHP-MCBS Plant Ecologist $ 64,000 (lu) $ 132,000 (2) $ 198,000 (
NHP-MCBS Data Entry $ 25,000 $ 60,000 (1) $ 120,000 (2
NHP-MCBS Support Budget $ 190,000 $ 306,000 $ 530,000 .
NWP-MCBS Animal Coordinator  $ 0 $ 66,000 (1) $ 66,000 (I
NWP-MCBS Support Budget $ 128,500 $ 14.000 $ 14000
Tota $471,500 Qu) $650.000 (5) $1.000.000 ¢

() number of positions
(u) unclassified positions funded by MFRC in FY 88-89

! See Attachment A for description of requested positions and support funds.
IAS




THE MINNESOTA BIOLOGICAL SURVEY
Descriptiom of requested program positions and support funds

Program Coordinator: This position exists to administer, design and manage the general
operation of the Survey so that the work is accomplished according to the goals, objectives and
legal mandate of the project.

Plant Ecologists: These positions are responsible for developing and refining habitat inventory
procedures, collection and analysis of field information, and compiling ecological data for
reporting at the end of each field season. One position is required for each distinct landsacpe
region being surveyed (e.g., prairie, wetland, and forest regions).

Data Entry Specialists: These positions insure all information collected on natural habitats and
endangered species is entered into the Natural Heritage Data System, and into Geographic
Information Systems developed by the Survey. Positions perform quality control and incorpor:
data into the environmental review and conservation planning process. |

{
Animal Survey Coordinator: This position is responsible for identifying animal survey prioritie
in the selected counties, designing and/or identfying field methodologies, hiring temporary
personnel and contractors to conduct the survey work, and compiling and analyzing all results a
the end of each field season.
Program Support Funds: These funds are requested to: 1) Support intensive rare species surve
that will be conducted by field biologists working by contract or through temporary employmen
2) support database management and development; 3) produce written publications and develop
public relations activities; and 4) fund data processing, communications, travel, and rent
expenses.




Attachment 9.1
Sec. Minnescta Statutes 1986, Section 84.084 ig

amended to read:

84.084 TRANSFER OF FUNDS
subd. 1. The commissicner may authorize the
performance of services for any division by any cther
division or by the department staff, and, with the
approval of the commissiconer of administration, may
require appropriate transfers of funds to compensate

for the coast of such service.
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Attachment 11.3a
CHAPTER 650.1

GENERAL COMPLIANCE

rojects must comply with the applicable Federal statutes, regulatory
rements and policies including but not limited to:

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended
(P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et. seq.) (see Chapter 650.2).

The Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7609).
The Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. Secs. 1288, 1314, 1341, 1342, 1344).

Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental
Quality (March 5, 1970, as amended by Executive Order 11991, May 24,

1977).

Executive Order 11288, concerning prevention, control and abatement
of water pollution (see Chapter 660.5).

The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (12 U.S.C. Sec. 24, 1701-1
Supp.) (42 U.S.C. Sec. 4001 et. seq.) (see Chapter 650.6).

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (see Chapter 650.7).
Executive Order 11296, Evaluation of Flood Hazard in Locating
Federally Owned or Financed Buildings, Roads, and other Facilities

and in Disposing of Federal Lands and Properties.

Federal Act for Protection and Restoration of Estuarine Areas (P.L.
90-454).

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-542) (16.U.S.C.1274 et.
seq.).

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-583) (16 U.S.C. Sec.
1451, 1456) (see Chapter 660.5).

The Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. Sec. 401 et. seq.).
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (see Chapter 650.7).
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sec. 661, 662).

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1531 et. seq.)
(see Chapter 660.5).

The Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 U.S.C. Sec. 431); (see Chapter
650.4).

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as amended
(P.L. 93-291, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 469 a-1)(see Chapter 650.4).

P I

Manual Release 148

Replaces:

MR 146 1/5/87
MR 142 6/27/84
MR 144 11/29/85

129




CHAPTER 650.1

R.

AB

AC

AD

AE

AF

L&WCF GRANTS MANUAL

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended
(p.L. 88-655, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 470 et. seq.) (see Chapter 650.4).

Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment (see Chapter 650.4).

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-87).
Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-480) (see Chapter 660.5).

Section 504, The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended,
(PlLl 93-112)0

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policy
Act of 1970 (P.L. 94-646) (see Chapter 650.3).

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352,
42 U.S.C. Secs. 2000d to 2000d-4) (see Chapter 650.9).

Executive Order 11246, Equal Employment Opportunity (see Chapter
650.5).

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-102. Provides uniform
administrative requirements for grants-in-aid to State and local
governments (see Chapter 675).

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87. Identifies cost
principles applicable to grants and contracts with State and local
governments as they relate to the application, acceptance and use
of Federal funds (see Chapter 670.3).

Power Plant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-620)
(see 640.3.7J and 660.5.3V).

Executive Order 12185, Conservation of Petroleum and Natural Gas (see
640.3.7J and 660.5.3V).

Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs
(see Chapter 650.8).

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-128. Implements the
Single Audit Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-502). This circular supersedes
Attachment P of OMB Circular A-102, effective July 18, 1985. (see
Chapter 675.7)

Executive Order 12432, Minority Business Enterprise Development.
(see Chapter 650.10) '

Manual Release 148

Replaces:

MR 146 1/5/87
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Attachment 11.3b
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Representative Glen Anderson, Chair, House Appropriations é/zgfL)

The Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources received over 200 proposals
for funding this summer. The total requested was over $62 million. The LCMR
decided to recommend appropriations for 77 programs with the $18.5 million available
in the Minnesota Resources Fund.

REGULAR AGENCY BUDGETS

Following are two lists of projects which the LCMR heard and decided to refer
to the regular budget process. Please bear in mind the LCMR recommends very few
programs for inclusion in the reqular budgets. Each proposal as originally received
is included in the same order as discussed. The appropriate dollar amount is, of
course, a decision for each of you.

Listed first are programs initiated by LCMR and found to be successful to the
point they should be included in the regular budgets of the agencies. A comment
follows each which explains the LCMR experience.

Listed second are programs where LCMR has no experience but which appeared to
be more suited to regular budget operations. In short, they did not meet the
criteria of LCMR members to qualify for funding from the Minnesota Resources Fund.

REGULAR BUDGET - LCMR - EXPERIENCE

Water

- Yellow Medicine River Revegetation/Access Development -- The Commission
initiated the Stream Bank, Lake Shore and Roadside erosion control program
in 1975 and 1977 by providing $300,000 and $500,000 respectively. Since
then the program has been funded by the regular budget and it is our under-
standing the Board of Water and Soil Resources is requesting a change level
to bring the program to an annual $500,000 funding.

- DNR - Mississippi River System Management -- The Commission is currently
providing $265,000 for this effort which has proven to be beneficial.

- BWSR - Comprehensive Local Water Planning -- The Commission is currently
providing $882,000 for this effort which involves 52 counties. The enthusiam
and progress demonstrated by the current program shouid support this request
by the Board of Water and Soil Resources in the regular budget.
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- West Central Water Management Planning and Douglas County Comprehensive

Water Management Planning -- Proposals would be accommodated within the
above project

Recreation

- DNR - Division of Parks and Recreation Planning -- The Commission provided
over $2.2 million for park planning as part of the Qutdoor Recreation Act
from 1975-1983. At the conclusion of that phase of activity it was our
understanding that the one position converted to the regular budget would
maintain the individual park planning updates at the appropriate level.

The remainder of this request represents initiatives with only Timited LCMR
experience.

- DNR - Land and Water Conservation Grant Program Administration -- This is a
long-term program. Commission experience has been positive.

Fisheries

- DNR - Fishing Piers -- The Commission is involved in funding overall policy
and guidelines for the public access and fishing pier programs. Fishing-
pier programs are presently funded from the CORE money but presently only
10 fishing piers are provided statewide from this funding source.

Wildlife

DNR - Continue Forest/Wildlife Habitat Intensification -- In 1987 the Commission
funded this program to build a wildlife component into the forest planning
process to increase the wildlife production from forest management. This

program has been successful. Members feel this should now be built into the
regular DNR budget.

Forestry
DNR - County Forest Management/Minnesota Conservation Corps -- In the 1987
biennium the Commission funded at $300,000 a matching grant program to
counties. This program expanded the DNR Youth Conservation Corps program
from state lands to county lands. This program has proven very successful
and can now be transferred to the regular budget.

General

DNR - Marketing DNR Services -- The present program is successfully focusing
on the Department of Natural Resources relationship to individual citizens
and ways to improve citizen satisfaction through changes in DNR policies

and employee actions. The new proposal relates this effort to vital business
government users of DNR services. The Commission felt this could best be
handled in the regular budget. E
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REGULAR BUDGET - NO PRIOR COMMISSION FUNDING

Six proposals were presented that the Commission felt had merit but should
be part of the originating agencies' regular budgets. These projects are:

Hater

PCA - Salvage Yard Contamination Study -- Investigate and assess the environ-
mental threat that salvage yards pose to water resources through monitoring
at selected sites in the state.

DNR - Water Demand Management -- Develop water conservation plans on a pilot
basis for, and in ccoperation with, two or three communities and provide the
educational support materials needed to implement the plans at the community
Tevel.

PCA - Self Help Training Documents to Small Communities -- Provide written
educational guidance documents to assist small communities in the construc-
tion of new and additions to existing wastewater treatment facilities.

Recreation

DNR/University of Minnesota - Continuing Education for Natural Resource
Managers -- University of Minnesota and DNR pilot project for developing,
implementing and evaluating an interdisciplinary training program to expose
planners and managers with outdoor recreation responsibilities to new
concepts, models and technology that apply to outdoor recreat1on management
and recreation's changing role in Minnesota.

DNR - Environmental Education -- Establish inter-agency clearinghouse and
distribution service for environmental education materials to Minnesota
teachers and provide teacher training and coordination of environmental
curriculum.

Forestry

DNR - Forest Hydrology -- Develop forest hydrology expertise within DNR
Region II to support forest land managers in evaluating and minimizing adverse
watershed impacts of timber harvest practices.

CAPITAL BUDGETS

Some projects of an intensive capital nature are also referred to you. The
LCMR did not include them because they do not represent any particular innovation.
Also, several different sources provide money for park and forest recreation
facilities. One funding source may be more appropriate, versus the current
situation with a variety of sources contributing to what is essentially one
program for each type of facility.
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Recreation

DNR - State Park Development-Rehabilitation

DNR - State Forest Recreation Development and Rehabilitation

Deep Portage-Heritage Center

Roseville's Central Park Interpretive Center - Local Park

Burton Park Expansion - Local Park

Simon's Ravine-South St. Paul - Local Park

Please note the last four projects are typically handled under the local park
and recreation grants program administered by the Department of Trade and Economic

Development.
Sincerely,
nbzer 777 -
Senator Clarence M. Purfeerst,
Chairman, LCMR

CMP/mlk
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DNR COUNTER REVENUE/APPLICANT COUNT

Attachment 12.1

GAME
&
INTH/YEAR BOATS SNOWMOBILE ATV FISH PARKS TRAILS GRAND TOTAL
ebruary 89
235/ 228/ 19/ 316/ 37/ 93/ 928/
$3,609.50 $3,564.36 $318.00 $3,166.50 $496.00 $816.50 $11,970.86
anuary 89
380/ 612/ 74/ 3,235/ 91/ 703/ 5,095/
$4,573.00 $9,974.00 $1,336.00 $16,047.50 $1,352.00 $6,628.50 $39,911.00
December 89
902/ 1,206/ 90/ 598/ 433/ 1,296/ 4,525/
$10,328.00 $20,415.00 $1,588.00 $3,359.00 $6,640.00 $17,732.50 $60,062.50
November 88
287/ 635/ 56/ 1,005/ 72/ 131/ 2,186/
$3,072.00 $10,838.00 $974.00 $17,152.25 $1,024.00 $1,068.50 $34,128.75
October 88
1757 366/ 61/ 2,209/ 25/ 29/ 2,865/
$1,301.00 $6,252.00 $1,018.00 $52,194.00 $344.00 $187.50 - $61,296.50
September 88
234/ 176/ 40/ 5,006/ 3/ 14/ 5,473/
$2,039.00 $2,804.00 $676.00 $146,578.75 | $48.00 $75.00 $152,220.75
August 88
619/ 80/ 25/ 3,279/ 23/ N/A 4,026/
$6,110.00 $1,318.00 $416.00 $89,343.25 $368.00 $97,555.25
July 88 751/ 54/ 12/ 707/ 37/ N/A 1,561/
$7,326.00 $846.00 $188.00 $4,881.75 $490.00 $13,661.75
DR TOTAL: $.__470,807,36
APPLICANT COUNT:___26,652
- Thl e e [ — Ve, e - /‘/‘"’ 3 . -
RS ST o P - - e T
R - . (, - P, v ~ - b
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

COMPARISON OF IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATORS - PGSL & CPI

Attachment 13.1

PGSL CPI
ACTUAL IMPLICIT PERCENT CONSTANT IMPLICIT PERCENT CONSTANT DIFFERENCE
1 DOLLARS DEFLATOR CHANGE DOLLARS DEFLATOR CHANGE DOLLARS PGSL & CPI
7 $58,223 1 6.61% $58,223 1 6.55% $58,223 $0
8 $53,436 1.076 7.56% $49,678 1.075 7.54% $49,692 $14
9 $63,722 1.175 9.28% $54,209 1.197 11.27% $53,255 ($953)
10 $69,704 1.306 11.07% $53,389 1.359 13.55% $51,305 {($2,083)
31 $78,345 1.395 6.88% $56,145 1.499 10.35% $52,256 ($3,889)
32 $79,059 1.500 7.53% $52,689 1.591 6.13% $49,688 ($3,001)
33 $81,529 1.591 6.02% $51,250 1.642 3.19% $49,656 ($1,594)
84 $93,916 1.664 4.58% $56,450 1.712 4.29% $54,848 ($1,602)
85 $105,038 1.744 4.82% $60,230 1.773 3.56% $59,233 ($996)
86 $108,539 1.809 3.76% $59,983 1.806 1.86% $60,090 $107
187 $114,585 1.866 3.13% $61,404 1.874 3.74% $61,149 ($255)
388 $128,629 1.952 4.59% $65,904 1.951 410%  $65,940 $37
389 $140,283 2.043 4.67% $68,669 2.044 4.80% $68,621 ($48)
390 $151,054 2.148 5.14% $70,324 2.138 4.60% $70,640 $316
991 $152,617 2.265 5.43% $67,391 2.241 4.80% $68,102 $711
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Attacnment 13.2

WHO PAYS FOR DNR - 1978
BIENNIAL
BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS  FINAL
GENERAL 31,012.9 (2,969.0)  28,043.9
GAME & FISH 14.909.3 14.909.3
SPECIAL REVENUE  2,509.4 2.969.0 5478.4
GIFTS 250.1 250.1
REVOLVING 395.8 395.8
FEDERAL  4,358.6 4,358.6
53.436.1 0.0 53,436.1
WATERCRAFT REGISTRATIONS 748.0
WATERCRAFT GAS TAX 418.0
SNOWMOBILE REGISTRATIONS 1,176.0
SNOWMOBILE GAS TAX 627.0
2.969.0
GENERAL FUND (STATE TAX) 52.0%
FEDERAL 8.2%
OTHER (USER SUPPORTED) 39.8%
100.0%
WHO PAYS FOR DNR - 1988
STATE TAXES 59.741.0 44.0%
FEES AND LICENSES 59,552.0 43.8%
NON-OPERATING 10,526.0 7.7%
FEDERAL FUNDS 6.063.0 4.5%
135,882.0 100.0%
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/ Department of Natural Resources as Percentage of
General Fund Spending 1990-91 Biennium

Govenor's Recommendation
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( - Department of Natural Resources as Percentage of
General Fund Spending 1980-81 Biennium
Actual Expenditures
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SUMMARY OF GENERAL FUND
COMPARISON OF 1980-81 EXPENDITURES TO GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION FOR 1990-91

ACTUAL EXPENDITURES

GOVERNOR*S RECOMMENDATION

| I
I I
MAJOR SPENDING ITEMS | F.Y. 1980  F.Y. 1981 TOTAL % TOTAL | F.Y. 1990  F.Y. 1991 TOTAL % TOTAL

| |
I I -

AID TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS (K-12) | $1,026,636 $1,097,531 $2,124,167 30.3% | $1,652,920 $1,693,081  $3,346,001 25.1%
I I

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION | $568,731 $599,197  $1,167,928 16.7% | $1,169,126  $1,193,314  $2,362,440 17.8%
I |

DEBT SERVICE & SHORT-TERM BORROWING | $88,932 $96,262 $185,194 2.6% | $211,590 $168,035 $379,625 2.9%
I I '

STATE INSTITUTIONS | $163,953 $178,810 $342,763 4.9% |  $334,201 $351,123 $685,324 5.1%
I |

LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL, CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS | $48,217 $56,721 $104,938 1.5% | $133,224 $133,361 $266,585 2.0%
| |

STATE AGENCIES | $378,419 $332,788 $711,207 10.2% |  $606,603 $630,111  $1,236,714 9.1%

ESTIMATED CANCELLATIONS | | ($20,000)

| !

OTHER MAJOR LOCAL ASSISTANCE | $163,272 $200,991 $364,263 5.2% | $337,765 $366,474 $704,239 5.3%
! |

MA/GAMC | $292,905 $343,911 $636,816 9.1% | $731,948 $788,825 $1,520,773 11.4%
I I

INCOME MAINTENANCE (AFDC, GA, MSA) | $63,861 $96,304 $160,165 2.3% | 154,320 $161,593 $315,913 2.4%
| I

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AID | $230,182 $231,005 $461,187 6.6% | $403,576 $421,576 $825,152 6.2%
I |

PROPERTY TAX CREDITS AND REFUNDS | $314,798 $430,394 $745,192 10.6% |  $811,304 $874,023  $1,685,327 12.7%
I I
[ I
| $3,339,906 $3,663,914 $7,003,820 100.0% | $6,546,577 $6,781,516 $13,308,093 100.0%
| !

I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
[
I
[
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Payment
Date

12/30/87
6/30/88
12/30/88
6/30/89
12/30/89
6/30/90
12/30/90
6/30/91
12/30/91
6/30/92

Payment
Number

—

QWX NP WN -

EXHIBIT B

RENTAL PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Total
Payment

242,823

242,823.
242,823.
.65

242,823

242,823.
.65
.65

242,823
242,823

242,823.
242,823,
.65

242,823

2,428,236,

.65

65
65

65

65
65

50

Principal
Component

150,543.
.02

178,555

184,759.
21

191,180

197,823.
204,698.
.36
.80

211,811
219,171

226,788,
234,668.

2,000,000

09
81
73
10

02
86

.00

*Amount due after payment of Rental Payment due

-

Interest
Componen

92,280,
64,268,
58,063,
51,643
44,999,
38,125,
31,012,
23,651
16,035.

8,154,

428,236,

on same

t

56
63
84

.44

92
55
29

.85

63
79

50

Attachment 13.5a

Purchase
Option Price*

1,901,721.20
1,713,572.03
1,520,013.58
1,320,890.32
1,116,042.27
905,304 .84
688,508.70
465,479.68
236,038.57
0.00

day.
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Attachment 13.5b

EXHIBIT B

RENTAL PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Commencement Date: May 1, 1988

Principal Interest Total

Payment Date Amount Amount Payment
December 31, 1988 $420,000 $197.541.67 $617,541.67
June 30, 1989 480,000 137,656.25 617,656.25
December 31, 1989 450,000 125,056.25 615,056.25
June 30, 1990 505,000 112,193.75 617,193.75
December 31, 1990 520,000 98,306.25 618,306.25
June 30, 1991 530,000 84,006.25 614,006.25
December 31, 1991 545,000 68,768.75 613,768.75
June 30, 1992 565,000 53,100.00 618,000.00
December 31, 1992 580,000 36,150.00 616,150.00
June 30, 1993 600,000 18,750.00 618,750.00

STATE OF MINNESOTA.

DOUGHERTY DAWKINS LEASE GROUP,
: RTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

INC.

-

By .’ . )
Its Lessor Representative

By

S Egésee Representative

Ve -
Dated: 5/18/88 Dated: 5-/%-6%
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
1990-91 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST
SUMMARY OF NEW POSISTIONS

=)=

AGENCY REQUEST GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION
PROGRAM F.Y. 1990 F.Y. 1991 F.Y. 1990 F.Y. 1991
CHANGE REQUEST FUND PAGE ||CONVERT NEW TOTAL | CONVERT NEW TOTAL CONVERT NEW TOTAL CONVERT NEW TOTAL
MINERALS
MINERAL DIVERSIFICATION 10 283 ; 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
ACQ OF PRIVATE EXPLORATION DATA 13 286 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
WATERS
STATEWIDE GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT 10 295 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
SHORELAND MANAGEMENT GRANTS 10 297 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
IMPROVED SURFACE WATER DATA CAPABILITY 10 299 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
INSTREAM FLOW ANALYSIS CONVERSION 10 300 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
GROUND WATER SENSITIVITY 13 301 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FUND TRANSFER 10 303 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FUND TRANSFER 56 303 -7.0 -7.0 -7.0 -7.0
FOREST MANAGEMENT )
WILDFIRE PROTECTION 10 310 4.0 1.0 5.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
BWCA - CONVERSION FROM FEDERAL 10 317 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
TIMBER SUPPLY 10 318 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
URBAN FORESTRY 13 321 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
INFORMATION SYSTEM PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 10 272 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
PARKS AND RECREATION
INTERPRETIVE - CONVERSION 10 334 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
PLANNING, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 10 335 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
AMERICAN YOUTH HOSTEL 13 337 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
TRAILS AND WATERWAYS
TRAILS PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 13 347 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
WATER ACCESS AND RECREATION MAINTENANCE 19 351 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
RIVER CLEAN-UP 19 353 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
RIDGELINE HIKING TRAIL 13 359 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
SAFE HABORS - LAKE SUPERIOR 19 270 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
FISH AND WILDLIFE
LAKE AND STREAM/WALLOP-BREAUX 10 365 -8.0 -8.0 -8.0 -8.0
LAKE AND STREAM/WALLOP-BREAUX 23 365 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 8.0 14.0 22.0 8.0 14.0 22.0
URBAN FISHING 13 370 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
ENDANGERED SPECIES PROTECTION 10 374 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
NON-GAME WILDLIFE RESEARCH CONTRACT COORD 20 377 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
COUNTY BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 13 379 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
NORTH AMERICAN WATERFOWL PLAN 13 380 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
SWAN LAKE AREA WILDLIFE PROJECT 13 381 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
PLANNING/POLICY POSITION CONVERSION 23 385 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
PURPLE LOOSESTRIFE CONTROL 10 386 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
POSITION AUTHORITY CONVERSION 10 388 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
POSITION AUTHORITY CONVERSION 23 388 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0 -6.0
REINVEST IN MINNESOTA (RIM) 10 274 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
1990-91 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST
SUMMARY Of NEW POSISTIONS

951

AGENCY REQUEST GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION
PROGRAM F.Y. 1990 F.Y. 1991 F.Y. 1990 F.Y. 1991

CHANGE REQUEST FUND PAGE ||CONVERT NEW TOTAL  |CONVERT NEW TOTAL CONVERT NEW TOTAL CONVERT NEW TOTAL
ENFORCEMENT

ENHANCED RECREATIONAL ENFORCEMENT 10 394 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

ENHANCED RECREATIONAL ENFORCEMENT 23 394 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONVERSION 10 402 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONVERSION 20 402 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0

LAKESHORE LEASING AND SALES 10 403 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

STATEWIDE PUBLIC RECREATION MAPPING 13 413 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

IMPROVE FIELD SUPPORT 19 414 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

SAFE HABORS - LAKE SUPERIOR 19 270 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

LCMR LAND EXCHANGE CONVERSION 10 418 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

ACCELERATED LAND EXCHANGE 13 419 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
REGIONAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT

MISSISSIPPI RIVER TEAM 10 424 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

MISSISSIPPI RIVER TEAM 19 424 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

MISSISSIPPI RIVER TEAM 23 424 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

REGIONAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT 10 425 24.0 32.0 56.0 24.0 32.0 56.0

REGIONAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT 19 425 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

REGIONAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT 23 425 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

CONVERSION OF REGION V INFORMATION OFFICER 10 426 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
SPECIAL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

INCREASE RESPONSE, COORDINATION & INFORMATION 10 433 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

MARKETING DEPARTMENT SERVICES 10 434 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

FEDERAL LAWCON ADMINISTRATION 10 439 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 13 440 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

IMPROVED CITIZEN SATISF & ENHANCED EMPLOYEE 10 448 1.0 1.0

PERSONNEL INFORMATION SYSTEM 10 450 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

MEEB CURRICULUM & REGIONAL COORDINATION 10 456 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

WATER EDUCATION 10 457 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT

INTERNAL AUDIT 20 464 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

CONVERVT PART-TIME TO FULL-TIME 19 468 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 || 13.0 13.0

INFORMATION SYSTEM PLANNING AND DEVEVOPMENT 10 272 6.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
TOTAL 110.0 140.0 250.0 136.0 144.0 280.0 60.0 108.0 168.0 86.0 108.0 194.0
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GAME AND FISH FUND

FUND STATEMENT

Balance Forward - In

Receipts:
Federal Grants:

Hunting Licenses

Fishing Licenses

Pheasant Stamp

Investment Income
Other
Reverue Refunds

NET RECEIPTS

Federal Funds

ACTUARL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED RESDURCES FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 19% FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 19% FY 1995
181,776 831,334 904, 414 3,765,882 3,618,982 1,833,682 (2,137,218) (8,725,518) (17,919, 418)
Pricr Year Adjustwments 178, 985 295,327 300, 280 250, 680 2, 000 250, 000 250, %89 299, 600 259, 088
Adjusted Balance Forward 368, 761 1,126,661 1,204, 414 4,015, 882 3,868,962 2,083,682 (1,397,218) (8,475,518) (17,669, 418)
Fisheries (D-I) 4,441,217 5,886,138 5,509, 200 6,200, 800 6, 608, 080 6, 900, 600 7,108,000 7,300,000 7,509, 008
Hildlife (P-R) 3,899, 962 2,934,751 3,200,000 3,300, 08 3,408, 008 3,560, 609 3,609,009 3,708, 00 3,800, 000
Occupational Permits 191,581 284,743 189, 8688 198, 08 190, 089 199, 090 196, 608 199, 089 199, 600
Non-Occupational Permits 175, 1@5 221,67@ 179, 809 180, 009 178,508 178, 580 178,500 178,500 178,508
Fishing License Surcharge 2,534,565 2,562,218 (1) 2,619,408 2,537, 300 2,621,380 2,621, 309 2,621,308 2,621,388 2,621,308
8,937,210 9,367,528 12,176, 86@ 12,542,500 (7) 12,399,300 12,542, 508 12,399, 300 12,542,508 12,393, 308
Sportsman's Licenses 1,430,377 1,718,49% 1,771,208 1,853, 300 1,929,680 1,929, 600 1,929, 660 1,929, 608 1,929, 600
1@, 487,871 11,271,390 (5) 13,218,308 (5) 13,054,600 13, 965, 000 13,963, 608 13,365, 008 13,965, 008 13,963, 088
Migratory Waterfcwl Stamp 656, 634 618,466 (2) 584, 008 384, 000 480, 000 480, 099 480, 000 480, 008 409, 809
Trout & Salmon Stamp 490, 282 454,025 (3) 432, 100 456, 000 480, 000 480, 000 48e, 000 400, 000 480, 000
351,048 506,285 (4) 576, 108 576, 000 576,008 576,008 576, 008 576, 000 576,000
Sale & Lease of Natural Resources 174,478 160,903 193, 800 205,700 289,700 205,700 205,708 285,70 2035, 708
Fires, Forfeits, Restitutions 369,953 343,041 335, 508 321,009 321,508 321,508 321,509 321,508 321,508
Small Game Surcharge 1,081,528 1,193,335 1,226, 000 1,268, 000 1,338,080 1,330, 088 1,338, 800 1,330, 200 1,338, a8
Adult Hurter Education 17,451 16, 341 ' 18, 080 19, 609 26, 808 28, 800 20, 009 29, 008 20,800
Indirect Cost Reimbursement 44, 644 31,061 47, 000 47, 000 47,088 47,090 47,000 47, 000 47,000
429,130 588, 368 640, 008 640, 000 00,008 550, 000 500, 038 450, 000 400, 000
93,519 47,266 115, 080 47,000 (7) 104, 588 47,000 184, 500 47,000 104, 500
(38,235) (72,030) (6) (160,000) (6) (160, 00Q) (160, 40R) (160, 800} (160, 000) (160, 282) (168, 68Q)
34,975,010 28,273,995 42,788, Ba@ 44, 461,400 45,268, 400 45,724, 10@ 45, 888, 480 46,224, 10@ 46, 388, 408

Transfers from Other Funds:

38,880 ) 30,000 38, adQ 30,008 30, 009 38, 008 38,000 30,000
TOTAL TRANSFERS 38, 000 [ 30,000 30, 080 30,008 30,800 38, 000 38, 000 30,200
TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE 35,373,771 39, 489,636 44,823,214 48,587, 282 49, 187, 382 47,837,782 44,811,182 37,778,582 28, 748, 982
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GAME AND FISH FUND

768,784 .

FUND STATEMENT
ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
ACTUAL AND ESIMATED USES FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 FY 1991 FY 19%2 FY 1993 FY 199% FY 1995
Trails & Waterways - Hater Access 281,514 417,887 422,000 422, 088 422,000 422,008 422, 608 422,088
Fish & Wildlife Management:

Fish Managemert T 8,269,644 9,187,814 9,463,641 9,874, 800 9,879, 688 9,879, 000 9,879,008 9,879,088 9,879, 008
Trout Stream Management 227,948 378,673 (3) 393,357 400, 000 400, 000 400, 630 409, 000 400, 08 400, 080
Fish Mgmt. Intensification 2,968, 986 2,817,847 (1) 2,869,184 2,929, 008 2,929,008 2,929, 099 2,929, 008 2,929,089 2,929,080

Hildlife Management 5,689, 649 6,633,915 6,040,000 7,119,008 7,123,009 7,123,009 7,123,000 7,123,000 7,123,008
Computerized Licensing 180, 191 257, 5% 226, 800 219, 080 219,008 219,008 219, 600 219,000 219,008
Deer Habitat Improvement 927,248 984,193 1,098,287 1,834, 0989 1,034,000 1,034,000 1,034,000 1,034,000 1,034,800
Haterfowl Habitat Improvement 205,713 646,788 (2) 656, 550 661, 888 661,000 661,008 661,000 661,800 661, 00
Pheasant Habitat Improvement 414, 446 381,817 (4) 482,991 495, 000 495,898 495, 000 495, 009 405,000 405,600
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 684,061 685, 780 6585, 788 686, 800 686, 688 686, 088 686, 888 6686, 000 686, 080
Wildlife Acquisition 1,010,958 775,349 711, 0098 715, 909 715,000 715, 080 715, 000 715, 800 715,000

Ecological Services 608,438 714,859 827,703 868, 968 868, 800 868, 088 868, 600 868,000 868, 800
Acid Precipitation Study 16, 680 16, 098 16,908 16, 608 16,000 16,080 16, 800 16, 600

Enforcement of N.R. Laws 6,754,132 7,389,591 7,672,264 7,361,008 7,966, 00 7,966, 008 7,966, 608 7,966, &0 7,966, 008

Contral of Seelt Fishing 20, 000 20,000 20, 000 20, 000 20, 000 20, 600 20,000 20, 000 20,000

belting Fees 3,9% 8,242 2, 000 2,008 2,088 2,000 2,000 2, 000 2,000

Fish Mgmt. Intensification 206,322 (1) 212,873 217,000 217,008 217,000 217,688 217,000 217,000

Adult Hurter Education 74,210 75,508 79, 164 82, 000 82, 008 82,008 82, 008 82,000 62, 000

Morey's Fish Co. Buyout 27,500

Field Operations Support 3, 158, 987 3,35, 858 3,431,000 3,543,000 3,554, 609 3,554,000 3,554, 008 3,554, 000 3,554, 000
Fish Mgmt. Intensification 44,556 (1) 46,486 47,000 47,080 47,000 47,000 47, 009 47,000
Hildlife Acquisition 134,515 253, 008 253,008 253,088 . 293, 809 253,000 253,008 253, 900

Regional Operations Support 484,709 564,288 569,712 381,000 581,080 581,088 381,000 581, 000 381, 000

Special Services & Pregrams:

Information & Edcucation 1,708 34,184 34,957 38, 000 38,608 38, 830 36, 008 38, eoR 38,000

Youth Programs - Wildlife Acg. 139, 366 115,411 255,772 267,000 267,008 267,009 267,000 267, 000 267,000

Administrat ive Management 1,822,885 1,134,545 1,299,498 1,299, 000 1,302, 080 1,302, 088 1,302,000 {,302, 008 1,302, 800

Computerized Licensing 302,428 242,509 294, 600 295,000 295, 608 295, 008 293, 80e 295, 600 235, 000

Statewide Indirect Costs 394,799 378, 366 375, 000 375, 008 375, 000 375, 000 375, 008 375,000 375, 060

Legal Services 131,563 205, 008 225,000 225, 000 225, 000 225, 000 225, 008 275, 000 225, 000

Tort Claims 15, 500 15, 50@ 15,502 15,508 15, 508 15,508 15,500
Leech Lake Payments 735,874 825, 346 944,608 971, 868 973,200 983, 500 979,208 983,508 979, 288
Health Insurance Deficeit 227,889

Salary Supplesent 1,535,008 3, 35, 600 5,169, 809 7,857,000 9, 290, 608 11,315,089

Inflation 824,008 1,682, 608 2, 606, 000 3,618, 082

CHANGE LEVEL 1,984, 000 2,584,088 2,584, 009 2,584, 000 2,584, 000 2,504, 660

Estimated Cancellations (288, 600) (209, 808) (299, 008) (200, 809) (289, 809) (200, 899) (200, 808)

INTERNAL REDUCTIONS made by Agency
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 34,511,291 38,458, 416 49,227,749 44,850, 368 47,315,760 49,957,000 52,698,760 35,668, 998 58,892, 7e¢

Transfers to Other Funds:

Debt Service Furd 31,146 37,826 29,583 38, 009 38, 690 38, 608 38, 800 38,000 38,000

TOTAL USES 34,542,437 38,496, 242 48,257,332 44,888, 300 47,353,708 49, 995, 6@ 52,736, 700 35, 698, 68 58,930, 708

FUND BALANCE 831,334 984, 414 3,765, B82 3,618,982 1,833,682 (2,157,218) (8,725,518)  (17,919,418) (39, 181,718)
RESERVED FUND BALANCE 198, 084 482, 447 260, 784 313,784 488,784 503,784 398, 784 693,784
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ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIKATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
GAME AND FISH FUND FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1390 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
RESERVED FUND BALANCE:
Wildlife Acquisition 98, 512 274,556 280,784 313,784 488, 784 503,784 598, 784 693,784 788,784
Buildirg Fund 9, 492 19,080
Tort Claims 15, 568
Computer Licensing 7,311
Enforcement - Compression 95, 088
Fich’ Buy-out (Morey's)
RESERVED FUND BALANCE 100, 684 402, 447 280, 784 313, 784 408, 784 503, 784 598, 784 693,784 788,784
Foctnotes:
Earmarked Funds:
(1) Fishing License Surcharge - Fish Managesert Intensification.
(2) Migratory Waterfowl Stamp - Waterfowl Habitat Improvement, increased
appropriation is to use up balance.
(3) Trout and Salmon Stamp - Trout Stream Management.
(4)  Pheasant Stamp - Pheasant Habitat Improvement.
(5)  Estimated receipts from senior citizens fishing licenses are $163,808 in FY 1988 and
$472,400 in FY 1989,
(6)  Includes refund of $42,608 for senior citizen fishing licenses in FY 1988 and
an estimated 30,@3Q licenses in FY 1989 & $4,08 each.
(7} R moese hunt is held every other year with the following aproximated receipts:
Aplication Fees (spring of odd FY) 17,508 @ $4 = § 7@, 000,
Licenses (fall of even FY) 862 @ $250 = $208, 609,
WILDLIFE RCBUISITION ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMITED 6OV REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31405-95-23 FY 1987 © FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1999 FY 1991 FY 1932 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 156, 767 162,393 274,356 268, 784 313,784 408, 784 583,784 538, 784 693,784
Receipts 1,081,528 1,193,335 1,226,000 1,268, 808 1,330, 800 1, 330, 880 1,330, 000 1,338, 600 1,330, 000
Transfers - In 18,600 4,103
Expenditures:
Wildlife Mgut 986, 985 775,349 711,000 715,089 715, 000 715,098 715, 002 715, 0008 715,280
Field Dper - Lands 24,952 134,515 233, 000 © 233,000 253, 000 253,000 253, o900 233, 000 233, 060
Spec Serv - Youth Prog 139, 366 115,411 255,772 267,800 267, 000 267,008 267,080 267, 000 267,000
CHANGE LEVEL
Balance Forward - Out 98,512 274,556 200, 784 313,784 408,784 583, 784 598, 784 693,784 788,784
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NON-GRME WILDLIFE ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC B0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIHATED
APID: 31480-78-28 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1934 FY 1995
Balance Forward ~ In 1,078,617 1,157,382 1,126,141 696,349 688, 349 644, 349 344, 349 387,349 168, 349
Transfers — In 681,919 954,171 (2) 800, 008 000, 008 880, 000 860, 089 800, 088 600, 900 808, 000
Receipts ' 1,283
Interest Earnings 63,876 76,436 40, 808 35,008 30, 008 27,008 25, 800 28,008 15,008
Transfers - Out
Experditures:

Hildlife Mgt 643,367 1,833,115 1,221,479 760,000 (1) 760,300 768, 008 760, 600 768, 030 760, 689

Spec Serv ~ Youth Prog 20,943 29,99 48,313 - 99,000 50, 800 58, 009 50, 800 50,008 50,698
Salary Suppleeent 24,008 49, 800 75,000 162,008 138, 008 139, 688
Inflation (4%) 27,000 55, 000 84, 000 114, 608
CHANGE LEVEL 9,02 15, 800 15, 008 15, 000 135, 000 15,008
Balance Forward - Out 1,157,302 1, 126, 141 696, 349 688, 349 644,349 544,349 387,349 168, 349 (114,651)

(1) FY B89 budget less FY 89 charge level of $461,500.
(2) Increase in donations is attributed to change in language made on the tax forms.
WILD RICE ACCOUNT ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC B0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31488-71-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1394 FY 1995
<"O\ Balance Forward,- In [ 24,817 25,521 29, 421 22,721 20, 821 22,31 24,621 26,321

Receipts 23,724 21,499 27,608 295, 000 25,000 38,008 30, 090 30, 888 39, 000
Interest Earnings 1,093 2,789 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,300 2, 300 2,308 2,308
Expenditures [ 23,584 38,0808 30,008 38, 808 38, 688 30, 800 30,080 38,888
CHANBE LEVEL
Balance Forward - Out 24,817 25,321 25,421 22,721 2o, 821 22,321 24,621 26,921 29,221

(&
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RESOURCES:
Balance Forward - In
Prior Year Adjustment

Adjusted Balance Forward

Receipts:

Watercraft Registration

Fines and Forfeits

Dther Receipts

Refurds
Transfers from Other Furds:

State Park Development

Highway Users Tax Dist. Fund
WATERCRAFT REGISTRATION INCREASE

TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE

USES:
Expenditures:
Waters Resource Marnagement
Parks & Recreation Management
Trails & Waterways - Water fccess
Fish & Wildlife Management
Enforcement of N.R. Laws
Field Operations Support
Regional Operaticns Support
Special Service & Programs:
Information & Education
Planning
Youth Programs
Administrative Management
Statewide Indirect Cost
Health Insurance Deficeit
Salary Supplement
Inflation (&%)
CHANGE LEVEL
Estimated Cancellations

TOTAL USES

FUND BALANCE
RESERVED FUND BRLANCE (Park Dev)

UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE

NATER RECREATION FUND

FUND STATEMENT
ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC B0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 199 FY 1995
345,659 885, 754 1,118,079 1,857,048 1,361,219 1,224, 774 1,164,474 29,992 {797,655)
38,603 46,625 42,000 42,000 42,000 52,000 42,000 42,000 42,008
376, 262 852,379 1,152,879 1,899, 848 1,403,219 1,266,774 1,206, 474 7,92 {755, 655)
b Y
2,276,048 (1) 2,708,665 2,841,991 (1) 2,389,850 (1) 2,830,268 (1) 2,984,098 (1) 2,509,343 (1) 2,971,773 (1) 3,133,235 (1)
38,912 31,819 34,000 33,008 33,509 33,500 33,509 33,500 33,500
316 4,059
(6,468 (5,47 (7, 009) (7, 000) (7,008) (7, 808) {7, 600) (7, 009) {7, 608)
4,001
4,417,817 4,749,331 5,448,732 (2) 5,583,250 5,581,180 . 5,581,100 5,581,108 5,581,108 5,581, 180
1,170,871 1,385, 695 1,461,018 1,228,574 1,454, 980 1,53, 861
7,094,895 8, 344,837 9,461,862 11,068,219 11,226,774 11,319,474 10,551,992 10,106, 345 9,519,301
89,883 76,372 79,33 82, 000 82, 000 82, 000 82, 600 82, 000 82, 000
599, 031 522,739 £20, 000 572,000 571,000 571, 608 571, 000 571, 800 571, 000
2,477,050 3,174,1% 3,325,161 3,346, 000 3,349,000 3,349, 000 3,349,008 3,349,000 3,349, 000
150, 000 144,000 144,000 144, 008 144,000 144,000 144, 890 144,000 144,000
1,758,757 1,898, 645 1,955,153 1,972, 008 1,972,008 .. 11,972,000 1,972, 880 1,972,000 1,972, 000
216,033 337,158 347,55 354, 900 zso,uﬁxf 354,000 354, 000 354, 000 354, 000
56, 493 82,328 86,818 89,000 89,008 89, 000 89, 000 89, 068 89, 008
333,223 318,741 322,519 329, 000 331,000 331,000 331, 000 331,000 331,000
91,454 86,478 9%, 453 38, 009 99, 000 99, 000 99, 000 99, 000 99, 000
27,361 54,446 59,077 59, 000 59, 608 59, 000 59, 608 59, 000 59, 090
497,8% 502,679 593,7% £08, 009 513,000 613,000 513, 000 £13, 000 613,000
4,976 45, 000 45,000 45,000 45,000 45, 000 45,000 45,000
21,95
195, 000 429,000 632, 000 852, 008 1,081,000 1,319, 609
141,000 288, 000 441,000 £00, 000
1,914, 088 1,974, 008 1,774,000 1,774,000 1,774, 000 1,774, 008
(100, 009) (100,800 (109, 088) (100,098 (100, 000) (100, 000) (109, 099)
6,289, 141 7,234,758 7,604, 814 9,707,000 10,082,000 18, 155, 800 10,522, 009 10,94, 090 11, 301,000
805, 754 1,118,979 1,857,048 1,361,219 1,224, 774 1,164,474 2,9% (797,655) (1,781,699
625
883, 754 1,109,454 1,857,048 1,361,219 1,224, 774 1,164,474 29,9% (797,655) (1,781,639

(1) Matercraft registrations are for three years, receipts are on a three year cycle.
Receipts have increased an average of 1.6% per year, or approximately 5% over the three year cycle.

(2) Gasoline tax increased from 17 cents to 28 cents per gallon on May 1, 1988.
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SNOWMOBILE TRAILS ACTURL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC- B0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31080-21-28 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 Fy 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 199% FY 1995
RESOURCES:
Balance Forward - In 1,368,038 1,464,159 1,976,389 2,994, 321 2,884,471 1,908,571 1,621,671 1,243,711 743,871
Prior Year Adjustments 128,297
Adjusted Balance Forward 1,368,938 1,584, 456 1,976,389 2,089,321 2,084,471 1,908, 571 1,621,671 1,243,771 743,871
Receipts 981,779 1,438, 161 1,032,108 1,081, 000 967, 008 967, bee 97, 008 967, 888 967, 800
Interest Earnings 276, 481 315,008 300, 608 308, 000 300, 000 300, 008 268, 880 258, 880
Highway Users Tax Dist Fund 2,288, 988 2,374,665 2,728,39 (1) 2,791,650 2,799,508 2,799,689 2,799, 608 2,798,688 2,798, 688
TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE 4,598, 717 5,673,763 6,043,885 6,186,971 6, 142, 871 5,958, 174 5,679,271 5,281,371 4,751,471
USES:
Expenditures:
Trails and Waterways 2,716,623 3,169,469 3,421,008 3,434,008 3,436, 869 3,436, 000 3,436,008 3,436,089 3,435, 008
Enforcesent 138,738 235,911 259, 809 262, 086 262, 808 262, 009 262, 808 262, 089 262, 608
Field Oper - Engineering 26, 688 6,673 18,775 11,000 11,088 11,000 11,008 11,008 11, 608
Special Services 26,772 29,815 38,000 3,600 39, 00 30,008 38,000 30,009
Youth Programs 66, 254 112,861 138,9% 148, 008 146, 089 148, 608 146, 608 148, 200 148, 000
Admin - Licenses, Systess 137,187 148, 331 153,088 154, 008 154, 000 154, 908 154, 090 154,000 154,008
Cont ingency 3,941 15,008 15,000 135, 008 15, 008 15,008 15,609 15, 809
Refunds 1,764 2,2% 2,568 2,500 2,588 2,500 2,508 2,508 2,508
Estimated Cancellations (2%) (60,609) (81, 889) (81, 888) (81, 008) (81, 000) (81, 008) (81,008)
Salary Supplement 49, 098 108,008 133, 200 288, 00 265,080 325,008
Inflation (4%) 42,008 86, 808 131,008 178,000
CHANGE LEVEL 86,008 172,088 172, 000 172,000 172,068 172,008
TOTAL USES 3,886,558 3,697,454 3,949, 484 4,182,508 4,241,589 4,336,500 4,435,500 4,937,508 4,644,508
BALANCE FORWARD - OUT 1,464,159 1,976,389 2,89, 321 2,084,471 1,9 1,243,711 743,871 186,971

(1) GBasoline tax increased from 17 cents to 28 cents per gallon on May 1, 1988.
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CROSS COUNTRY SKI
APTD: 3ic0Q od-29
Balarce Forward - In
Receipts
Experditures:
Trails & Waterways
Admin - Licensing
Refunds
Salary Supplemert
Inflation (4%)
CHANGE LEVEL

Balance Forward - Out

ALL TERRAIN VEHICLE
APID: 316080 @1 2@
Balance Forward - In
Receipts
Highway Users Tax Dist Fund
Transfer - Out
Experditures:
Trails & Haterways
Erforcement
Admin - Licensing
Refunds
Salary Supplement
Inflation (4%)
CHANGE LEVEL

Ralance Forward - Out

ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC BOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIRATED
FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 19% FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
79,813 29,876 105, 314 100, 614 95,914 91,213 84,513 75,813 65,112
50, 823 209,107 153, 460 153, 409 153, 408 153, 400 153, 408 153, 460 153, 409
70,848 119,572 158, 680 156, 600 156,008 158, 600 158, 000 158, 888 158, 809
29,912 14,080
8 97 100 100 100 108 100 108 180
e [ [} ) ¢ )
2,080 4,000 6,000 8,080
29,876 165, 314 109,615 95,914 91,213 - 84,513 75,813 65,112 52,412
ACTURL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GV REC 0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIRATED
FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1393 FY 1994 FY 1995
222,389 772,898 1,329,558 1,384,716 1,392,516 1,373,616 1,335,716 1,278,816 1,201,916
203,419 336,784 179, 108 201,500 232, 000 232,000 232, 000 232, 000 232, 008
441,782 474,933 544,079 (1) 558,308 558, 188 558, (08 558, 100 558, 108 558, 100
9,107 (2) 79,693 488,836 481,000 481,008 481,900 481,000 481, 000 481,000
51, 369 141,657 151, eee 152, 600 152, 008 152, 000 152, 008 152, @0 152, 000
34,026 33,311 35,185 36,000 35,000 36,000 36, 000 35,000 36,000
199 3% 1,000 1,009 1,088 i} " 1,809 1,600 1,000 1,000
7,000 14, a 22,000 30, 000 38, 020 47,000
11,080 22,000 34,000 46,000
75, 008 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 125, 08a 125, 008
772,898 1,329,558 1,384,716 1,392,516 1,373,616 1,335,716 1,278, 816 1,281,916 1,104,816

(1) Gasolire tak increased from 17 cents to 28 cents per gallon on May {, 1988.
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FOREST MGT FD - NURSERIES ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31208-76-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 FY 1991 FY 19%2 FY 1993 FY 199 FY 1995
Balarce Forward - In 618, 462 554, 343 412,816 459,816 527,816 636,816 651,816 568,816 389,816
Interest Earnings 45,714 53,634 50, 900 39,089 50, 800 40, 000 30,008 25,000 26, 600
Receipts 1,716,908 1,801,725 2, 008, 680 2,166,000 2,200, 608 2,000,080 2,288, 000 2,200, 638 2,208, 800
Expenditures: :

Forest Management 1,819,672 1,998,8% 1,998, 608 2,828, 899 2, 628, 608 2,828, 000 2,620, 008 2,008, 609 2,020,020

Refunds 7,081 4,790 5,680 5,000 5,000 5,008 5,000 5,000 5,080
Salary Supplement 55, 088 112,000 171,000 233,000 297,008 364,080
Inflation {4x) 25, 000 51,008 78,680 186, 999
CHANGE LEVEL 2,008 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,008 4,080
Balance Forward - Out 554, 243 412,016 459,816 527,016 636,816 651,816 568,016 389,016 118,816
FOREST MGT FD - TRUST LAND ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31281-76-28 FY 1987 FY 1388 FY 1989 FY 1998 FY 1991 FY 1992 Fy 1933 FY 199 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 2,825,434 2,473,196 3,835,589 3,149,984 3,410,684 3,504, 384 3,614,184 3,693,984 3,763,784
Interest Earnings 253,479 351,718 235, 008 208, 688 220, 808 199, 800 188, 008 170, 809 150, 099
Receipts m
From School Trust 2,039,534 2,177,673 2,048,458 2,233,350 2,112,358 2,118, 358 2,118,358 2,118,350 2,118,350
From University Trust 25,582 25,872 47,945 34,350 38, 350 3¢, 450 30,45@ 38,450 36, 450
Expenditures:

Forest Marnagement 1,870,833 1,993,639 2,217,090 2,217,009 2,217,008 2,217,000 2,217,000 2,217,000 2,217,000
CHANGE LEVEL 10,809 32,008 32, 608 32,000 32, 000 32,000
Balance Forward - Out 2,473,196 3,035,589 3,149,984 3,410,684 3,524, 384 3,614,184 3,693,984 3,763,784 3,813,584
FOREST MGT FD - ST FOREST ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31282 76-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 19%2 Fy 1993 FY 1394 FY 1995
Balance Ferward - In 222,540 267,385 20,399 107,058 3,408 (95,692} (150, 542) (247,392) (346, 242)
Interest Earnings 32,622 36,667 23,288 A 18,699 16, 088 14, 608 12, 000 19, 0008
Receipts 198 )

From State Forest Furd 481,631 402,318 392,459 419, 350 412,908 408,150 408,150 408,156 498, 158
Experditures:

Forest Management 384,439 344,372 331,008 331,008 331,000 331, 608 331,008 331, 060 331,000

Spec Serv - Youth Programs 84,969 159,797 166, 690 181,688 181, 008 181,000 181,008 181, 688 181, 898
CHANGE LEVEL 2,008 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000
Balance Forward ~ Out 267,385 202,399 167,858 32,408 (55,692) (158, 542) (247,3%2) (346,242) (447, 892)
FOREST WGT FD - SERVICES ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC 5OV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31283-76-28 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 19%2 FY 1993 FY 19% FY 1995
Balance Forward - In e 16,95 21,865 27,885 33,805 39, 885 45, 085 51,885
Interest Earnings 573 98 1,008 1,000 1,008 1,000 1,080 1,800
Receipts | 26,524 29,008 38,0080 38, 809 30,000 30, 008 30, 688 38, 600
Expenditures 18, 192 25,000 25,688 25, 888 25, 008 25, 000 25, 090 25, 668
CHANGE LEVEL

[} 21 nes 27 nac s e
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FOREST DLVELOPMENT ACTUAL RCTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
ARID: 31207 10-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 FY 1991 Fy 1992 FY 1993 FY 199% FY 1993
Balance forward - In 168,971 215,934 223,174 223,174 223,174 223,174 223,174 223,174 223,174
Receipts 568 2,831
From School Trust 494,373 497,050 (1) 497,058 497,050 497,052 497,058 497,058 497,050 497,050
From University Trust 3,627 2,95 (1) 2,950 2,958 2,950 2,950 2,99 2,990 2,990
Experditures:
Forest Maragement 453,625 495,591 560, 068 500, 088 500, 0ea 500, 000 500, 008 508, 608 508, 008
CHANGE LEVEL .
Balance lcrward - Cut 215,934 223,174 223,174 223,174 203,174 223,174 223,174 223,174 223,174
(1) Transfer limited to $508,008 per year.
SCHOOL TRUST - SUSPENSE ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 381@4-62-86 FY 1987 FY 1388 FY 1989 FY 1999 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 199 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 2,538,778 2,684,809 2,545, 500 2,730, 408 2,609,480 2,615, 408 2,615,400 2,615,469 2,615,409
Receipts 2,721,581 2,645,242 2,765,400 2,644,409 2,658,408 2,650, 408 2,658,400 2,650, 400 2,658, 400
Transfers:
To Forest Develcpuert 494,373 497,050 497,058 497,050 497,038 497,050 497,050 497,850 497,038
To Forest Mgt Fund 2,033,534 2,177,673 2,048,450 2,233,359 2,112,358 2,118,359 2,118,350 2,118,359 2,118,350
To Schocl Trust Fund 4,871 9,771
Refunds 36,772 100, @57 35, 000 35, 008 35,800 35,009 35,000 35, o0 35,0880
Balance Forward - Out 2,684,809 2,545,500 2,739,400 2,609, 400 2,615,488 .. .. .2,615,480 2,615,409 2,615,408 2,615,408
e e e f_l:n,‘ ——— e e ——
UNIVERSITY - SUSPENSE ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 38104 -63-61 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY {991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 199% FY 1395
Balance Forward - In 31,219 28, 822 58,895 37,308 33, 380 33,400 33,400 33,408 33, 400
Receipts 28,821 51,465 37,408 33,408 33,508 33,508 33,500 33,508 33,500
Transfers:
To Forest Development 5,627 2,99 2,958 2,950 2,96 2,958 2,958 2,958 2,95e
To Forest Mgt Fund 235,582 25,872 47,945 34,390 30,350 30,438 30,450 38, 450 38,450
To Univ Trust Fund
Refunds 578 108 108 108 168 108 189 168
Balance Forward - Dut 28,822 58, 895 37,300 33,300 33,400 33,400 33,408 33,400 33,400
\
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CONSOLIDATED CONSERVATION ACTUAL ACTURL ESTIMATED GOV REC 60V REC ESTIKATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 38109-00-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 FY 1991 FY 1992 Fy 1993 FY 199 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 16,132 7,435 182 14,282 39,482 59, 982 62,482 73,982 85, 482
Receipts 539, 488 531,111 614,008 628, 909 599,608 599, 808 579, 608 599,800 599,608
Expenditures:
Forest HManagement 258, 500 241,832 250, 0600 250, 000 258,808 - 250, 600 250, 608 250, 008 250, 600
To Counties 289, 348 284, 642 336,908 349, 708 305, 308 325, 300 325,300 323,300 325, 300
Irdirect Cost 3,17 2,289 3,088 3,808 3,000 3,000 3,808 3,088 3,008
Refunds 5,666 9,681 16,028 10,000 10, 920 10, 000 10, 868 10,000 18,608
Change Level
Balance Forward - Qut 7,43 182 14,282 39,482 56,382 62,482 73,982 85,482 96,982
STATE FOREST ACCOUNT ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC G0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31865-06-20 Fy 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1998 Fy 199¢ FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 19% FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 401,631 482,318 392,459 419,350 412,909 408, 150 408, 158 488,150 408, 158
Receipts 819,375 817,638 859,788 846, 008 837,399 837,308 837,360 837,300 837,368
Expenditures:
Te Forest Mgt Fund 401,631 402,318 392,459 419,35 412,989 408, 150 4e8, 158 408,150 488, 150
To Counties 403,722 392,459 419,358 412, 900 488,150 404,158 498, 150 498, 158 408, 150
Refurds 13,325 32,720 21,000 21,008 21,608 , 21,0 21,080 21,080 21,000
S iy
Balance Forward - Out 402,218 419, 358 412,908 408,1*’? T 488,158 408,158 408,156 408,150

1
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PARK MAINTENANCE ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 3150@ 8@-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 998 FY 1991 FY 1932 FY 1993 FY 19% FY 1935
Balance Forward - In 597,571 706,629 1,521, 151 1,865, 314 1,828,714 1,678,114 1,454,514 1,153,614 740,214
Receipts 3,632,958 4,101,205 4,293,200 4,299,208 4,299,200 4,385,200 4,472,9% 4,562, 400 4,653,600
Interest Earnings 217,919 225, 089 225, 680 200,000 260, 000 208, 288 176, 600 176,008
From Working Capital 317,833 403,245 393,563 492, 400 492,400 492, 400 492, 400 492,409 492, 400
From Federal Fund 1,419
Expenditures:

Parks & Rec Mgmt 3,842,037 3,906, 812 4,544,400 (2) 3,946,000 3, 946, 088 3,946, 020 3,946, 889 3,946, 68 3,946, 000

Hill Annex Mire 28,080 .

Refunds 1,115 1,835 1,208 1,208 1,208 1,208 1,208 1,280 1,200
Inflation (4%) 159, 060 324,000 496, 080 675,000
CHANGE LEVEL 1, 186,889 1,195, 000 1,195, 006 1,195, 008 1,195, 000 1,195, 808
Balance Formard - Out 706, 629 1,521, 151 1,865,314 1,828,714 1,678,114 1,454,514 1,133,614 740,214 239,014

{1)  Recommended minimue balance is $808, 000.
(2)  Includes $60¢,00@ deficiency reguest for FY 1989.

PARKS WORKING CAPITAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC 5OV REC EBTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31595 0@-29 FY 1387 FY 1968 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 . FY 1992 FY 1393 FY 1934 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In 417,833 503, 245 433,563 592, 400 592, 468 992, 48 592, 400 992,480 592, 400
Receipts 966, 959 1,189,529 1,204, 400 1,204, 408 1,204, 4690 1,284, 460 1,204, 409 1,204, 408 1,204, 400
To Parks Maintenarce 317,833 403,245 393,563 492,400 492, 460 492,480 492,400 492,400 492, 400
Expenditures:

Merchandise 563,714 795,976 710, 000 718, 009 710,008 710,000 710, 008 718,000 718, 080

Refunds 2,008 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
CHANGE LEVEL
Balance Formard ~ Out 503,245 493,563 592, 408 59, 468 592,400 592, 460 592, 408 592, 400 592, 460
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LAND ACOUISITION ACCOUNT RACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC 60V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 311@Q-a3 7@ FY 1987 FY 1388 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 19%2 FY 1933 FY 1994 FY 1933
Balance Forward - In 256,898 671,357 722,388 87e, 388 1,018,388 1,166, 388 1,314,388 1,462,388 1,610,388
Receipts 414,459 97,297 148,080 148,000 148, 60a 148, 000 148, 608 148,988 148, 000
Expenditures 46,266
CHANBE LLVEL
Balance Forward - Out 671,357 722,388 876,388 (1) 1,018,388 1,166,368 1,314,388 1,462, 388 1,610,388 1,758, 388
(1} Appropriation to be requested in FY 99-91 operating budget.

MINERALS LEASE ACCOUNT ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED 60V REC GOV REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 31009-75-20 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 199 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1394 FY 1995
Balance Forward - In [] 190, @64 201,017 211,17 221,817 2e1,e17 221,817 221,017
Transfer from

Miring Rents and Royalties (1) 216,995 186,953 243,000 248, 080 386, 862 386, 860 386, 800 386, 600
Interest [arnings 13,379 10, 000 10,008 18,000 10,000 16,000 10, 000 18,000
Mirerals Diversification 48, 310 186, 008 243, 000 248,600 396, 800 39, Beo 396, 8oa 396, 8oe
CHANGE LEVEL
Balance Forward - Out 190, @64 2el,017 211,e17 221,017 221,017 221,817 221,017 201,017

(1) 20X of previous year's receipts from mineral leases on tax forfeited lands.

TAX FORFEIT MINERAL ROYALTIES ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED GOV REC G0V REC ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
APID: 38116 0@-29 FY 1387 FY 1388 FY 1383 FY 1999 FY 1991 FY 1392 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1935
Copper-Nickel 89,033 16¢, ¢88 254, 900 247,500 208, 880 204, 8ed 208, 809 a8, beR 208, 829
Iron Dre 1,883,656 767,968 943, 4080 775, 300 1,708,708 1,708,708 1,708,709 1,708,709 1,708,700
Peat 1,228 6,798 16, 300 16, 300 16,308 16, 300 16, 300 16, 300 16, 300
Total Receipts 1,084,377 334,766 1,214,608 1,239,100 1,933,600 1,333, 08 1,333,808 1,933, 862 1,933, 800
28% to Mineral Lease rext year 216,995 186,953 243, 008 248, 008 386, 609 386, 868 386, Bed 386, Bed 386, 808@
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HOUSE RESEARCH

Information ,Bfief

Jobn Helland Legislative Analyst
296-5039

Eavironment and Natural Resources Trust Fund Proposal
' Questions and Answers

This information brief answers some frequently asked questions om the eavironment
and natural resources trust fund proposal, a coastitutional amendment on the
November 1988 ballot. The brief focuses on how the money will be used, public
involvement, and on the administrative and decision-making process of the trust
fund.

The questions and answers are organized under three divisions.

Page
e The Amendment . . . . . . ... v v v v it i vt 2
e Money for the Trust Fund . . . . . . .. I IR 2
. Operating the Trust Fund. . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... 4

A flow chart on page 7 depicts the effects of the trust fund proposal

For further information on the trust fund as a constitutional amendment, see A
Recent History of Environmental Ballot Questions in Minnesota and Other Slates by
John Helland, July 1988.

For information oa the state lottery ballot question, which would fund the trust
fund, sece The Lottery Amendment Questions and Answers by John Williams, August
1988,

e e e ]
Research Department . Minnesota House of Representatives . 600 State Office Building
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THE AMENDMENT

1. What does the amendment say?

The proposed amendment states: "Shal the Minnesota Constitution be amended to
establish @ Minnesota environment and natural resources trust fund for environmenta,
natural resource, and wildlife purposes?®

2. What vote is needed to pass the amendment?

Like all constitutional amendments the Trust Fund ameadment requires a majocity of ail
persoas voting in the November 8, 1988 election.

A failure t0 vote on the amendment is the same as @ “no” voce.
3. How is this amendment related to the other amendment that would authorize a
lottery operated 9’ the state?

The two amendments are constitutionally independent, and the defeat of one amendment
would not affect the passage of the other.

The amendments are connected by legislation that dedicates half the net lottery revenues
for the first five years to the Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund. If the
lottery amendment passes and the Trust Fund amendment loses, the Legislature will have to
find another use for the money which otherwise would have gone into the Trust Fund.

MONEY FOR THE TRUST FUND

4. How much money will accrue to the Trust Fund?

There is a lot of speculation over this point. If both the Trust Fund and lottery

authorization pass, enabling legislation to operate the lottery will have to be enacted before
lottery revenue begins.

Current law states that one-half of the net lottery proceeds be placed in the Trust Fund for
the first five full fiscal years. Recent estimates by the State Planning Ageacy and the
House Research Department show a range of $38 million to $130 million annually. The
House Research Department study (see The Lottery Amendment: Questions and Answers,
August 1988) estimates that after five years a Minnesota lottery would produce revenues of
almost $80 million annually.

Trust Fund Proposal August 1988
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If you take this latter figure, and the low estimate of $38 million annually, the Trust Fund
could receive between $18-40 million per year, or almost $100-200 million after five years.

After the first five years, up to one-half of the net lottery proceeds may go to the Trust

Fund. There is no overall cap on the amount of money that can be placed in the Trust
Fund.

5. What can be funded by the Trust Fund?
The enabling law states that the Trust Fund is for (possible examples given in parentheses):

= Reinvest in Minnesota or RIM program (agricultural land conservation, wetland
restoration)

s Environmental and natural resources research (acid rain, risk assessment)

s Data collection and analysis (air and water quality monitoring, land use changes)
s  Environmental education (grade school curricula, teacher training)

s  Acquisition and development (native prairie, unique flora and fauna)

®  Activities for threatened natural resources (reintroduction of native species, habitat for
endangered species)

Additionally, limited administrative expenses in working with the Trust Fund may be used by
the state Board of Investment, the legislative commission, and the advisory committee.
6. Will the Trust Fund, when funded, provide money for all environment and natural
resources programs?
No, enabling statutory language (Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.03) states that the Trust -
Fund may not be used as a substitute for traditional sources of funding environmental and
natural resources activities, but the Trust Fund shall supplement the traditional sources.

The law states that the Trust Fund is for long-term activities, whose benefits become
available over an extended period of time.

7. What activities may not be funded by the Trust Fund?

The implementing statute (Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.08) states that Trust Fund money
may not be spent for:

= Superfund project cleanup or leaking petroleum tank cases
Municipal water pollution control and combined sewer overflow
e Decommissioning nuclear power plants

e Hazardous waste disposal facilities

Trust Fund Proposal 3 August 1988
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s Solid waste disposal facilities

s Projects or purposes inconsistent with the Trust Fund strategic plan,

8. How will the Trust Fund be protected?

Placing the Trust Fund in the Constitution makes it permanent unless voters at a
subsequent general election, after legislative action, vote to eliminate the Trust Fund.
Additionally, the language added to the constitution by the Trust Fund amendment states
that the Trust Fund principal is "perpetual and inviolate forever” (meaning it can’t be
tapped without another constitutional amendment).

9. How much of the principal can be used for Trust Fund projects?

Because the Trust Fund earnings may be nominal in the first few years of its operation, the
enabling legislation allows a small portion of the principal for the preceding two years to be
used to begin support of environment and natural resources projects. Until fiscal year 1997,
appropriations may be made from up to 25 percent of the annual revenues deposited in the
Trust Fund (decreases 5 percent each year starting in 1993).

An additional section of the enabling legislation (Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.12) allows
the legislative commission - once the principal of the Trust Fund equals or exceeds )
$200,000,000 - to vote to set aside up to five percent of the Trust Fund principal for water
system improvement loans. The purpose of the loans is to offer below market rate interest
loans to local units of government for water system improvements.

10. How will Trust Fund money be invested?

Legislation (Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.04) stipulates that the state Board of
Investment must invest the principal of the trust fund and any unexpended earnings.
According to statute (Minnesota Statutes, section 11A.24), the Board of Investment invests
in certain securities, government obligations, corporate obligations, bankers’ obligations,
corporate stocks and certain other investments. A standard of care for the Board is
provided for in statute 11A.09.

OPERATING THE TRUST FUND

11. How will the public have input into the funding process?

Members of the public are eligible to serve on the citizen advisory committee (11 members)
that may advise the legislative commission on projects to receive trust fund money and the
development of budget and strategic plans. Members of the public will be invited to a
biennial Resources Congress, which will be convened to receive public support for guiding
Trust Fund expenditures. ’

In addition, all citizen advisory committee and legislative commission meetings must be open
to the public, and public testimony most likely will be solicited.

Trust Fund Proposal 4 August 1988

173



12.  Who will uitimately decide on projects funded from the Trust Fund?
The Legislature, by passing legislation every two years containing appropriations for Trust
Fund projects. This would be done after the legislative commission adopts a Trust Fund
budget plan and before the governor signs the approved legislation.

13. What process will be used?

The process for funding Trust Fund projects is contained in the enabling legislation
(Minnesota Statutes, section 116P.08). A simplified model follows:

Resources Congress to receive public input and develop strategic plan
Strategic plan to identify priority areas for funding for six-year periods

Budget plan every two years to the governor and legislature identifying specific projects
that meet the fundable categories (see question #5)

Legislature passes bill containing appropriations from the Trust Fund
Governor signs bill containing Trust Fund appropriations.

14. What will be the executive branch involvement?

Besides the state Board of Investment’s responsibilities, there are two other formal methods
of involvement in the enabling legislation.

The citizens advisory committee, with duties to advise the legislative commission on the
strategic and budget plans, must be appointed by the governor.

The legislative commission must request all state agencies that have any environment and
natural resource responsibilities to appoint a liaison officer to the commission and to help
with the advisory committee workload.

15. How will the public be kept informed of expenditures from the Trust Fund?

By at least three formal methods contained in the enabling legislation. First of all, a bill
that contains Trust Fund project appropriations, reflecting the budget plan, must be passed
by the Legislature,

Second, the legislative commission must submit a biennial report on the Trust Fund that
includes a description of each project receiving money during the preceding two years.
Copies of the report must be available to the public.

Third, an annual audit on the Trust Fund will be done and be available to the public.

Last, the Resources Congress also may be convened to receive and review reports on Trust
Funds projects.

Trust Fund Proposal S August 1988
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16. What is the role of the Minnesota Future Resources Commission? I
The legislative commission, composed of eight senators and eight representatives, will have'
. the major responsibility to develop and adopt the biennial budget plan that recommends
expenditures from the Trust Fund. Other duties of the MFRC are:
®  Adopt bylaws and operating procedures <
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