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Minnesota Strategic Capital Budget Plan 1994-99
Governor's Recommendations

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

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

Natural Resources
Underground storage tank removal & replacement BO3 700 1,097 0 0 1,097 0 0
Well sealing & inventory on DNR lands NB02 700 500 700 900 500 500 500
Flood Hazard Mitigation grants NBO5 376 2,949 4,000 4,000 2,350 2,000 2,000
Dam repair/reconstruction/removal NB04 348 4,350 2,000 2,000 3,650 3,500 3,500
Statewide Deferred Renewal BO1 305 2,500 8,500 10,400 1,900 2,500 2,500
Office Facility Consolidation BO2 305 10,410 12,320 5,000 6,360 10,000 10,000
State Park betterment and rehabilitation NBO1 305 2,850 3,000 3,000 1,500 2,000 2,000
Trail rehabilitation and adaption NBO3 305 965 1,000 1,600 965 1,000 1,000
State Park building rehabilitation B04 285 4,350 5,000 5,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
Forestry recreation facility rehabilitation NBO08 285 606 300 300 606 300 300
Forestry roads and bridges NBO06& 255 1,034 1,800 1,800 750 750 750
RIM - Wild, SNA, & Prairie B dev/hab imp NB10 240 6,685 4,485 4,485 3,200 3,000 3,000
Metropolitan Council Regional Parks CIP NB11 240 23,570 42,300 77,645 7,500 7,500 7,500
RIM - Wildlife & Natural Area land acquisition NBi5 221 15,800 12,700 12,700 6,300 6,500 6,500
State Park building development BO5 210 7,300 5,000 5,000 2,460 4,000 4,000
RIM - Fish & Wildlife Fisheries improvement NBOS 210 1,228 1,500 1,500 600 500 500
Residential Env. Learning Ctr. Grants NB21 210 7,500 0 0 7,500 0 0
Local Recreation grants NB12 200 7,000 7,000 . 7,000 1,000 0 0
St. Louis River land acquisition NB14 198 3,400 0 0 4,400 0 0
Farmland Wildlife Research Facility Bo6 195 631 0 0 0 0 0
Fish & Wildlife Fish Culture rehabilitation NBO7 190 1,402 . 619 619 600 500 500
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Minnesota Strategic Capital Budget Plan 1994-99
Governor's Recommendations

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

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

Natural Resources
Trail acquisition development and betterment NB13 190 7,778 8,000 8,256 4,783 7,500 7,500
RIM - Fish & Wildlife Fisheries acquisition NB16 190 350 700 800 250 350 350
Forestry Air Tanker Facilities BO7 181 718 0 0 718 0 0
Lake Superior Safe Harbors NB20 176 8,632 4,284 3,915 6,400 0 0
Hibbing Drill Core Library/Reclamation Facility BO8 170 650 0 0 650 0 0
Fisheries Field office rehabilitation B09 170 115 250 300 0 0 0
Water access acquistion and betterment NB17 170 8,318 6,400 6,282 0 0 0
State Park acquisition NB18 170 10,000 10,000 10,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Forestry land acquisition NB19 170 3,150 3,000 3,000 1,100 1,000 1,000
Lag Qui Parle WMA Office & Hunter Station B10 135 540 0 0 540 0 0
International Wolf Center B11 110 966 0 0] 966 0 0
Agency Totals $147,244 $144,858 $175,502 $75,645 $60,400 $60,400
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF

P

Strategic Planning Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT:

The mission of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is to serve
present and future generations of Minnesotans by professionally managing
our rich heritage of fish, wildlife, waters, wetlands, forests, prairies,
minerals, public lands, and other natural resources in order to preserve
and enhance our environments. To this end, the agency is charged with
the management of public waters, lands, parks, forests, and minerals, as
well as with the regulations of a broad range of activities that affect
natural resources.

DNR is the major land management state agency, administering 94% of
all state-owned land administered by state agencies. This includes
ownership of 12 million acres in mineral rights and 5.3 million acres of
land for parks, wildlife areas, public water accesses, scientific and natural
areas, state trails, and state forests. These lands provide wildlife habitat
and recreational opportunities play an important role in supporting
resource industries.

DNR also administers state-owned navigable waters and submerged land
and is charged with maintaining surface water and ground water supplies
that meet long-term requirements for basic use, environmental protection,
and economic production.

Activitiesregulated include hunting; trapping; fishing; boating; snowmobil-
ing; wild rice gathering; mineral exploration, mining, and reclamation;
dredging, filling, and draining protected waters and wetlands; constructing
and maintaining dams; appropriating and using surface and groundwaters;
establishing lake levels; developing shorelands, floodplains, and the shores
of wild, scenic, and recreational rivers; permitting and licensing private
game farms, fish hatcheries, roadside zoo operations, and open burning.

In addition, the agency creates safe opportunities to utilize resources to
provide economic return. It also provides forest fire protection to billions
of dollars’ worth of private and public timber, as well as private property,
in forested areas encompassing 45 million acres. It develops and

disseminates information on recreational travel and educational materials
on natural resource subjects. It provides assistance to local governments,
organizations, and individuals on natural resource matters such as forest
management, wildlife habitat improvement, and trail development.

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

Through its strategic planning process the Department identified
significant factors and trends that affect the demand for DNR capital
programs. These are summarized below.

Population Growth and Urbanization

The majority of Minnesotans now live in urban or suburban areas. The
effects of this trend are enormous. For example, Twin Cities Metropolitan
Area’s second million people required three times the amount of land to
live on than did the first million. Urban sprawl results in added pressure
to sensitive natural areas. Pollution and development damage our
ecological systems and deplete the state’s biological diversity. Under
particular threat are wetlands, blufflands and river corridors, forests, and
endangered species habitats.

The trend has many implications for capital programs. Acquisition,
development, and rehabilitation support for Scientific and Natural Areas,
prairie bank, and wildlife areas are high priorities for preserving
biodiversity. Population growth brings increased demand for opportunities
to use the state’s recreation areas, which drives the need for acquiring
recreation areas and developing facilities to meet this demand. Invest-
ment in state and locally administered recreation programs would help to
relieve the congestion on already crowded recreation areas and vanishing
urban open space, as well as provide improved access to outdoor
recreation opportunities for all populations.

Integrated Resource Management

Because natural systems are integrated, their management must be
integrated as well. Resource managers recognize that land-use practices
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF

Form A

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

in one area affect the resource quality in another. This means decision
makers must consider the effects of their actions on many different
resources, even those outside traditional management units. The focus
is shifting away from individual state parks, forests, and wildlife manage-
ment areas to much larger areas, such as entire landscapes and ecosys-
tems. Integrated resource management places greater emphasis on
coordination and cooperation in addressing environmental threats.

Integrated Resource Management (IRM} serves as the basis for capital
improvement recommendations. Program managers at the field level
identify projects needed to fulfill the vision for a landscape or ecosystem.
The trend toward integrated resource management also relates to the
need to consolidate department offices. IRM demands that staff from
various disciplines work closely together on a continuous basis. The
success of IRM would be enhanced if DNR personnel are located in
common work areas and are less segregated by resource discipline.

Public Participation in Government

Citizens have come to expect improved service and accountability from
government in recent years. Likewise, constituent groups wish to be
much more actively involved in agency planning and decision making. The
DNR has been receptive to both trends and has actively sought to engage
private citizens and interest groups in partnerships which promise to
further mutual goals. This trend towards more active public participation
in government is expected to grow in the years to come. The DNR would
be challenged to create more ways for citizen involvement, and to provide
the public with the necessary background information so that they can
meaningfully participate in complex policy-level decisions.

In order for the DNR to improve its public responsiveness we must invest
in improving public access to our employees. Through an aggressive
service consolidation program we would provide more effective service to
our constituents if they are able to communicate with staff in one
location. Office consolidation would also assist IRM efforts with other
agencies and local communities by improving accessibility to DNR staff
and information.

4.

The Economic Climate

Natural resource industries, such as mining, lumbering, and commercial
fishing provide a substantial boost to both state and local economies.
Outdoor recreation and tourism are also closely tied to Minnesota’s
abundant natural heritage. In the face of the current state and national
economic downturn and its slow recovery rate it is imperative to continue
to invest in the fundamental sources of Minnesotan’s wealth: our basic
natural resources.

Investments in capital programs that protect and enhance forests and
maintain forest diversity would support Minnesota’s forestry industry.
Capital programs also support the minerals industry through diversifying
mineral development in the state. Investments in capital programs that
address recreation infrastructure improvements as well as provide for
additional outdoor recreation opportunities would support local tourism
economies especially in rural communities. Investments in flood
mitigation and dam safety programs help to protect local communities
from millions of dollars in flood damages, which would have a detrimental
effect on the local and state economies. Capital investments are also
necessary to maintain and improve fish habitat and production to support
the fisheries industry.

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

Buildings:

The current condition, suitability, and functionality of DNR facilities is
poor. Itis common to find facilities where significant repairs are required
and major violations of a variety of standards and codes are present. Day-
to-day operations are hindered by inadequate facilities. Replacement,
restoration, and adaptation of facilities has been unfunded. In fact, the
annual expansion in program responsibility has far exceeded the expansnon
of the facilities required to manage programs.

PAGE B-4
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Strategic Planning Summary (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

Major issues include over-crowded conditions, use at odds with design,
inadequate design of basic building services and utilities to support
operations. The most pressing needs are summarized below.

Aging facilities need extensive renovation to meet new requirements or
to correct the effects of deferred maintenance. Historically significant
structures require special handling to be maintained as a part of the
human history of the state.

Flexible, adaptable space is necessary to accommodate changes in
departmental programs.

Facility acquisition, renovation, replacement or divestiture must
accommodate the organizational vision while serving local require-
ments.

Mandates for work place safety and accessibility must be fulfilled along
with addressing issues affecting employee productivity.

Rapid advances in technology have altered the work place. Planning is
required to permit flexibility in organizational function and information
transmittal.

Energy conservation requires new building design, construction
materials, and energy management systems.

The following characteristics illustrate on-the-ground conditions.

Of the 2,141 buildings currently in use covering 2,507,691 SF, 746
covering 973,993 SF are 50 years old. In other words, fully 38% of
the physical plant is beyond its design life. Facilities are used by all
Programs but in general the facilities are distributed among the
programs as follows:

Parks and Recreation 44%
Fish and Wildlife 24%
Forestry 17%
Enforcement 1%
Minerals 2%
Trails and Waterways 1%
Administration 12%

Multi-Discipline Occupancies 1%

1,133 buildings covering 1,544,347 SF are more than 30 years old.
Sixty two percent of our facilities are at a point in their design lives
when we can expect to have to make large expenditures to maintain
them.

641 buildings covering 539,270 SF have been build since 1975. Only
21% of department buildings have been built under design constraints
which are roughly equivalent to today’s standards.

In an attempt to understand the true costs for the DNR of having
facilities on the ground we have gathered information from a variety
of sources. Some of the most detailed information is available
through "The Building Owners and Managers Experience Exchange”
(BOMA). BOMA information indicates that for the type of facilities
we manage we should expect that our annual maintenance obligation
is $1.64 per square foot.

The DNR is in the resource management business for the long term. We
need to plan for facility needs for the long term as well. This suggests
that we need to plan for improvements and for replacement of facilities
when they reach the end of their useful lives. Our cost experience with
cantracting for construction of replacement facilities or for improving
facilities so that the building utility is extended averages about $57.00
per square foot. To plan for the replacement of structures and to improve
those structures over their average life of 50 years we need $1.49 per
year per square foot. i

This makes our total need for replacement, improvement and for mainte-
nance $3.13. Industry standards for custodial care of facilities is $0.74
per square foot. Our best estimates of the overall need to care for,
maintain and improve or replace facilities is $3.87 per SF. We now fund
all of these obligations at about $0.59. About $0.49 is allocated for
maintenance and some improvements while we now spend, optimistically,
a dime on custodial care.

When using life cycle cast analysis for facilities the industry standard is
that the life of a building is fifty years. A building’s life can be extended
when we make an investment which substantially improves design
characteristics or replaces components which are not normally replaced
as the building is maintained.
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Strategic Planning Summary (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

Non-Buildings:

The condition -of the DNR’s present non-building capital programs is
summarized below, outlining the status of these programs and where
investments need to be made to meet overall program goals.

Water Access: Minnesota ranks third in the nation in boat registrations,
which are increasing at a rate of 1.5% to 2% per year. To meet the
demand for access to lakes and rivers, over the next 10 years, the DNR
would acquire and develop approximately 300 access sites. A second
area for meeting the demand for water access is through fishing piers and
shore fishing sites. To meet the backlog of requests from lacal govern-
ments and angling clubs the DNR needs to construct 200 piers and
shoreland fishing sites over the next ten years.. '

State Trails: Acquisition and development for state trails is composed of
the legislatively authorized state trail alignments as authorized in M.S.
85.015 or allowed in M.S. 84.029, Subd.2. Appropriation legislation
often stipulates specific segments of the legislative authorized system for
acquisition and development. To complete or rehabilitate existing trails
over the next 10 years would require acquiring approximately 150 miles,
developing approximately 450 miles, and rehabilitating approximately 90
miles of existing trails.

State Parks: The goal of the State Park Acquisition program is to
purchase all private lands within the legislatively authorized state park
boundaries that are offered for sale by willing sellers over the next 10
years. There are 223,800 acres authorized within the 65 state park
statutory boundaries. Of these, 30,083.85 acres are still privately
owned. Current needs for developing or rehabilitating state park facilities
are represented in 696 identified projects.

Scientific and Natural Areas: Presently, 98 areas have been designated
on existing public lands or acquired through purchase, gift, or free leases.
These areas protect "elements” of natural diversity such as rare and
endangered plant and animal species, undisturbed plant communities,
geological features, and other natural resources. To adequately protect
Minnesota’s critical resource "elements” the SNA long range plan calls for
protection of five sites for plant communities and three sites for rare
species in each landscape region of the state.

Prairie Bank: The Native Prairie Bank Program authcrized the DNR to
protect native prairie by entering into conservation easements with
landowners. The program goal is to protect and maintain 150,000 acres
of native prairie statewide by preventing the further loss of native prairie
to other land use. The long range goal is to protect 75,000 acres on
private lands. The projected need is to protect 20,000 acres over the
next 10 years.

Fish Habitat: To ensure sufficient fish to meet the needs of anglers, over
the next 10 years improvement is needed for 21 fish hatcheries statewide
and 30 miles per year of stream trout habitat, and acquisition of 100
miles of trout stream easements is needed. Presently 195 miles have
been protected through acquisition of easements.

Wildlife Habitat: Acquisition is to protect critical sites for wildlife and
native plants with primary emphasis on completing existing management
units. Enhancement is used to develop and improve wildlife habitat and

‘recreational facilities on State Wildlife Management Areas, State Forests,

and other state lands to provide improved quality recreational experiences
to the citizens of Minnesota. To date 717,140 acres have been acquired
toward meeting the goal of one million acres by the year 2000.
Development on 1,500 sites is necessary to provide improved recreational
use, and 250,000 acres are identified for habitat development and
improvement.

State Forest : Approximately $600 per biennium is needed over the next
10 years to rehabilitate worn out and unsafe recreation facilities and to
develop new facilities to fulfill the outdoor recreation potential of forestry
lands. For the R.J. Dorer Memorial Hardwood Forest, all but 39,000
acres of the 83,150 within the forest have been acquired. Goals for
forests other than the Dorer is approximately 1,000 acres per year.
Betterment needs for the next 10 years include improving the entire
2,063 miles of forest roads to include: repair or replacement of approxi-
mately 20 deficient bridges, gravel resurfacing approximately 1,375 miles
of road, reconstructing 670 miles of roads, constructing 70 miles of
additional roads to extend existing roads or provide new access to
forested lands. '

Flood Damage: The Fiood Plain Management Act established zoning
ordinances to require protection for new homes and businesses from 100
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Fiscal Years 1994-99

year floods. Over 17,000 homes and businesses were built before the
floodplain zoning regulations were in place. Before the mid-1970s most
bridges, culverts, and storm water systems were not designed to handle
100 year floods. The Flood Hazard Mitigation Grant Assistance Program
was established to provide cost-share grants to local governments to
prevent or alleviate future flood damages. $30 million is needed over the
next 15 years to reduce average annual flood damages of $60 to $70
million.

Dam Safety: M.S. 103G.511 gives the commissioner of natural
resources the responsibility for managing and maintaining publicly owned
dams. There are 600 dams owned by the state, cities, counties and
watershed districts, the majority of which are more than 50 years old.
$1 million per year is needed for the state matching program to local
governments for emergency repairs and to meet ongoing dam mainte-
nance requirements.

Local Recreation Grants: InF.Y. 1994 the DNR assumed direct responsi-
bility for the Local Recreation Grants Program. Over the past 28 years
this program has provided matching grants to local governments to
acquire and develop public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. Grant
requests from local governments averaged more than $ 10 million annually
since 1985. To help meet this demand, the program’s goal is to provide
200 grants by the year 2000, which would require approximately $7
million biennially in capital investment. ‘

Metropolitan Council - Regional Recreation Open Space System Capital
Improvement Program: The DNR serves as the administering agency for
funds requested in this program. Appropriations would pass through the
DNR to the Metropolitan Council to help meet unfunded regional park
acquisition, development, and rehabilitation capital costs, which total
$143.5 million for the next 6 years. Specific projects are identified and
approved through the Metropolitan Council Regional Park Capital
Improvement Plan.

Residential Environmental Learning Center (ELC) Grants: Provide for the
expansion of 4 existing residential ELC’s and the conversion of 1 existing
day use center to a residentiai center. The state investment would be
matched by an equal investment of $7.5 million from the Blandin

Foundation. This project, combined with an additional $2.5 million for
programming provided by the Blandin Foundation would double the
state’s capacity to provide intensive environmental education to K-12
students, post-secondary and adult audiences. k

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

The Department of Natural Resources initiated its strategic planning
process in 1984. Our strategic plan report, Directions for Natural
Resources, outlines the major goals and strategies for achieving our
mission and provides the framework for guiding budget investment
decisions.

The strategic goals for the Department of Natural Resources are:

We will protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse ecosystems.

We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor recreation resources.
We will use natural resources to create and share wealth for Minneso-
-1a.

We will continue our commitment to environmental education for all
Minnesotans.

We will provide responsive public service.

in 1991 the department enhanced the strategic plan by initiating a
complementary long range capital improvement planning process. The
purpose of this process is to identify the magnitude of departmental
capital improvement needs and how addressing them would contribute
toward fulfilling our strategic planning goals. In order to build a broad-
based capital improvement plan, the DNR developed an innovative
project-by-project capital improvement data base. The key features of
this data base are the project source--field managers who are close to the
needs of the public and the resource--and the project contribution to
Directions--each project helps to fulfill our mission as shown by its
relationship to strategic plan goals and objectives. The capital improve-
ment planning process is outlined in Section 6.

Within each of the strategic goals are objectives, or more specific tasks
to undertake to fulfill our mission. The strategic goals and their associat-
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ed objectives are displayed in Attachment 1. The objectives also indicate
the benefits the public would receive from our investment in these
strategic areas. For example by investing in capital improvement projects
that consolidate DNR offices and address deferred renewal the public
would benefit from improved access to facilities and from improved
employee effectiveness in service delivery. By investing in capital
improvement projects that protect and manage ecosystems the public
would benefit from reduced water contamination, reduced flood damage,
and healthier natural systems that support fish, wildlife, and vegetation.
Capital improvement projects that provide recreation opportunities would
meet the public demand for safe access the state’s lakes, rivers, and
natural areas to pursue traditional and emerging recreation activities.

DNR’s long range capital improvement data base identifies over $334
million in needed capital improvement projects. The F.Y. 1994-1995
capital budget request would address 34% of these needs. All of the
projects are organized under 31 capital improvement programs. Each
project would help to meet more than one strategic goal; likewise each
program would contribute toward achieving many goals. For example,
Non-Building projects under the Fish Culture Rehabilitation Program would
improve public service delivery by providing new angling opportunities
through rehabilitating and improving existing facilities. These projects
would also contribute to managing ecosystems by helping to protect
water quality.

To summarize the complex relationship between the 31 programs with
their associated projects and the DNR strategic goals, each program
designated the three most important objectives for its projects. Attach-
ment 1 illustrates how the DNR capital improvement request would
contribute towards meeting our strategic goals.

While the DNR fulfills primarily an administrative role in the Local
Recreation Grants program, projects funded to meet local outdoor
recreation demands would also further the department’s long-range
strategic goals. The Local Recreation Grants Program and its relationship
to the DNR strategic plan is included in Attachment 1 under Non-
Buildings. Likewise, the DNR fulfills primarily an administrative role for
the International Wolf Center and Environmental Learning Centers
Programs; however, these projects will further the department’s long

range strategic goals for environmental education and are included in
attachment 1 under Buildings and Non-buildings. Projects funded for the
Metropolitan Council Regional Recreation Open Space System are
approved based on their contribution to the Metropolitan Council’s
strategic and long-range program goals. This relationship is explained in
the Capital Budget Request Project Detail, form G-1.

Overall, the investment in Building projects would primarily support goals
to improve our responsiveness and quality of public service; however,
building projects provide indirect support to all resource management
objectives. Investment in Non-Building projects would primarily support
the ecosystem management and recreation opportunities goals. The
requested capital improvements would provide some support to our
environmental education and wealth creation goals; however, the pursuit
of these goals is a primary responsibility of non-capital, operating
programs. '

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

In 1991 the DNR Commissioner’s Management Team established a task
force to develop the agency’s long range capital improvement plan. The
task force developed a agency-wide data base to collect detailed
information on all capital improvement needs over the next 10 years.
Information was collected from employees throughout the state over a
two year period. The task force then entered the information into the
data base and. projected capital improvement needs for the entire
department. Information accuracy was screened by program managers
and the Bureaus of Engineering and Real Estate Management. The
department’s Senior Managers Council reviewed the information to
establish priorities for funding during the next six years. The long range
plan was specifically designed to relate capital improvement needs to
achieving outcomes identified in the department’s strategic plan.

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

During the past six years funding for capital projects has been appropriat-
ed in the following categories:
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8.

Forest Roads Improvement

State Forest Acquisition

State Parks Betterment and Acquisition

State Trails Acquisition and Betterment

Fisheries Acquisition and Fish Hatchery Improvement
Scientific and Natural Areas Acquisition and Improvement
Wildlife Acquisition

Water Access Acquisition and Improvement

Dam Repair and Reconstruction

Flood Hazards/Damage

Reinvest in Minnesota

Interpretive and Educational Facilities (Grants)
Department Buildings

The 1992 appropriations were targeted to resource acquisition and
improvement, resolving or addressing health and safety issues such as
well sealing statewide, and field offices consolidation.

See Attachment 2

OTHER (OPTIONAL):

None.
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NON-BUILDINGS

State Park Better Rehab

Well Seal/inv DNR Land

Trail Rehab & Adaptation

Dam Repair/Recon/Rem

@

Flood Haz. Mitig. Grants

Forestry Roads & Bridge

F&W Fish Culture Rehab

0

Forestry Recreation

RIM-F&W Fisheries Imp

RIM-Habitat Improvement]

Prairie Bank Dev

SNA Development

@)

Wildlife Habitat Imp

Local Recreation Grants

Trail Acq, Dev, & Beiter

St. Louis River Land Acq

L)

ocoe

RIM-Land Acquisition

Prairie Bank Acq

RIM Critical Hab Match

Wildiife Land Acq

@ | |O@®00

NA Waterfowl Mgmt

@ | OO0

SNA Acquisition

e
O®

RIM-F&W Fisheries Acq

Water Access Acg/Better

State Park Acquisition

Forestry Land Acquisition

0@

Lk Superior Safe Harbors

9 009

Environmental Learning
Centers (ELCs)

O
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ATTACHMENT 2
Department of Natural Resources
Capital Budget FY 1894 —-1999

Summary of Agency Capital Projects During The Last Six Years

(FY 1988—-1983)
——Budget\Sectlon — | m————————— —_——— — Land Acquisttion & Improvements —_—— ——Dams —— | - Flood Grt—| —— RIM ——| — Interp Grts — | — Facilties —
Imp Forest Acq Better Acq Acy/Better  Fisheries FishHatch Acg/imp  AcqgWild/  Acg/imp Well Dam Repair | Flood Haz/ Interp/

Legai Citation Roads St Forest St Parks St Parks St Trails Acq - Improve SNA's ' WatBank  WatAcc Sealing & Reconst Damage RIM Educ Facil Buildings Total
Laws '87, Chap 400 500,000 500,000 3,800,000 1,200,000 3,700,000 100,000 1,400,000 750,000 750,000 8,000,000 10,000,000| 495,000 (1) 575,000 (2) | 26,770,000
Laws '89, Chap 300 ' 1,200,000 600,000 1,032,000| &,500,000 525,000 (3) 6,857,000
Laws '90, Chap 610 500,000 3,000,000 8,500,000 1,200,000 700,000 300,000 3,200,000 3,000,000 1,300,000 (4) 1,000,000 (5) | 17,700,000
Laws '91, Chap 254 145,000 3,400,000 1,000,000 3,000,000 7,545,000
Laws ‘g2, Chap 558 385,000 2,751,000 600,000 1,000,000 1,250,000 100,000 250,000| 1,570,000 500,000| 1,250,000 1,731,000 (6) | 11,387,000

500,000 1,530,000 12,951,000 1,800,000 10,400,000 100,000 1,250,000 1,500,000 2,550,000 1,450,000 250,000 4,870,000 4,732,000| 20,750,000| 1,795,000 3,831,000 70,259,000

(1) $275,000 — Interpretative Site ~ Dunlap Island (Grart Payment)
220,000 — Education Facility — Kettle River Interpretative Center (Grant Payment)

(2) $250,000 — Hibbing Core Library
325,000 — Construct Regional Headquarters in New Ulm

(3) $525,000 ~ Construct Hazardous Chemical Storage Buildings

(4) 1,200,000 ~ Phase 1 Construction {nternational Wolf Center (Grant Payment)
100,000 — Lac Qui Parle Visitor's Center (Planning & Working Drawings)

(5) $1,000,000 — Consolidate and Renovate Field Offices Statewide

(6) $1,000,000 — Field Offices Consolidation
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF Form B
Projects Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources,. Department of (Summary of Form E) Page 1 of 1

"'Eﬁj‘GBS(e‘rﬁpr’As“ ‘Reéé'mﬁ\éﬁdétioh ($ by Session)

E e TTET | Govemore

5 ! : : 4: ] 11998 . Total $
State Wide Deferred Renewal R 1 2,500 8,500 21,400 305 1,900 2,500 2,500 6,900
Service Consolidations Cc 2 10,410 12,320 27,730 305 6,360 10,000 10,000 26,360
Underground Storage Tank Rem & Rep! AC 3 1,097 [¢] [¢] 1,097 700 1,097 0 0 1,097
State Park Building Rehabilitation R 4 4,350 5,000 5,000 14,350 285 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000
State Park Building Development AP 5 7,300 5,000 5,000 17,300 210 2,460 4,000 4,000 10,460
Farmland Wildlife Research Facility 6 631 0 [¢] 631 195 0 4] 0 0
Forestry Air Tanker Facilities 7 718 [¢] [¢] 718 181 718 (0] 0 718
Hibbing Drill Core Library & Reclamation 8 650 (4] 0 650 170 650 0 0 650
Fisheries Field Off. Rehab/Adaptation AP 9 115 250 300 665 170 0 0 0 0
Lac qui Parle WMA Office & Hunter Sta C 10 540 0 0 540 135 540 o] o] 540
International Wolf Center AP 1 966 0 o] 966 110 966 (o] o] 966
Total Project Requests: . $ 29,277 $ 31,070 $ 25,700 $ 86,047 $ - 17,691 $ 19,500 $ 19,500 $ 56,691
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF Form B
Projects Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of (Summary of Form G) Page 1 of 2

, Project Title 94 . ] o) _ )
State Park Betterment Rehabiliation NB 1 2,850 3,000 3,000 8,850 305 1,600 2,000 © 2,000 5,500
Well Sealing & Inventory on DNR Land NB 2 500 700 900 2,100 700 500 500 500 1,500
Trail Rehabilitation and Adaptation NB 3 965 1,000 1,600 3,665 305 965 1,000 1,000 2,965
Dam Repair/Reconstruction/Removal NB 4 4,350 2,000 2,000 8,350 348 3,650 3,600 3,500 10,650
Flood Hazard Mitigation Grants NB 5 2,949 4,000 4,000 10,949 376 2,350 2,000 2,000 6,350
Forestry Roads and Bridges NB 6 1,034 1,800 1,800 4,634 255 750 750 750 2,250
Fish & Wildlife Fish Culture Rehab NB 7 1,402 619 619 2,640 190 600 500 500 1,600
Forestry Recreation Facility Rehab NB 8 606 300 300 1,206 285 . 606 300 300 1,206
RIM-Fish & Wildlife Fisheries Imp. NB 9 1,228 1,500 1,500 4,228 210 600 500 500 1,600
RIM Wild,SNA & Prairie B Dev/Hab imp NB 10 6,685 | 4,485 4,485 15,655 240 3,200 3,000 3,000 9,200
Metro Council Regional Parks CIP NB 11 23,570 42,300 77,645 143,515 240 7,500 7,500 7,500 22,500
Local Recreation Grants NB 12 7,000 7,000 7,000 21,000 200 1,000 0 0 1,000 °
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF
Projects Summary
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form B

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of (Summary of Form G) Page 2 of 2

' Uests ($ by Session) ’ : ‘Governor:'ys[_ Reqqmmeﬁdéiiﬁh t($ by Séssibn)
v e B Agency: ‘,,‘Sftrétegic ‘ k “ e ‘ | Governor's v
294 96 - 11998 Total $ . Score 1994 1996 ©.1998. . “Total § -
Trail Acquisition, Dev., & Betterment NB 13 7.778 8,000 8,256 24,034 190 4,783 7,500 7,500 19,783
Saint Louis River Land Acquisition NB 14 3,400 0 o] 3,400 188 4,400 0 0 4,400
RIM-Wildlife & Natural Area Land Acq. NB 15 15,800 12,700 12,700 41,200 221 6,300 6,500 6,500 19,300
RIM-Fish & Wildlife Fisheries Acquis NB 16 350 700 800 1,850 190 250 350 350 950
Woater Access Acquisition & Betterment NB 17 8,318 6,400 6,282 21,000 170 0 [¢] o] 0
State Park Acquisition NB 18 10,000 10,000 10,000 30,000 170 4,000 4,000 4,000 12,000
Forestry Land Acquisition NB 19 3,150 3,000 3,000 3,150 170 1,100 1,000 1,000 3,100
Lake Superior Harbors NB 20 8,632 4,284 3,915 16,731 176 6,400 0 0 ' 6,400
Residentiai ELC Grants NB 21 7,500 0 0 7,500 210 7,500 0 0 7,500
Total Project Requests: $117,967 $ 113,788 $ 149,802 $381,557 $ 57,954 $ 40,900 $ 40,900 $ 139,754
1994 Session - . 1996 Session.
Construction of a new facility $ 12,949 $ 12,320 $ 5,000
Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced programs or uses $ 8,381 $ 5,250 $ 5,300
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes or liability purposes $ 1,097 $ 0 $ 0
Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no program changes) $ 6,850 $ 13,500 $ 15,400
Non-building projects, grants-in-aids, funds to other government units $ 117,967 $ 113,788 $ 149,802
Total $ 147,244 $ 144,858 $ 175,502

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

c =
AP
AC
R

NB

1

Construction of a new facility for new program/uses or for expanded /enhanced programs/uses or for replacement purposes.
Adaption of an existing facility for a new program/use or for program expansion/enhancement purposes.
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped access or legal liability purposes.
Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion) and CAPRA requests.
Non-building projects, grant-in-aid programs, capital project funding to other government jurisdictions.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 4 Form C
Facilities Summary
Fiscal Years 1991-95

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

Gross Square Footage of State Owned Buildings

2,400

2,410

2,422

2,450

2,517 "

Leased Square Footage

227

227

227

200

o |

Operating Repair and Betterment Account(s) $ 300 300 300 300 300
Operating Maintenance Account(s} $ 980 1,000 1,098 1,302 1,302
Lease Payments $ 2,031 2,031 2,031 2,007 1,700
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

CAPRA Summary

Fiscal Years 1991-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form D

" AGENCY: Natural Resources,

Department of

rojec

St. Croix State Park

CCC log restoration

It

4 A $ 68| $ $ $

Fr Hennepin State Park Picnic shelter restor. 4 A $ 911¢ $ $
Lindberg State Park Water Tower 4 A $ 358 $ $
Lake Bronson State Park Water Tower 4 A $ 115 | $ $ $
Hutchinson Hatchery Re-roof 4 A $ 961 $ $ $
St. Croix State Park CCC bldg rehab 4 A $ 74 $ $ $
Lake Shetek State Park Beach House 4 A $ 291 % $ $
Minneopa State Park Seppman Mill 4 A $ 80 ¢ $ $
Fort Snelling State Park Chapel Roofing 4 A $ 144 | s $ $
Scenic State Park CCC log restoration 4 A $ 431§ $ $
Statewide $ $ 750 | ¢ $
Statewide s $ $ 750} $
$ $ $ $

$ $ $ $

$ $ $ $

Total Project Requests: $ 776 $ 750 | ¢ 750 $

*CAPRA project category:

1 = Unanticipated emergency

Life safety hazard

Hazardous substance elimination

2
3
4

= External building repair including structural repair

* *Priority criteria:
A = Urgent

B = Economy (needed to minimize future expenditures)

CAPRA Aliocation(s)

$ 608 7501 $ 7761$ 7501 $ 750
Capital Repair and Betterment Accounts (Higher Education) $ $ $ $
'Agency Data Prepared by: Mark Wallace Facility Manager 612/282-25065 07/22/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: State Wide Deferred Renewal

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $21,400

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $2,500
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $8,500
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $10,400
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

# i1 of 11 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has identified $23.7 million in
deferred renewal projects for facilities on a statewide basis.

Deferred renewal funding would be used to accomplish a variety of work.
Most of the common maintenance work having to do with roof repair,
plumbing and heating, electrical repair, energy efficiency improvements, etc.,
would be the focus of deferred renewal.

The Statewide Deferred Renewal request does not duplicate the $2.5 million
over the three biennia that is included in the DNR’s request from Capital Asset
Preservation and Replacement Account {(CAPRA). This reduction is made
because the definitions for Renewal are in many respects reflected in the
qualifying criteria for CAPRA.

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

The DNR continues to invest in human resources by supporting a trained,
equipped, productive and culturally diverse work force. Maintenance and
rehabilitation of facilities to allow full access and function for our waork force
will significantly enhance the delivery of resource management services.

We hope to fund deferred renewal to prevent further deterioration of our
investment in facilities. It is consistent with the DNR’s goals to rehabilitate

and maintain facilities so that we enhance employee efficiency and to continue
to make a wide range of facilities available for public use and to make the
operation of the facilities more effective and efficient.

The DNR’s long range strategic plan is to establish a level of maintenance that
fully protects the state’s investment in facilities. Deferred renewal would
address our backlog of maintenance work that we have been unable to
accomplish due to under funding. [t is the DNR’s position that facility
condition would significantly contributes to or detracts from our ability to
manage the state’s natural resources. [t is therefore in the state’s best
interest to maintain facilities in the best possible condition.

The amount of DNR deferred renewal is calculated based on ten years of
actual renewal funding and an estimated annual requirement for renewal based
on costs reflected in the "Building Owners and Managers Associations
Experience Exchange” (BOMA). BOMA statistics for the type of facilities the
DNR uses {office and light industrial, government, in Minnesota) indicate a
base renewal funding requirement of $1.64 per square foot per year in 1990.
The annual square foot funding requirement is indexed for inflation over the
ten year period from 1982 through 1992. The index for inflation is determined
by making a comparative analysis of; consumer price indexes, preducer price
indexes, two indexes produced by the Engineering News-Record, one for
buildings and one for construction, and an index produced by E.H. Boeckh for
commercial buildings. A parallel analysis was made using the percentage
change in the consumer price index to indicate if there were any radical
departures from what the general economic conditions for the period would
suggest we would experience. The results of the two analysis were less than
one percent apart. There are two other variables added into the calculation,
one the change in the funding level over time and second the change in the
Square feet of facilities over time.

This calculation includes all of DNR facilities except residences. Where
disciplines chose to provide employee housing the renewal expenditures are
funded from an assessment equal to a percentage of the Estimated Market
Value of the residence. In addition this calculation does not account for any
expenditures on work which would be defined as adaption or construction

~ work to accommodate changes in program or changes in codes or standards.

In other words this calculation includes only funding for the work we need to
do to make up for maintenance or repairs deferred for lack of funding.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

Form E-1 '

Indicators suggest that the DNR needs $1.79 per square foot or $4.475
million per year. At this time the DNR is funded at 49 cents per square foot
or $1.225 million per year. There are additional unfunded obligations that
have to do with custodial maintenance and replacement of facilities which are
being used beyond their design lives which are not included in this discussion.
However, the rate at which we are falling behind in renewal is specifically a
loss on our investment in facilities. This loss is far greater than the cost to
keep our facilities in reasonably good condition.

Statistical information on renewal costs for specific building types, e.g.
sanitation buildings, repair shops, interpretive centers and the like is limited.
The information available through BOMA is a reasonable abstraction for the
general type of facilities the DNR manages.

In the next year we intend to develop a project based system which would list
individual projects and give us a level of urgency for each. This project based
system would reflect the total maintenance abligation. ’

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE]:

At this time the DNR’s renewal effort is under funded. The DNR must often
retreat to its operating budget to fund a variety of urgent renewal projects to
the detriment of the over all Agency mission.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

None.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)

Form E-2

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

PROJECT TYPE (check one):

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

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

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

T

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability
Hazardous materials
Asset preservation
Operating cost reductions
Code compliance
. Handicapped access (ADA)
Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services
Co-location of facilities
Other (specify):

ETTETFbebe] b

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

W O

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: _ No _X Yes When? 1990, 1992

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #:

STATE-WIDE BUILDING D #:

EACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
2,500,000 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
2,500,000 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
2,500,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this
project?
Yes _X__No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):
F.Y. 94-95 F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99

Change in Compensation ....... $ 0 $ 0 0
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ g § 0 $ 0
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ o $ 0 $ 0
Change in Other Expenses . .. .. .. $ 0 s 0 $ 0
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ o $ 0 $ 0

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

PROJECT COSTS: ' PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition {land and buildings) . ................ $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $
Construction . . . .o v ittt s e e $ 21,400 X Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.}) ... ... $
Data/Telecommunications . . v oo v v e v n e, .. $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMERNTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction} ................. $
Project Management . ...........cc.ivtinnnns $ X General Fund % of total _100
Project CONtiNgENCY « « « v v v vt et ten i iiee e enns $
Related Projects . ... ...t in it neees $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $
Inflation Adjustment {XXXX) . . ..o o v v i v i it i i $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST ... ...t iiniinnrnnnns $ 21,400 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 2,500 $ 2,500 Appropriation Regquest {1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ 8,500 $___ 2,500 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 10,400 Federal funding

$
$ Local gov’t funding
$

PROJECT TIMETABLE: Private funding

Start Date End Date. Duration
(Mo./Yr.) (Mo./Yr.}) {Months)

Planning/Programming .......... 06/93 06/94 12

Site Selection and Purchase ......

Design .......00iiiinneneens 06/94 01/96 18

Construction ...... e e e e 06/94 06/96 24

Substantial Completion . ......... 06/96

Final Completion .............. . 12/96

Agency Data Prepared by: Mark Wallace Facilities Manager 612/282-2505 ’ 07/22/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
@ The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be L. .
: : Criteria Points
simultaneously appropriated.
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
tion.
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
User/Non-State Financing 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $1,900,000 for this project. Also Strategic Linkage 30
included are preliminary recommendations of $2,500,000 in 1996 and
$2,500,000 in 1998. Agency Priority 80
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 305
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 0
Design 0
Cost Planning/Management 0
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 0%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of -

PROJECT TITLE: Service Consolidation

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $27,730

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $10,410

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION:
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION:

$12,320
$5,000

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY]): Statewide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

2 of 11 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Funding received for this project would be used to collocate services into
consolidated offices. In some cases this would entail remodeling or additions
to existing offices, and in others new construction would be required. The
department continually searches for opportunities to provide better service and
improve its stewardship of the resources it manages. Office consolidation is
one of the tools used to accomplish those objectives. It is not a new concept
for the department, and a long history of consolidation could be described.
However, this is the third in a series of state-wide requests which started
1990 and was revised for the 1992 session. This document tracks the results
of the earlier requests and projects future requests for the next two biennia.

It is expected that more capital funding would be requested in the future
because of the status of DNR facilities state-wide. It has been estimated that
the capital requirements for all DNR buildings are about $73.5 million, so this
request covers only a portion of the need.

Also, the department’s Organizational Alignment Team is actively pursuing
collocation opportunities at a pace that should generate construction requests
of about $12.3 and $5.0 million for the next two biennia. This request groups
projects into four classes. These are:

@ Regional headquarters expansions

@ Correction of conditions in existing collocated offices
B New consolidations

B Pre-design funds for collocation opportunities

The following narrative briefly describes the project we propose to do in the
next biennium.

DETROIT LAKES: Funding was appropriated for construction of collocated
service facilities in Detroit Lakes. Enough money was appropriated to
construct office space to accommodate 29 employees. However, facilities
needed to house operations and resource work areas were not within reach
of the funding available from the initial appropriation. We have not been able
to divest of facilities at the old Rochert WMA which now shelter materials and
equipment used in wildlife management operations. The Rochert WMA is
located in a remote area that compels us to maintain a residence for an
employee to provide security.

We are proposing to build a combination of indoor and outdoor storage,
maintenance space and resource work area at the consolidated site in Detroit
Lakes which can house the equipment and material from Rochert WMA and
be available for use by the occupants of the collocated facilities.

We would be able to dispose of 9 buildings at Rochert WMA including a
residence. This reduction in dated facilities would significantly reduce
operating costs and maintenance obligations. In addition having material and
equipment onsite would reduce travel and mobilization costs.

We are réquesting $800 to complete this broject

AITKIN: Appropriations for consolidations from 1992 have allowed us to
begin construction of office facilities in Aitkin. When this construction is
complete we would have collocated 21 employees in a single facility. We
have reduced operating cost by moving out of leased space and moving into
more efficient facilities which are easily accessible to our employees and to
the public.

The 1992 appropriation was a limited amount of money with which we
attempted to address our most serious facility problems. In this case we
waould have substantially improved working conditions and reduced operating
costs for Aitkin. However, we have not been able to address important
resource work area needs as well as storage and maintenance areas for
equipment and materials. Construction of this category of space is critical to
providing resource management services in the Aitkin area. Therefore we are
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

requesting funding for additional heated and unheated work areas as well as
improvements to the site which would enhance our ability to deliver services.

We anticipate at this time that we would not be able to move away from
leased storage areas and that we may have to retain on inventory several
buildings which are well beyond their service lives. With the additional
improvements we propose for the Aitkin site we should be able to realize
significant operating and maintenance costs saving simply by quitting our
‘leased property and divesting of old buildings.

We are requesting $330 to complete facility development in Aitkin.

GRAND MARAIS: Seventeen employees from Fisheries, Wildlife and Forestry
are collocated in Grand Marais. These employees share 1,080 SF of office
space. The facilities have not been improved or expanded. Presently, almost
all of the space used in this building is incompatible with the original design.
Overcrowding and the use of areas as office space which were designed and
intended for other uses have resulted in some of the poorest working
conditions in the Department. ’

We intend to construct a new office and heated resource waork areas which
would accommodate this existing consolidation of services at the Grand
Marais Area office. We are requesting $1.180 million for this project.

INTERNATIONAL FALLS: The facilities in International Falls are extremely
overcrowded and are approaching the end of their serviceable life. At this
time 13 collocated employees are using just over 600 SF of office space.
Conditions in these facilities hinder employee productivity and limit our ability
" to deliver sound public service.

We are proposing the acquisition and construction of new facilities in
International Falls to replace our existing facilities. We hope to construct
4,000 SF of office and resource work area, facilities for storage and necessary
site development.

We expect to realize significant reductions in operating expenses due to more
energy efficient construction and design which premotes employee productivi-
ty.

We are requesting $900 to complete this project.

SERVICE COLLOCATION PRE-DESIGN: We are certain that we need to
acquire and construct facilities to accommodate consolidated services in 8
other locations. We are not at this time prepared to go forward with specific
plans at these sites but require pre-design funding to more carefully develop
specific plans for these facilities. The following list is for the site where DNR
has identified a specific need for consolidated services and the recommended
funding for pre-design work at each site.

Tower/Ely $50
Backus/Pine River 50
Marshall 75
Rochester 200
Winona/Lewiston 100
Moose Lake/Hinckley 125
Hibbing 50
Preston/Caledonia 75
Total Planning Request $725

This is the first request seeking pre-design funds for identified collocation
opportunities. - Several projects which at this point are good collocation
opportunities need funding to complete needs assessment and site exploration.
The funds requested for those opportunities amount to 8 percent of
preliminary estimated cost, an amount sufficient to prepare projects for
implementation, site evaluation and/or obtaining options on specific sites.
Provision of pre-design funds for future consolidations would insure that future
requests, if approved, can meet the defined needs. At the present time
detailed planning, and site acquisition is done after funds are appropriated, and
as would be discussed below this often leads to a mismatch between what is
needed and what can be obtained.

BEMIDJI: DNR staff in Bemidji is scattered over three locations. This project
would accommodate the collocation of all DNR staff onto a single site.
Existing facilities are a mixture of 15 DNR owned and leased buildings. These
collocated facilities would house 92 employees and accommodate the storage
and resource work areas necessary for both regional and field operations.
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Operating costs would be significantly reduced by moving away from leased
and obsolete facilities. We anticipate being able to reduce our over all building
complement in Bemidji by 9, and to provide facilities for staff which are
efficient for energy and promote worker productivity. Public service benefits
would be realized when DNR staff is collocated to provide one-stop-service.

Planning for this collocation was funded by a 1984 appropriation and has been
modified and updated over the last ten years. We are requesting $160 to
complete pre-design planning.

In Bemidji, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is planning
to build new facilities. There would be some significant benefits for DNR and
MnDOT at a collocated site. However conditions and costs in our current
facilities compel us to proceed with our plan to work with existing facilities.
If an opportunity to collocate with MnDOT presents itself we would be very
interested in working toward collocated facilities. In this event the amount
requested for this project would have to be increased to allow for construction
of facilities to replace the existing facilities that we now propose to continue
using.

SOUTHWEST METRO AREA OFFICE: This proposed new collocation of
resource service delivery into the southwest region of the metropolitan area
would significantly enhance our ability to manage the intensively used natural
resources in this section of the metropolitan region. This consolidation would
relocate area level resource management personnel currently housed in the
regional offices.

The principle operating cost savings would be in locating resource manage-
ment employees in proximity to their work areas and reduce the costs for
travel and mobilization.

We anticipate that it would cost $1.6 million to complete this project. We are
requesting $550 to acquire land and complete pre-design.

WARROAD: This proposal is to acquire and construct a consolidated facility
in Warroad to accommaodate the previous consolidation of Forestry operations
and to allow for the collocation of the Red Lake WMA staff with Forestry in
Warroad. A complement of 24 employees would be housed in the new
facilities.

Resource management operations in this area are located in two sites.
Warroad Forestry is located on a land locked parcel in a residential/recreational
area in the city of Warroad. There is no opportunity to expand our facilities
at the current site where 12 people are housed in 936 SF of office space.
Existing facilities are overcrowded, impair fire response and are mismatched
with surrounding land use. Red Lake Wildlife Management Area (WMA) is
located 18 miles from the nearest paved highway and 25 miles from Warroad
at Norris Camp. Current facilities are marginally serviceable and not accessible
to the general public. Existing facilities are so remote that administrative and
support functions are cumbersome and inefficient. The WMA operation uses
heavy construction and agricultural equipment to manage its resource base.
New facilities would need to accommodate maintenance and safe storage of
this equipment.

Consolidation onto a single site would immediately accommodate 24 people
and present us with the opportunity to consider collocation of an additional
13. In addition we would be in position to consider divesting the department
of 28 buildings which are at or near the end of their design lives. We
anticipate reductions in operational costs based on more efficient administra-
tive and support efforts due to the proximity of services in Warroad.

Project costs are estimated at $1.070 million.

WINDOM: Windom operations employ 12 people vx_ho have available to them
only 760 SF of office space. Extreme overcrowding hinders delivery of
resource management services to the area and limits access by the public.
We intend to acquire and build facilities in Windom which would office our
employees and provide resource work area, storage and maintenance space.

We would experience significant savings by reducing the costs to operate and
maintain the existing obsolete facilities and by enhancing worker praductivity
due to efficient facility design.

We are requesting $870 to complete this project.
FERGUS FALLS: Fergus Falls is an existing consolidation where 35 employees
have collocated in leased facilities. The cost of leasing facilities is the principle

contributor to high operational costs in Fergus Falls. We hope to acquire and
build facilities to accommodate our employees and their operational needs.
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We currently lease 4500 SF of office and storage space.

Principle operational saving would be in the reduction of lease costs and
improvement in the energy use characteristics in a new building.

For this project we are requesting $965.

ST. CLOUD: We are currently collocated with MnDOT in St. Cloud. Lack of
additional space in the MnDOT facilities has hindered our effort to consolidate
area services into St. Cloud. MnDOT has substantially completed their plans
to build new facilities in St. Cloud. It has been beneficial for DNR to be
collocated with MnDOT and it is our intention to continue to locate our
facilities with them in the future. Our plan is to contribute to the construction
of new facilities at a level which would allow us to accommodate collocation
of staff and services.

At St. Cloud we intend to contribute to the construction of office space to
accommodate DNR operations for 13 employees within the facilities planned
by MnDOT. Office and some resource work area would be incorporated into
the planned facility. In addition we intend to construct ancillary facilities for
storage, maintenance and resource work area.

MnDOT has substantially completed the facility design. We anticipate the
DNR's participation in this project would cost $1.4 million. At this time we
are requesting $80 to complete DNR’s pre-design work.

METRO REGIONAL HEADQUARTERS: We plan to construct new maintenance
facilities and to remodel the existing maintenance space into offices. We
intend to acquire additional land nd construct site improvements to provide
safe and secure storage for material and equipment. Current conditions in the
Metro Regional Office are overcrowded and the incompatible use of the
building for both maintenance- and office functions is a hinderance. The
current complement assigned to the Metro Regional Office complex is 86. To
house these employees we need 25,800 SF of office and resource
management facilities. We currently have 13,500 SF. Relocation of the
maintenance facilities will free 4600 SF for conversion to office space.
Relocation of area staff to the proposed Southwest Metro Area Office would
further reduce the need for additional space in the regional complex and make
this proposed configuration acceptable.

This project would allow us to divest of a residence converted to office space
that has been occupied under a conditional use permit for years. There would
be a significant maintenance and operational savings realized by this
divestiture and an improvement in working conditions which would promote
productivity.

We are requesting $1.395 million to complete this project.

BRAINERD: The Brainerd Regional Headquarters is the site of collocated
regional and area DNR operations as well as collocated state agencies. At this
time there are 81 DNR employees assigned to the Regional Headquarters. The
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the Department of Revenue
are located in the headquarters facilities. Space in the regional headquarters
needed for conference rooms, meeting space and resource work areas is
inadequate. Anticipated increases in complement and inadequate space to
accommodate these increased demands on facilities would hinder regional
office function. We plan an expansion of the existing facilities to provide
conference and meeting rooms as well as office and resource work space in
the existing building. In addition we intend to expand material and equipment
storage space .

We are requesting $1.385 million to complete the proposed work.

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

The idea of bringing DNR employees together to improve customer service and
resource management and to reduce operating costs is not a new idea. It is
a tool the department has used for many years, and expects to use in the
future as requirements change, new technology is implemented and budgets
dictate. Prior to 1990 the department consolidated offices in thirty communi-
ties and disposed of more than 100 antiquated buildings.

A major report on "Building Consolidation” was written for the 1990 Ieg:slatlve'
session. That report justified consolidation as a way to:

® Maximize the potential of professional staff,
@ Improve communication among disciplines,
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B Provide comprehensive resource management services and information to
customers, and
# Reduce operating costs.

These objectives are still active, and others have been added to the list
including: o

& Increased attention to safety concerns,
& Providing handicapped access, and
B Providing clerical and/or information support.

Of these the greatest opportunity for increased effectiveness lies in the area
of maximizing the potential of staff. Over 85 percent of DNR’s non-capital
budget is used to cover personnel costs, so management of people is the basis
for good resource management.

In 1992 the department formed an Organizational Alignment Team (OAT) to
study field alignment issues and recommend changes in alignment to top
management. Team members represent all divisions and most bureaus in the
department. The teams objectives are to seek collocation opportunities, and
ways to reduce the costs of support services. The work is a natural
outgrowth of previous efforts in which it was relatively easy to identify
collocation targets, because of the status of facilities and the location of
several disciplines in the same community. OAT is guiding a state-wide
program for level 3 (field) offices in which the assessment work would be
done at the region/area level. However, this plan does not have to be done all
at once, because of the regionalization of DNR activities and the stability of
the resources managed. At an early meeting the team endorsed past
collocation requests, and accepted the work that went into the current
request, since they fit the state-wide pattern the team believes will be of most
benefit. Moving beyond the current request is more difficult as it involves
smaller or more disbursed offices, and fewer disciplines. The team is planning
to have its state-wide review of additional opportunities completed prior to the
1996 session. This review would provide a solid quantitative basis for
location of DNR staff. Capital budget requests would be paced at about a $5
million per biennium level to accommodate other non-office requests. From
that point on that the legislature would be able to see the whole picture of
DNR staffing.

The other building requests contained in the departments capital budget
request have been coordinated with the collation efforts so they stand as
independent entities.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE]:

In the case of regional office expansions budgets for energy and maintenance
would increase because office space it being added to overcome crowding and
inadequate working conditions for employees. However, employee effective-
ness would increase because interoffice travel would be reduced and greater
levels of coordination would be possible. One of the department’s primary
goals is to have employees engage in integrated planning, as the costs of
doing otherwise in terms of nonproductive or negated effort have been shown
many times over. The goal is better resource management and improved
customer service, and the results of that kind of activity can only be shown
over a longer time span. The actual realized benefits of lower maintenance
and energy costs are the smallest piece of the overall savings.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL}:

The Bureau of Engineering has four (4) architectural staff for design and
development of buildings. These positions must be shared among several
funding sources. For example, some LCMR projects require the services of
this unit along with some discipline specific building requests like the hunter
contact stations. Large construction projects which exceed $750 or if the
design fee would likely exceed $50, must be done by consultants selected by
the Designer Selection Board. Therefore most of the construction projects
would be handled by consultants with the Bureau of Engineering providing
consultant management services. Typically, corrective work on existing
facilities can be handled jointly by the Bureaus of Engineering and Field
Services. [f one assumes that all of the building consolidation projects
described herein would be done by consultants, the Engineering Bureau’s
workload for construction and programming project management and contract
administration would require 5 engineering person years, and 3 engineering
and/or Field Services person years for rehabilitation projects. This workload
can not be absorbed by existing staff in the Bureaus.
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PROJECT TYPE (check one):

R,

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

grams or for replacement purposes.

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

| Febebepepebepee| b

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

PRIOR COMMITMENT: __ No _X_ Yes
Laws 1990 ,Ch 610 , Sec 20 $ 1,000
Laws 1992 , Ch 558 ., Sec 18 $ 1,731

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___No _X Yes When? 1990, 1991, 1992

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #:
STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:
EACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building ‘
155,985 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF) *Includes 4,592 sq ft of rental office
space

Project Scope
34,592 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
10,000 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
52,920 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
169,721 Gross Sq. Ft.

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

If so, please cite appropriate sources: ADA, UBC, UMC, NEC, UFC, OSHA

CHANGES [N OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note): ..... F.Y. 1994-95
F.Y. 94-95 F.Y.96-97 F.Y.98-99
Change in Compensation ....... $ 0 $ o $ 0
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $§ 27) $ (27) $ (27)
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ {(65) $ (56) $ (56)
Change in Other Expenses . . ..... $ 7y $ 7) $ (9)
Total Change in Operating Costs .. § (89) $ (90) $____(92)

Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ...
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Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
PROJECT COSTS: FY 1994-95 PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition (land and buildings) . ................ $ 840 Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design) ................ $ 1,580
Consultant Services (design) . .................. $ 695 X__ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Construction . . ..., ..ttt ittt i $ 5,715 ‘
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) . ... .. $ 400 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS {Check all that apply):
Data/Telecommunications . .. ... ............... $ 110
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $ 25 X __ General Fund % of total 100
Project Management . .......... it nnnnnnn $ 510
Project Contingency . .. ... oo vttt iii i enne.s $ 535 User Financing % of total
Related Projects . .... .. ... it nnnn. $ 0
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $ 0 Source of funds
Inflation Adjustment (xxx): .................... $ (4]
FUNDING SOURCE:
TOTALPROJECT COST ........iiivinnnnnnn $ 10,410
$ 10,410 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session . .......... § 10,410 $_10.,410 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ 12,320 $ Federal funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 5,000 $ Local gov’t funding
$ Private funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE:
Start Date End Date Duration
{(Mo./Yr.) (Mo./Yr.) (Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 12/93 12/95 24
Site Selection and Purchase ...... 06/94 06/95 12
Desigh .........c0iiivinnen, 06/94 06/95 12
Construction . ................ 05/35 11/96 18
Substantial Completion .......... 11/96
Final Completion .............. 03/97
" Agency Data Prepared by: Mark Wallace Facilities Manager 612/282-2505 07/93

Name

Title

Telephone : Date
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Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
E This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are Criterl .
described. riteria Points
) Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
B This project contains multiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
review as required by 16B.335. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Prior/Legal Commitments ‘ o]
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project User/Non-State Financing 0
qualification. Strategic Linkage 90
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMERNDATION: Agency Priority 80
The Governor recommends a total of $6,360,000 in capital funds for service Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
consolidation building projects. This recommendation ‘ingludes construction Customer Services Improved 60
funds of $800,000 for Detroit Lakes, $330,000 for Aitkin, $1,180,000 for
Grand Marais, $900,000 for International Falls, $1,070,000 for Warroad, and Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
$870,000 for Windom. The recommendation also includes $550,000 in Total § ic S
acquisition and predesign funds for a new Metro Southwest facility, $160,000 otal Strategic Score 305
in predesign funds for Bemidji, and a lump sum of $500 for predesign on
additional facilities statewide. Also included are preliminary recommendations
of ?10 million each in 1996 and 1998 for additional service consolldatl‘on READINESS QUOTIENT
projects. v
Programming 30
Design 30
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0.
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 50%
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
F.Y. 1984— 99 CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
BUILDING PROJECT DETAIL
(& in 000's)

F.Y. 199495 REQUEST ONLY

PRIORITY #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9°
FACILITY/PROJECT NAME Detroit Lakes Aitkin Grand Marais | International Falls | Proj. Pre—Design Bemidji Metro So West Warroad Windom
| SQUARE FOOTAGE
Existing Building Gross Square Footage 18,900 4,320 5,900 6,156 11,000 5,292
Project Scope:
Demolished Square Footage 6,140 4,320 2,700 3,060 11,000 5,292
Renewal or Adaption Square Footage 5,000
New Construction Square Footage 4,000 6,000 6,720 3,900 7,200 7,700
Final Building Size Gross Square Footage 16,760 6,000 9,920 6,996 7,200 7,700

PROJECT COSTS
Acguisition (land & buildings) $400 $165 $80
Consultant Services (pre—design) $40 $55 $45 $725 $160 $150 $50 $50
Consultant Services (design) $60 $30 $95 $55 $60 $70
Construction . $600 $290 $825 $650 $530 $530
Furnishings, Fixdtures and Equipment $40 $30 $70 $30
Data/Telecommunications $20 $10 $25 $10
Art Work (1% of construction)
Project Management $40 $10 $60 $50 $70 $50
Project Contingency $60 $85 $60 $100 $50
Related Projects
Other Costs (please specify)

TOTAL PROJECT COST $800 $330 $1,180 $900 $725 $160 $550 $1,070 $870




DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
« F.Y. 1984—99 CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
BUILDING PROJECT DETAIL
{® in 000’s)

F.Y. 1684—95 REQUEST ONLY

PRICRITY #10 #11 . #12 #18
FACILITY/PROJECT NAME Fergus Falls St. Cloud Metro — Regional Brainerd . Total
SQUARE FOOTAGE
Existing Building Gross Square Footage * . * 37,488 62,337 151,393
Project Scope:
Demolished Square Footage 2,080 34,592
Renewal or Adaption Square Footage 5,000 10,000
New Consiruction Square Footage 7,400 5,000 5,000 ) i 52,020
Final Building Size Gross Square Foofage 7,400 40,408 67,337 169,721

vCharge in Lease Expen
Changei in. Other Expe e

PROJECT COSTS
Acquisition (land & buildings) . $80 $115 $840
Consultant Services (pre—design) $50 $80 $100 $75 $1,580
Consultant Services (design) $70 $130 $125 $695
Construction $610 3775 $905 $5,715
Furnishings, Fidures and Equipment $30 5100 $100 $400
Data/Telecommunications $15 $15 3 $110
Art Work (1% of construction) . $10 $15 $25
Project Management $50 $80 $100 3510
Project Contingency $60 $70 $50 $535
Related Projects
Other Costs (please specify)

TOTAL PROJECT COST $965 $80 $1,395 $1,385 $10.410

TOTAL FOR'THIS REQUESTD

3,150 SF Leased

4,592 SF Leased
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Fiscal Years 1994-399
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Underground Storage Tank Removal and Replacement
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,097

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $1,097
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY]): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

3 of 11 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Request for funds to remove 106 regulated underground fuel storage tanks
state-wide. In those cases where DNR operations are remote or when other
factors suggest a need, replace the fueling capability with above ground fuel
storage. Also included are funds to defray the 10% of total cleanup costs
which are not reimbursed by the Petrofund.

Our experience indicates that it costs twelve hundred dollars per tank for
removal making our removal costs $127. Of all of the tanks we remove it is
expected that 30% would have leaked and require cleanup. 90% of cleanup
has been reimbursable through the Petrofund and we expect that would
continue to be the case. Our average cost for cleanup has been $13 per
leaking tank. We anticipate that we would have 32 leaking tanks and that
total cleanup cost would be $416. Qur cleanup costs not reimbursed would
be 10% of the total cleanup costs, or $42.

The ongoing need for fueling capacity in some areas would be addressed by
installation of above ground fueling stations. The department has established
replacement criteria which allows for installation of 58 fueling stations {Parks -
49, Forestry - 7, Wildlife - 2). Installation costs for fueling stations is $16 per
station. Replacement costs are $928 and are limited to existing locations.

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

A primary goal of the DNR is to protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse
ecosystems, respect the natural world, and enhance the beauty of our
surroundings by protecting surface water and groundwater resources to
address increasing demand, user conflicts, and domestic, agricultural, and
industrial pollution.

4.

The regulatory environment is becoming increasingly restrictive regarding fuel
storage. Itis consistent with the DNR’s mission to aggressively seek funding
to remove potential point sources of contamination that could threaten the
ground water of the state. Over the last three years we have received $525
from two separate appropriations. With those appropriations we have
removed 74 underground storage tanks.

There is an operational need for fuel storage. Current storage tank technology
for fuel storage adequately provides for operational need, reduces environmen-
tal contaminants and protects ground water. The criteria used to decide when
fueling stations are allowed limit installations to state parks and to remote
forestry and wildlife locations. State parks need to provide fueling support for
mowing, and for vehicle and equipment operation. In general itis cumbersome
and inefficient to transport equipment over the road for fueling and it makes
economic sense to provide facilities on site. Forestry and wildlife sites which
use agricultural equipment need on site fueling facilities to allow efficient
resource management operations. In those cases where an operation is a
state park, sufficiently remote from local fueling facilities or has equipment
which can not be effectively driven or transported over the road for fueling we
intend to install fuel storage capacity.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

Regulatory requirements and environmental concern compel us to plan for the
removal of these 106 tanks. Failure to fund this effort would put the DNR in
a position where the removal, replacement and costs not reimbursed would
come from operational budgets.

Managing tank removal, site cleanup and petrofund reimbursement is a
complex and staff intensive job. We would like to complete this work without
adding staff. We anticipate that it would take between two and three years
to complete the removal of all regulated tanks. This is just enough time to
finish the work before we fail to comply with the regulatory time lines. There
is the potential for operational budgets to be affected by penalties and failure
to qualify for reimbursement.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

None.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-2

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

PROJECT TYPE {check onej:

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

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability .

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

N

FETTEER T

PRIOR COMMITMENT: __ No _X_ Yes
Laws 1992 , Ch 558 . Sec 18 $ 295
Laws 1990 ., Ch 610 , Sec 20 $ 250

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ____ No _X_Yes Wherdi®89, 1990, 1991, 1992

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #:

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:
FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
N/A Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
106 Tanks Disposed
Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
58 New Tanks Installed

Final Building Size
N/A Gross Sq. Ft.

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

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Fire Code; MPCA/EPA standards for

- UST’s.

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

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

Change in Compensation ....... - $ o $ o $ 0
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. § o $ o $ 0
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ 0 $ g $ 0
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ o $ 0 $ 4]
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 0 0 $ 0
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ...
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST ' ' Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137.500 = $138)

PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition (land and buildings) ................. $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $
Construction . . .... ittt i i i e $ 169 X _Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.} . ... .. $ 928
Data/Telecommunications . . . ... v v vttt v i v nnnnan $ . DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $
Project Management ............c.ccouevreenon $ X__ General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . . .. .. v vttt et eenennnn $
Related Projects . ... ... ...t enns $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $
Inflation Adjustment {xxxx} .................... $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST ........ii it ineennnncn $ 1,097 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 1,097 $ 1,097 Appropriation Request {1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session . .......... $ 0 $__ 1,097 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 0 $ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
{Mo./Yr.} (Mo./Yr.) (Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 08/93
Site Selection and Purchase ......
Design .........ciieeunnnn :
Construction ................. 06/94 06/97 .36
Substantial Completion . ......... 06/97
Final Completion .............. 01/98
Agency Data Prepared by: Mark Wallace Facilities Manager 612/282-2505 07/22/93
Name Title Telephone Date




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

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
8 This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are STRATEGIC SCORE
described.

Criteria Points
'DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The state has a legal liability to remove these tanks and remediate any Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 700
contamination. Once removed, a certain number of these tanks must be
replaced with above ground fuel storage in order to meet operational Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
requirements.

q Prior/Legal Commitments 0
GOVERNQOR’'S RECOMMENDATION: User/Non-State Financing 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $1,097,000 for this project. Strategic Linkage 0

Agency Priority 0
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 0]
Operating Savings/Efficien/cies 0
Total Strategic Score 700

READINESS QUOTIENT

Programming 0
Design 0
Cost Planning/Management 0
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) n/a
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,600 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: State Park Building Rehabilitation

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $14,350

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $4,350
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $5,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $5,000
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only}:

# 4 of 11 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The State Park Building Rehabilitation Program exists to implement major
rehabilitation of existing state park buildings. This rehabilitation extends the
life of historically significant structures.

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

The state park system hosts approximately 8 million visitors each year. These
visitations amount to more than 1,750,000 vehicles utilizing roads and parking
lots, over 825,000 overnight guests and approximately 7 million day visitors.
These visitors use toilet/shower buildings, shelters, interpretive centers,
contact stations, trail centers and group camp buildings that are old and in
need of major rehabilitation.

The state park system contains more than 1,200 buildings of which over 500
are historic structures and many are listed on the National Historic Register.
These structures represent a nationaily significant cultural resource and
include some of the finest examples of Civilian Conservation Corp (CCC) and
Work Progress Administration (WPA) construction in the nation.

The long-range goal is to rehabilitate all the CCC, WPA structures in the state
park system. Since these structures represent the major physical plant in
most of the state park system they are desperately needed to fulfill the state
park mission.

If these structures are allowed to deteriorate, Minnesota would lose an
outstanding cultural resource as well as a unique style of architecture. These
stone and log structures are a part of our heritage and cannot be replaced.
Work on these historic structures includes log replacement, stone tuck
pointing, improved - accessibility, upgrading obsolete electric and sewer
systems, roof replacement and improved weatherization.

The Division of Parks and Recreation currently budgets approximately $300
annually in operation dollars for minor building and non-building structure
rehabilitation. This funding does not begin to address the system’s needs. If
$2 million were available annually for building rehabilitation, long-term needs

~ could be met. Projects included in this request are:

B $324 for emergency utility system rehabilitation which includes bringing
sewage disposal systems up to PCA standards, rebuilding obsolete lift
stations, replacing 70 year old water distribution systems and bringing
electrical systems up to code.

® $2.4 million to rehabilitate CCC/WPA era historic buildings. Rehabilitation
to include log replacement, stone work, improved accessibility, replace
inadequate sewage, water and electric systems, new roofs and
weatherization where needed.

& $1 million to rehabilitate other state park structures built during the 1960s.
Rehabilitation to include new tailet fixtures, wall and floor finishes, exterior
siding, windows and roofs, handicapped accessibility, and upgrade electric,
sewage and water systems.

@ $626 for additions to existing structures to meet public demand and
accommodate handicapped accessibility. Work also includes replacing vault
toilets to meet PCA and health codes.

We feel this amount is the maximum that could be processed due to our

limited engineering capabilities, staff available and short construction season
due to heavy park use.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

This project would have no impact on Agency operating budgets.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST - Form E-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
' Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

We must continue to upgrade our existing facilities to meet growing user
demands. Failure to upgrade these facilities would mean higher costs in the
future.

Source: The goals are outlined in each State Park Management Plan, the
Division of Parks Capital Improvement Plan and the DNR’s Directions 1993
Strategic Plan.

The projects scheduled for completion with this funding are prioritized through

a rating system involving field and regional management and represents the
most urgent needs currently identified by the park system.

PAGE B-~40



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

Form E-2

PROJECT TYPE (check one):

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

grams or for replacement purposes.

access or legal liability purposes.

K

program expansion),

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

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

Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #:

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
1,048,036 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope

Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
100,000 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption 93 buildings

Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

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

X Safety/liability
____ Hazardous materials
X Asset preservation Final Building Size
X Operating cost reductions 1,048,036 Gross Sq. Ft.
X Code compliance
X __ Handicapped access (ADA)
X Enhancement of existing programs/services
___ Expansion of existing programs/services project?
___ New programs/services X __ Yes No.
__ Co-location of facilities
__ Other (specify): If so, please cite appropriate sources:
Disabilities Act (ADA)
PRIOR COMMITMENT: ___ No _X Yes
Laws 1993 ,Ch 172 , Sec 14 $ 3,000
Laws , Ch , Sec $ CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):
PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___ No _X _Yes When? 1992

Change in Compensation

Change in Bidg. Oper. Expenses . . .

Change in Lease Expenses

Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... '

Total Change in Operating Costs . .

Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel .

F.Y. 94-95

F.Y. 96-97

State Building Code; American

F.Y. 98-99

$
$
$
$
$

G U A U U

W U > > >
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition (land and buildings) . ................ $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 2,000
Construction . . ... ...ttt iinnnnnenenns $ 11,350 X Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) . ... .. $
Data/Telecommunications . .. ... ..o vv v eennnnn. $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that appiy):
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $
Project Management . .........c.ccutiverenenns $ X General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . . .. ... . i v ittt i it i i e $ 1.000
Related Projects . .... ...t i nnnnn $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): . ..........cc0v... $
Inflation Adjustment (XXXX) . . ..t v i n e $ [0) Source of funds
TOTAL PROJECTCOST .....oiviiieininnnnnn $ 14,350 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 4,350 $ 4,350 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ 5,000 $__ 4,350 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 5,000 $ Federal funding
$___ Local gov't funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
{Mo./Yr.} (Mo./Yr.} {Months}
Planning/Programming: .......... complete
Site Selection and Purchase ...... complete :
Design ........cciiiiiiee... 07/94 03/95 8
Construction . ................ 03/94 06/96 16
Substantial Completion .. ........ S 04/96
Final Completion .............. 06/96
Agency Data Prepared by: John Strohkirch State Parks Development & Acq, Mgr, 612/296-8289 07/19/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
8 This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are Criteri Poi
described. riteria oints
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards o
B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be
simultaneously appropriated_ Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
8 This project has been previously fﬁnded. The request does not clearly Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
explain how prior funding was applied and used. Prior/Legal Commitments 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: User/Non-State Financing 0
. Strategic Linkage 30
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- g g
tion. Agency Priority 60
- GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
. . . Customer Services Improved 60
The Governor recommends capital funds of $3,000,000 for this project. Also
included are preliminary recommendations of $3,000,000 in 1996 and Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
$3,000,000 in 1998. )
Total Strategic Score 285
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 30
Design 30
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered o]
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 50%
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Buildings: Rehab / Adaption

Form E

P&R |

id title div_rank cost cumulative
3003 Statewide Emergency Utility System 1 324,000 324,000
1446 Lake Carlos: wpa building restoration 7 93,750 417,750
1263 St. Croix: ccc bidg rehab 12 58,695 476,445
1346 St. Croix: re-wire mechanics shop 13 22,500 - 498,945
1283 St. Croix: shower building rehab 14 115,000 613,945
1267 State Wide: ccc/wpa building rehabilita 15 653,400 1,267,345
1225 State Wide: vault toilet replacement 16 172,500 1,439,845
1224 ltasca: ccc bldg rehab (phase 2) 17 837,000 2,276,845
1400 Beaver Creek Valley: general park build 21 34,500 2,311,345
1358 Buffalo River: wpa building restoration 23 67,500 2,378,845
1297 William O'Brien: rehab upper 24 273,240 2,652,085
1270 William QO'Brien: rehab service area & b 25 218,500 2,870,585
1375 State Wide: ccc/wpa building rehabilita 32 201,250 3,071,835
1378 Soudan Undgd Mine: refinish all buildin 35 15,000 3,086,835
1332 Savanna Portage: remodel station for in 38 172,500 3,259,335
1356 Old Mill: wpa building rehab 42 125,000 3,384,335
131 2 Nerstrand-big Woods: picnic shelter reh 43 64,800 3,449,135 .
1250 Minneopa: move contact station from ft. 48 15,000 3,464,135
1313 Lake Shetek: wpa bldg rehab 55 54,000 3,618,135
1282 Lake Louise: rehab campground 56 67,500 3,585,635
1307 Lake Bronson: wpa beach bldg remodel 58 112,500 3,698,135
1414 Lake Bemidji: remodel picnic area sanit 60 40,500 3‘,738,635
1276 ltasca: remodel cabins 68 132,250 3,870,885
1257 Hill Annex: elevator for accessibility 71 26,087 3,896,972
1365 Frontenac: picnic area building rehab 78 30,000 A3,926,972
1364 Fort Ridgely: wpa building rehab 80 125,000 4,051,972
1442 Father Hennepin: saniation bidg rehab 86 30,000 4,081,972
1437 Blue Mounds: picnic area toilet rehab 93 40,500 4,122,4'72
1239 Bear Head Lake: office contact station 97 227,000 4,349,472

29 Projects
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Form E

Buildings: New Construction
P&R

id title div_rank cost cumulative
1262 Flandrau: group camp shower/toilet buil 2 161,000 161,000
1223 Gooseberry Falls: pril funding of new o 10 324,000 485,000
1244 Fort Snelling: visitor/trail/informatio 11 2,000,000 2,485,000
1362 Sakatah Lake: beach shower 41 17,250 2,502,250
1317 Mille Lacs Kathio: cultural resource ex 50 40,500 2,542,750
1238 Interstate: storage bldg 69 60,750 2,603,500
1295 Fort Snelling: cold storage building 79 86,250 2,689,750
1322 Flandrau: campground shower bldg and 84 230,000 2,919,750
1340 Buffalo River: new office/contact stati 91 165,313 3,085,063
1459 Bear Head Lake: picnic shelter 96 54,000 3,139,063
1401 Banning: combination picnic/trail shelt 98 68,750 3,207,813
1545 Tettegouche: cold storage building 122 54,000 3,261,813
1483 St. Croix: trail center addition 123 100,000 3,361,813
1558  Split Rock Creek: enclosed picnic shelt 124 30,000 3,391,813
1336 Beaver Creek Valley: replace 132 161,000 3,552,813
1412 Forestville: visitor center 146 550,000 4,102,813
1389 Grand Portage: construct park 154 319,680 4,422,493
1265 Interstate: brinks building removal & r 157 112,500 4,534,993
1347 Interstate: wood storage bidg 159 30,000 4,564,993
1342 Jay Cooke: storage bldg 163 47,250 4,612,243
1452 Maplewood: new picnic shelter 173 93,750 4,705,993
1254 McCarthy Beach: campground shower 174 138,000 4,843,993
1417 Moose Lake: visitor center 178 378,000 5,221,993
1311 Nerstrand-big Woods: group camp 180 46,575 5,268,568
1338 Rice Lake: shop/cold storage building 183 75,000 5,343,568
1319 Sakatah Lake: shop/storage building 184 75,000 5,418,568
1441 Schoolcraft: new campground shower 187 172,500 5,591,068
1245 Soudan Undgd Mine: new visitor center 190 432,000 6,023,068
1305 Split Rock Creek: office/contact statio 191 125,000 6,148,068
1410 St. Croix: guesthouse 2 completion’ 194 67,500 6,215,568
1316 Temperance River: contact/orientation s 197 166,750 6,382,318
1246 Temperance River: lower carnpground 198 161,000 6,543,318
1406 Tettegouche: picnic shelter/trail cente 200 230,000 6,773,318
1428 Tettegouche: theater/auditorium additio 201 230,000 7,003,318
1526 Afton: bch area toilet/strm shitr/chang 207 297,000 7,300,318

35 Projects
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AGENCY CAPITAL oUDGET REQUEST

rorm E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: State Park Building Development
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $17,300

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $7,300

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $5,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $5,000
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

5 of 11 requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The State Park Building Development Program includes the construction of
new facilities in the State park system. With over 8 million visitors annually,
the .construction of new facilities is required in order for the Department to
continue providing quality recreation experiences for park users. The scope
of this project includes the replacement of some structures that are beyond
repair and are in violation of health and safety codes.

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

The State Park System hosts approximately 8 million visitors each year.
These visitations amount to more than 1,750,000 vehicles utilizing roads and
parking lots, over 825,000 overnight guests, and approximately 7 million day
visitors. Many parks currently have inadequate facilities, no showers available
at campgrounds, no facilities to interpret the unique park resources and no
service or office facilities.

The long-range goal of the State Park Development Program is to construct all
the new facilities identified in the State Park management plans by the year
2000. .

Developing these new facilities would enable the park system to better meet
its goals of protecting resources and providing quality recreation.

This request would complete the development of the highest priority facilities.
The following project summary outlines what type of facilities are proposed
to be built from the 1994 appropriation request and the impact this would
have on the park system.

@ $1 million for new shower and toilet facilities in 6 state parks. These
facilities are desperately needed to provide minimal service to campers.

8 $550 for new picnic/trail shelters in 5 state parks. These parks currently
have no facilities available.

8 $1.4 million for visitor contact stations at 8 state parks. These facilities
would provide visitor orientation.

B $650 for shop/storage buildings at 9 state parks. Valuable state equipment
and supplies are currently stored outside.

8 $400 for beach area shower/toilet facilities at 2 state parks. Health codes
require that these facilities be developed.

# $2 million for the development of a visitor center at Fort Snelling state park.
Center to include visitor orientation and interpretive displays, winter trail
center and restrooms.

B $550 for the development of a visitor center at Forestville state park.
Center to include visitor orientation and interpretive displays, winter trail
center and restrooms.

@ $318 for the development of a visitor center at Moose Lake state park.
Center to include agate display and |nterpret1ve area, park office, water trail
area and restrooms.

B $432 for the development of a visitor center at Soudan Underground Mine
state park. Center to include mine interpretive displays, tour staging area
and restrooms.

We feel the current request is the maximum that could be processed due to
our engineering capabilities, staff available and short construction season due
to heavy park use.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE}):

Develaoping these new facilities would require spending custodial and
maintenance funding of $262 dollars in each biennium in which the buildings
are operational.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’'d.) ‘
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Building facilities in the state park system must continually be improved in
order to meet growing user demand. Delay in construction would mean higher
future costs.

Source: The goals are outlined in each state park management plan, the
Division of Parks Capital Improvement plan and the DNR’s Directions 1993
Strategic plan. :

The projects scheduled for completion with this funding are prioritized through

a rating system involving field and regional management and represents the
most urgent needs currently identified by the park system.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form E-2

PROJECT TYPE (check one):

‘x

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

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

R bpebebe] |

PRIOR COMMITMENT: ___ No _X Yes
Laws 1993
Laws 1992

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

,Ch172 . Sec 14 $ 3,000

. Ch 558 . Sec 18 $ 2,751

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___No _X Yes When? _19382

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #:

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:

EACILITY SOQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
_ 1,048,036 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
2,400 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished - 8 Buildings
- @ross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
48,300 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction - 35 Buildings

Final Building Size
1,093,936 Gross Sq. Ft. - 35 Buildings

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

project?
X__Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: State Unified Building Code; American

Disabilities Act (ADA) :

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y.94-95 F.Y.96-97 F.Y. 98-99
Change in Compensation ....... $ o 3 200 $ 212
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . $ o 3 62 $ 66
Change in Lease Expenses . ..... $ o 3 o s 0]
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 0 $ 262 $ 278
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 5.0 5.0
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Form E-3

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
Acquisition (land and buildings) . ................ $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 2,300
COoNStIUCHION « v v v v vt it s e e $ 13.000 X Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) ... ... $ 500
Data/Telecommunications . .. ....... .0 $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $
Project Management . ........... i eenns $ X General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . . ... ittt e $ 1,500
Related Projects . ... ... ... nnnns $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .. .......coviuvn. $
Inflation Adjustment {xxxx) . ... ...t $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST . ... i it ittt i i $ 17.300 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 7.300 $ 7.300 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ 5,000 $__ 7,300 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 5,000 $ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
{(Mo./Yr.}) {(Mo./Yr.) {Months)
Planning/Programming .......... complete
Site Selection and Purchase ...... complete
Design . ..., __07/94 03/85 8
Construction . ........c0vuuunn 03/95 06/96 16
Substantial Completion .. ........ 04/96
Final Completicn .............. 06/96
Agency Data Prepared by: John Strohkirch State Parks Development & Acq, Mar, 612/296-8289 07/19/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE

® This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are Criteri Poi
described. riteria oints

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
B The request’'s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be
simultaneously appropriated. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
B This project contains multiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative Prior/Legal Commitments 0
review as required by 16B.335.

User/Non-State Financing 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Strategic Linkage 90
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Agency Priority 60
tion.

Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0]
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Customer Services Improved 60
The Governor recommends capital funds of $2,460,000 for this project. Also Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
included are preliminary recommendations of $4,000,000 in 1996 and Total S ic S 210
$4,000,000 in 1998. otal Strategic Score

READINESS QUOTIENT

Programming 30

Design 30

Cost Planning/Management . 30

Facility Audit Supports the Request 0]

Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0

Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 50%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Farmiand Wildlife Populations and Research Facility

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $631

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $631

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Between Madelia and St. James,
Watonwan County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

6 of 11 requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Renovate and upgrade main office/laboratory building, rehabilitate one out-
building, demolish 4 out-buildings and 3 animal pens, construct new pen
facility with connecting heated building, upgrade Center’s sewage system and
water lines, bring all electrical wiring up to code and provide for handicapped
access and for chemical storage. '

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

This facility houses the staff of the Farmland Wildlife Populations and
Research Group (FWP&R) which is one of only 3 DNR wildlife research
stations. The FWP&R staff is responsible for providing information needed to
manage Minnesota’s major farmland wildlife species. This responsibility
entails: 1) coordinating and interpreting population surveys on the seven
principal farmland wildlife species; 2} conducting research which provides
wildlife management information; 3) developing techniques needed to monitor
and manipulate wildlife populations, manage critical wildlife habitats, and
reduce or prevent wildlife damage; 4) evaluating management practices and
programs; and, 5) providing technical assistance and information to other DNR
staff and the public. The need for this information is critical to accomplishing
the Division of Fish and Wildlife’s Mission and in meeting the objectives
established by the Section of Wildlife’s Strategic Planning process.

The buildings on the DNR’s Farmland Wildlife Populations and Research Center
are old, not designed for offices and research operations, and badly in need of

repair and modernization. The 10 structures built between 1925 and 1950
provide poor working conditions for 9 permanent research staff and up to 20
seasonal workers, students and volunteers. Poor working conditions limit
research accomplishments needed to deal with management of the numerous
wildlife species in Minnesota’s Farmland Zone, which encompasses 60 percent
of Minnesota.

In 1979, an attempt was made to obtain funds to renovate the existing
facility. After this fruitless attempt, an analysis was conducted to determine
if another location was better suited to meet the needs of this unique type of
facility. Three sites in addition to the Madelia facility were evaluated. The

.analysis indicated that the Willmar area offered some advantages to the

current site. Also, an opportunity existed to co-locate with existing staff from
3 other Divisions (Forestry, Trails and Waterways, and Waters) plus both
fisheries and wildlife management staffs (Fisheries, Trails and Waters are a
Spicer and Forestry and Wildlife are in Willmar).

Abandoning the facilities and moving to Willmar was dropped as the preferred
option in FY 92 as a result of changing program emphasis and substantial
investment in new heating/cooling system in 1992. Facility maintenance was
kept to a minimum and many of the facility’s out buildings have experienced
deterioration. The main office building needs to be brought up to Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) and electrical code standards. The unique needs
of a wildlife research facility dictate that the only options available are to build
a new facility or rehabilitate the present facility. To construct the same
amount of square footage presently available in the main building would cost
twice as much as rehabilitating the existing facility.

Remodelling 5 existing buildings, adding 1 and eliminating 5 would create safer
working conditions, reduce maintenance costs, and improve staff and center
efficiency and effectiveness. The main office building {A) should be renovated
to accommodate the 9 permanent staff and up to 20 seasonal waorkers,
students and volunteers. A portion of the existing garage (B} should be
insulated and heated to allow better utilization of the existing space. A animal
handling and indoor pen facility (K) should be constructed between 2 of the
3 existing wildlife pen structures (D & E), which should be refurbished to be
flexible and meet research study needs. The fifth structure (C) should be
refurbished to better provide for mouse proof, cold storage needs.




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

In addition to saving over $300 if the office facility had to be replaced, razing
deteriorated buildings would eliminate the cost of bringing affected buildings
up to a safe and effective operating status. This latter option could save over
$40 in rehabilitation cost and reduce building maintenance costs by at least
one-third ($1 annually). Operation costs savings (electrical and heating) have
been estimated at five hundred to one thousand dollars annually.

4, OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

None.
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Form E-2

PROJECT TYPE (check one):

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

grams or for replacement purposes.

access or legal liability purposes.

| K

program expansion).

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

[T pepeepepe b

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

Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no

$

$

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___No _X Yes When?

1979 through 1991

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: 04-0639-11-01

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: 2900040241

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building

5,888 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)} - Main Building + Out Building = 50,268

Project Scope

49,000 Gross Sqg. Ft. Demolished

37,168 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
1,200 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
38,368 Gross Sq. Ft.

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

project?
Yes __X No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

Change in Compensation .......
Change in Bidg. Oper. Expenses . . .
Change in Lease Expenses ......
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ...

Total Change in Operating Costs ..

Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ...

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

$ $ $

$ 2) $ (2) ¢ (2)

$ $ $

$ 1 8 1 3 1

$ (1 $ (M ¢ {1)
0 0 0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3 '
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

PROJECT COSTS:

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Acquisition (land and buildings) .. ............... $ 0] Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 60
CoNStruction . . ..o i it e s i e e $ 500 X _ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) . ... .. $ 17
Data/Telecommunications . . .. ... v o v v et ennns $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $
Project Management .. ... ... ...t $ 14 X __ General Fund % of total __100
Project Contingency . ... ... .o i ittt $ 40
Related Projects . ..... ... .. $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): . ................. $
Inflation Adjustment (XXXX) . . . .o vt i et e $ (6] Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST . ... .ot iiiiine . $ 631 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session . .......... $ 631 $ 631 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ $ 631 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ $ Federal funding
$____ Local gov't funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
(Mo./Yr.) (Mo./Yr.) (Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 07/94 09/94 3
Site Selection and Purchase ......
Design ... iiiiiiiiii s 09/94 01/95 4
Construction .........co0v.. .. 01/95 07/95 7
Substantial Completion .. ........ ]
Final Completion .............. 09/95

Agency Data Prepared by: Richard Carlson

Wildlife Projects Coordinator

612/296-0705 07/21/93

Name

Title

Telephone Date
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Form E-4

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:

® This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are
described.

B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be
simultaneously appropriated. '

8@ This project contains muitiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative
review as required by 16B.335.

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
_tion. The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider using the Game
and Fish Fund as a source for debt service payments on this project.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project.

STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Points
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 20
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 195

READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming ' 30
Design 30
Cost PIénning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 20
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 61%
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Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Forestry Air Tanker Facilities

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $718

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $718
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $ -0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ -0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Bemidji, Brainerd, Hibbing

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

7 of 11 requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The funding requested would be used to replace temporary buildings, upgrade
equipment and construct fuel and fire retardant spill containment systems at
3 air tanker bases which are maintained for wildfire protection.

The Division of Forestry maintains specialized bases at three airports {Bemidji,
Hibbing, and Brainerd) for the operation of fire retardant air tankers in wildfire
suppression. Each air tanker can drop up to 2,000-3,000 gallons of special
fire retardant directly on a fire and are a critical element in fire protection
forces during times of high fire danger. These aircraft enable control of fires
and protection of life and property, which otherwise would not be possible in
extreme situations.

Each tanker’s base consists of an office/dispatch facility, a heavy duty
bituminous ramp and a system of tanks, wells, and pumps which mixes and
stores up to 20,000 gallons of retardant and can load an aircraft in less than
ten minutes. Currently, the office/dispatch facilities consist of portable
{mobile-home-type) buildings which are not adequately designed or equipped
for this use. The specifics for each site are:

Bemidiji - $183 State and $200 BIA.

This site is operated cooperatively with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).
The BIA has committed $200 to this facility because it provides critical
suppression capabilities for the Red Lake Indian Reservation. The State would
contribute $183. The proposal includes the relocation of pumps, wells, and

tanks and the construction of a new office/dispatch building, loading ramp,
and water and sewer lines. In addition to an inadequate building, this site is
in a very congested area immediately adjacent to the commercial airiine
terminal. The air tankers are often parked very close to commercial airliners,
and the possibility of aircraft collisions and injury to employees and the public
is too great. The site is also directly in the path of the air crash/rescue
equipment.

Hibbing - $218

The proposal includes an office/dispatch building to replace inadequate
temporary buildings, a large storage area for pumps and support equipment,
electrical pumping system and water and sewer system. Also needed is a
completion of the existing spillage containment system.

Brainerd - $317

Includes an office/dispatch/storage building, higher capacity well and a sewer
system. The building costs would be higher on this site compared to the other
sites because the airport commission requires a design that is compatible with
the brick construction of other airport buildings. Also needed is a completion
of the existing spillage containment system.

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

DNR Directions: We will invest in our human resources by supporting a
trained, equipped, productive and culturally diverse work force; and rehabilitat-
ing facilities and ensuring handicapped accessibility to all work sites.

Minnesota Forest Resources Program: Provide wildfire protection to the level
necessary to avoid loss of life and, considering values at risk, minimize the
potential for loss of property and natural resources on public land.

The Department of Natural Resources is responsible for providing wildfire
protection in each county that has more than 1,000 contiguous acres of
vegetation. This includes all of Minnesota’s counties. In the southern and
western parts of the state, fire departments provide most initial attack and the
DNR provides support when necessary. In the rest of the state the DNR,
federal agencies, and fire departments provide initial attack. The DNR is
critically involved in wildfire. The DNR regulates open burning in Minnesota.
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A wildfire protection partnership has been created in Minnesota which
coordinates fire protection efforts and shares personnel, equipment and
facilities. This partnership includes: the Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Forest
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, National Park Service, Fire Departments,
Emergency Management Division, and the DNR. This partnership is considered
a national example of cooperation in wildfire protection.

Tanker base priorities:

1. Bemidji
Because of the location of commercial aircraft (Northwest and others), a
safety problem exists. The Airport Commission has written a letter
regarding the need to relocate the tanker base. A spillage containment
system would be installed. The Bureau of Indian Affairs would invest $200
in tanker base relocation.

2. Hibbing
The existing facilities are trailer houses. The trailer houses were acquired
through the Federal Excess Property Program. The trailer houses are more
than twenty years old and are rapidly deteriorating. The aircraft loading
system is powered by a gasoline engine which is not as dependable as an
electric system. A spillage containment system needs to be installed.

3. Brainerd
The existing facilities are trailer houses. The trailer houses were acquired
through the Federal Excess Property Program. The trailer houses are more
than twenty vears old and are rapidly deteriorating. The trailers are not
quite as bad as the Hibbing facilities. A spillage containment system needs
to be installed. A sewer system also needs to be installed.

Air tankers would be a long-term component of wildfire suppression strategies
in Minnesota. The air tankers provide the ability to control fires that otherwise
could not be stopped. With continuing residential development in fire-prone
rural and suburban areas, this ability to protect lives and property as well as
natural resources becomes increasingly important. The new facilities are
needed to address OSHA health and safety issues, building code requirements
and to reduce the response time by air tankers to life and property threatening
fires. The facilities would enable faster, more effective dispatching of aircraft,
faster loading of retardant into the aircraft, safer working conditions for

employees and isolation of fire operations -from other airport activities.
Tanker-bases are needed in the three proposed locations to provide adequate
wildfire response times across the northern two-thirds of the state.
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AIR TANKER BASE FACILITIES

HIBBING BRAINERD BEMIDJI
Personnel
Seasonal, permanent 2 5 4
© personnel
Temporary personnel 7 7 10
Contract personnel 5 4 6
TOTAL 14 16 20
Aircraft'
Lead plane 1 1 1
{contract) (DNR) {DNR)
Helicopter 1 1 2
{contract) {contract) {contract)
Air tanker 1 1 1
~ {contract) (contract) (contract)
TOTAL 3 3 4
Average take offs/yr. 30 30 30
Average landings/yr. 30 30 30
Average gallons 25,000 30,000 25,000
retardant used

' Normal fire danger. Additional aircraft of all types are added when fire danger
increases.
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Form E-1

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

The operating costs of the facilities would remain at about the same level.
Future workers compensation costs are likely to be less in the new facilities
because the potential for employee injuries would be reduced.

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL]:
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PROJECT TYPE (check one}:

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

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

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

I,

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

TR KT R

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

$
$

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: __ No _X Yes When? 1988, 1990, 1992

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Tanker Bases Bemidji: 1-90-3-2, Hibbing;
2-480-3-3, Brainerd: 3-140-3-2

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: Bemidji: 29000-10450; Hibbing: 29000-20442
& 29000-20443; Brainerd: 29000-30366, 29000-30367, 29000-30515

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
3,442 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
3,442 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
O Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
9,500 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction Bemidji: 3000 sq ft, Hibbing:
3500 sq ft, Brainerd: 3000 sq ft

Final Building Size
9,500 Gross Sq. Ft.

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

X __Yes No. :
If so, please cite appropriate sources: Uniform Building Code, Americans with
Disabilities Act, Federal Aviation Administration Site Standards, Airport
Commission Architectural Requirements

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 94-95 F.Y. 96-97 F.Y.98-99
Change in Compensation ....... $ 0 $ 0 3 0
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . $ 0 3 o $ 0
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ 0o 3 0 3 0
Change in Other Expenses . . ... .. $ 0 $ 0 $ o*
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ o $ 0 $__ 0
"~ * Reduced chance of injuries and workers comp costs. No workers comp cases
currently.
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 0 0
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Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING [check one):
Acquisition (land and buildings) .. ............... $ _ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 65
CoNStIUCHION « v vt e e e e e e $ 592 X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) ... ... $ 9
Data/Telecommunications . . . ... ... v i e vann $ 9 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction) . ................ $ 60 :
Project Management . ............ccviiunn.nn $ 41 X __ General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . ........ e e e e $ 142
Related Projects . ... .. ... ittt $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $
Inflation Adjustment {xxxx) .................... $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST . ... ...t iee e $ 918 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 718 $ 718 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ $ 718 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ $ 200 Federal funding
$___ Local gov't funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration. '
{(Mo./Yr.) (Mo./Yr.) {Months)
Planning/Programming . ......... 07/24 08/94 2
Site Selection and Purchase ...... complete
Design .......... . ... . ..... 10/94 06/95 8
Construction . ................ 06/95 12/95 7
Substantial Completion . ......... 10/95
Final Completion ...... e 12/95
Agency Data Prepared by: -Dennis Ingvaldson Assistant Director, Forestry 612/296-4495 07/22/93

Name Title Telephone Date
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Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
v . STRATEGIC SCORE
B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be . .
. . Criteria Points
simultaneously appropriated.
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: '
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
;1;2: submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
GOVERNQOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
User/Non-State Financing 31
The Governor recommends capital funds of $718,000 for this project. Strategic Linkage 30
Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 20
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0]
Total Strategic Score 181
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 30
Design » 30
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered o]
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 50%
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Form E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources

PROJECT TITLE: Minerals, New Construction, Drill Core Library and Reclamation
Demonstration Facility

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $650

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $650

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION {CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Hibbing, St. Louis County

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

#

8

of _ 11 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Department of Natural Resources is requesting $650 to expand the
Division of Minerals’ Drill Core Library in Hibbing and to relocate its Reclama-
tion Demonstration Facility from Babbitt to Hibbing. The Drill Core Library is
currently operating at its capacity, and without this expansion, the Depart-
ment’s ability to protect the physical integrity of the samples and carry out
mineral management activities is at risk. The Reclamation Demonstration
Facility needs to be moved to allow final reclamation of an old exploration
area; furthermore, moving the facility to Hibbing would allow the Department
to consolidate its facilities and more efficiently manage its programs.

Drill Core Library

The Drill Core Library addition would expand the existing building from 8,000
sq ft to 16,000 sq ft. The expansion would be a 80" x 100" unheated, metal
clad steel frame addition that would accommodate about 650,000 feet of drill
core. Past construction has taken care of most of the backlog of drilling
samples, and at the future projected levels of exploratory drilling, the
expansion would provide the needed storage capacity for many years into the
future.

Reclamation Demonstration Facility

The Reclamation Demonstration Facility would contain a series of small test
stockpiles {500-1,000 tons) of mine waste. These stockpiles would be built
on impermeable pads and the operation of the test work would require
substantial plumbing (pipes, pumps, sumps) and electrical (switches,
transformers, wiring) support.

Various reclamation alternative and passive treatment systems would be
applied to test methods to prevent the generation of acid mine drainage and
the release of metals from the stockpiles.

A lined settling basin would be built to collect all the drainage from the test
piles. This drainage would be treated by a constructed wetland treatment
system prior to final discharge.

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

The Hibbing Minerals Drill Core Library and Reclamation Demonstration Facility
have been extremely successful as a source of geologic, mineral potential, and
reclamation information for Minnesota. The Drill Core Library is part of the
Division’s Hibbing office complex, which is centrally located on the Mesabi
iron Range and proximate to nonferrous exploration in northern Minnesota.
The Reclamation Demonstration Facility is currently located in Babbitt. This
request is to consolidate the activity in Hibbing.

Drill Core Library Expansion

The Drill Core Library was constructed in 1972 and, subsequently, has been
expanded twice. It is heavily used by industry, academia, and other
government agencies. The repository is recognized as the primary source for
bedrock information for Minnesota especially for portions of the state covered
by glacial material where minimal exploration has occurred. The Drill Core
Library provides the only direct data on the bedrock and mineral potential for
most of Minnesota. These drill core samples have been collected over time
since the turn of the century. Currently, the facility contain core from 5,700
drill holes totaling over 1.7 million feet of drilling. Based on today’s drilling
costs of about $30.00 per foot, this drill core preserves an investment for the
state that would require more than $57 million to replace.

Future additions to the archived drill core are mandated by State Mineral
Leases and the Exploratory Boring Law (MN Stat 103l), which requires private
companies conducting mineral exploration to deliver at least 1/4 of all
exploratory drill core to the Drill Core Library. The availability of this geoclogic
record is critical to increase exploration in Minnesota by private industry.

Consolidating the Drill Core Library activities at one facility has tremendous
benefits to the Department’s customers, who spend several hundred person

days per year examining and sampling the drill core and evaluating the
associated data fiies.
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The expansion meets the need of improving the knowledge of Minnesota’s
geology and mineral potential. In the broader context, the expansion is
necessary for achieving the strategic goals of creating wealth and employment
throughout Minnesota through the diversification of its mineral industry.

Reclamation Demonstration Facility

Reclamation studies and demonstrations have been conducted by the
Department at the AMAX exploration site near Babbitt since the 1970s.
These activities have been necessitated by the Mineland Reclamation Act,
which requires the Department to grant or deny permits for all metallic mineral
and peat mining. In order for the Department to determine the best means on
how to dispose of and reclaim mine wastes, itis necessary to understand how
wastes behave in reaching equilibrium with the environment. The determina-
tion of the behavior of mine wastes and the success of reclamation techniques
require long-term studies that are best done on small stockpiles, such as those
described for the Hibbing facility.

Currently, several forces, including a risk of incurring long-term environmental
liability and the budgetary pressures to consolidate, indicate relocating the
facility to Hibbing is in the Department’s best interest. Under the direction of
the state, the former lessee is now in the process of completing site
reclamation to address residual water quality issues. The lessee’s reclamation
would require the Department to remove its demonstration stockpiles from the
site or assume long-term liability for maintenance and reclamation of a portion
of the site. By moving the facility to Hibbing, the state would not be
encumbered with the risks of unknown future costs of long-term monitoring
and clean-up activities that are appropriately the responsibility of the former
lessee. :

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE]):

Drill Core Library Expansion

Construction of this facility would reduce the Department’s operating costs by
eliminating the need to lease off-site storage space and eliminating the need
to move drill core samples twice. Currently, space is being leased at a state-
owned facility 20 miles from Hibbing in Eveleth. The cost to move samples
once versus twice is estimated to be $1.00 - 2.00 per 10-foot box of drill
core. The only increased operating cost associated with the expansion would
a minimal increase in utility costs.

4.

Reclamation Demonstration Facility

Long-term monitoring costs would be greatly reduced if the site is moved to
Hibbing as opposed to other sites. The mine waste field leaching studies and
laboratory support studies are currently conducted at a facility that is rented
in Babbitt, Minnesota. Moving the research site to the Division’s Hibbing
office would eliminate the need to lease office and laboratory facilities in
Babbitt as there is space available in the Division’s Hibbing office for these
activities. Savings would also occur from the return of twao fleet vehicles that
are required at Babbitt, as well as travel costs associated with sending con-
struction and maintenance crews from Hibbing to Babbitt. Additional savings
would result from operational expenses incurred from maintaining and
operating FAX machines, long distance costs for computers and routine
telephone conversations, as the Babbitt facility is not served by the statewide
watts system. Total operating cost savings are approximately $15 per year.
Finally, the consolidation of 3 staff members into the Hibbing office would
enable them to become more integrated and participate in more ongoing
Divisional programs without driving the long distances. currently required.

These long-term studies meet the Department’s statutory requirement of
developing knowledge for the regulatory decision-making required in
administration of its Mineland Reclamation Program. In addition, knowledge
gained on environmentally benign and cost effective disposal of mine waste
in Minnesota is an incentive to mining companies interested in developing
Minnesota’s ferrous and non-ferrous metallic minerals. Such development and
its associated economic impact in northeastern Minnesota cannot go forward
without this information.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):
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PROJECT TYPE (check one):

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

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

Handicapped. access (ADA)

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):Environmental Protection/Statutory Compliance

[Tk

bl bkl [ Bl ]

PRIOR COMMITMENT: __ No _X Yes
Laws 1988 , Ch _400 , Sec $

i_aws . Ch . Sec $

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___ No _X Yes When? 1991

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Drill Core Library and Reclamation
Demonstration Facility

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: 29000 20658

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
8,000 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
8,000 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
16,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

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

If so, please cite appropriate sources:
MN DNR Bureau of Engineering (St. Paul)

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

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

Change in Compensation ....... $ $ $
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ 2 $ 2 $ 2
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ $ (5) $ (5)
Change in Other Expenses . . ..... $ (10} $ (19) $ (19}
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 8) $ (22) $ (22)
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 0 0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont. d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99 '
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Acquisition {land and buildings) ................. $ 65 Cash:  Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 45
Construction . .......... P $ 400 X _ Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) ...... $
Data/Telecommunications ... ...........c0vv... $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

"~ Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $_ 2
Project Management . ...........citiinenenn $ X _ General Fund % of total _100
Project Contingency . . ... ... it vnnnnannns $ 20
Related Projects .. .... ... 0., $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $ 68
Inflation Adjustment (8.3%) ........... e $ 50 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECT COST ..... ...t innennn . $ 650 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session .......... $ 650 $ 650 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session .......... $ $ 650 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session .......... $ Federal funding

$
$ Local gov't funding
$

PROJECT TIMETABLE: : Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration

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

Planning/Programming .......... completed

Site Selection and Purchase ...... 7/94 1

Design . ....... ... 7/94 11/94 4

Construction .........cvvuue.. 6/95 8/95 2

Substantial Completion .......... 8/95 12/95 4

Final Completion . ............. 12/95

Agency Data Prepared by: Marty K, Vadis Assistant Director of Minerals 218/262-6767 07/16/93
Name ‘ Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: - )
‘ STRATEGIC SCORE
B The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be L .
. . Criteria Points
simultaneously appropriated.
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
B This project has been previously funded. The request does not clearly — — —
explain how prior funding was applied and used. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
' . . . . . Critical L f Functi Servi 0
B This request is for design work and pre-design work is not compiete. Admin ritica’ ~0ss of Tunchion or wervices
recommends that pre-design work be approved by Admin before commencing Prior/Legal Commitments 0
design work.
User/Non-State Financing 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Strategic Linkage 90
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Agency Priority 40
tion.
on Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal o]
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Customer Services Improved 40
The Governor recommends capital funds of $650,000 for this project. Operating Savings/Efficiencies o
Total Strategic Score 170
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 30
Design 45
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 20
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180} 69%




- This page intentionally left blank.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-1
Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-39
Dollars in Thousands ($137,.500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Fisheries Field Rehabilitation/Adaptation
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $665

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $115

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $250
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $300
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIQRITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 9 of 11 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

in accordance with the strategic plan "Directions”, $115 in funds are
requested for F.Y. 1994-95 for rehabilitation and improvement of Fisheries
field facilities in Hutchinson, Ortonville, Walker, and Ely. The costs for each
facility are: $47 for the Hutchinson office; $56 for the Ortonville office; and
$12 for the Walker office.

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

DNR Directions: We will invest in our human resources by supportling a
trained, equipped, productive and culturally diverse work force; and rehabilitat-
ing facilities and ensuring handicapped accessibility to all work sites. The long
range needs for Fisheries building rehabilitation and adaptation are $250 for
F.Y. 1996-97 and $300 for F.Y. 1998-99.

The requested projects would improve equipment storage capabilities and
provide needed improvements to Fisheries field offices. The following
information describes projects requested for F.Y. 1994-95.

The Hutchinson office is responsible for all fisheries management activities in
McClead, Sibley, Redwood, Renville, and Meeker counties. Activities include
lake and stream survey, warmwater fish stocking, environmental review, and
lake and stream management planning. Office activities include data analysis,
development of survey reports and management plans, and public relations.

The Hutchinson office also constructs most of the survey nets used by
fisheries statewide. Activities conducted in the laboratory would include
processing and identification of preserved fish specimens and other aquatic life
(invertebrates, aquatic plants, etc.) and preparation and analysis of fish scales
and spines for aging. These activities provide data necessary for completion
of biological lake and stream survey reports.

The Hutchinson field office needs a wet lab to improve warking conditions.
Personnel are required to work with chemicals and operate a bone cutting saw
which generates dust. At present, there is no counter space, sink space, or
venting to accommodate such work. This work is currently done in the office,
lunch room, shop, or bathroom resulting in safety concerns and loss of
efficiency. The wet lab would be 12 by 21 feet and would be constructed
within the existing building in a garage bay. Since there is more than ample
garage space available, the use of this space for a wet lab will not be a
problem.

The Ortonville office is responsible for all fisheries management activities in
Traverse and Bigstone counties and parts of Lac qui Parle and Yellow Medicine
counties. Activities include lake and stream survey, warmwater fish stocking,
environmental review, and lake and stream management planning. Office
activities include data analysis, development of survey reports and manage-
ment plans, and public relations.

The Ortonville office needs to be expanded to adequately house current
personnel and provide additional storage space. Currently, there are 416
square feet of office space in four rooms with six people. Subtracting the
space taken up by walkways, sink, counter, copying machine, etc., the
amount of usable space is 227 square feet or less than 38 square feet per
person. Of the four offices, two are occupied by one person each and two are
occupied by two people each. Most of the office records are currently stored
in the shop and bathroom areas. The proposed addition would increase total
office space by 476 square feet. Subtracting non-usable space would leave
a total of 666 square feet, or 111 square feet per person. With the proposed
improvement, two existing offices would be combined into one and two new
offices would be added resulting in a total of five rooms. Two of the rooms
would be occupied by two people each and two would be occupied by one
person each. The fifth room would be used as for meetings, record storage,
and hreaks.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

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

Currently the Ortonville office has about 3,700 square feet of indoor storage
space. About 2,500 square feet is taken up by three garage stalls and a shop
area, which leaves only 1,200 square feet for field equipment (such as nets,
motors, gas tanks), supplies, and records. In the winter, storage space is
rented for three boats and some years storage space is rented continuously for
one boat. the proposed storage building would increase storage space by
about 2,500 square feet. With the additional space, it would no longer be
necessary to rent winter storage space and all boats and vehicles could be
kept indoors maost of the time. All field equipment would be stored in the new
building, leaving the existing building for supplies and records. Some
deterioration of nets could be avoided because they could be dried indoors
instead of outdoors.

The Walker office is responsible for all fisheries management activities in parts
of Cass and Crow Wing counties. Activities include lake and stream survey,
warmwater fish production and stocking, environmental review, and lake and
stream management planning. Office activities include data analysis, develop-
ment of survey reports and management plans, and public relations.

The Walker area needs a heated area to store equipment and supplies that
cannot be frozen and to provide a heated workshop area. The project would
consist of partitioning an existing 78 by 30 foot cold storage building to
provide one 24 by 30 foot heated area. The building being partitioned is new
and was constructed to accommodate modification to heated storage (thermal
break in concrete floor, insulation under floor, and insulated doors). Equip-
ment, chemicals, and supplies that cannot be stored under frozen conditions
are currently stored in the basement which is also used as a heated workshop
area. Working in the basement contributes noise and dust to the office
environment.

Area fisheries headquarters are strategically located arocund the state to
provide centralized access to lakes and streams within each office’s jurisdic-

tion. In general, relocation of these offices to further statewide office

consolidation would result in a net loss of operating efficiency, unless the new
location provided as good or better access to the lakes and streams being
managed. In the case of the Hutchinson, Ortonville, Ely, and Walker fisheries
offices, there do not appear to be any existing state offices that would provide
logistically practical opportunities for co-location. However, there may be
opportunities for other state offices to co-locate with these fisheries offices

3.

if sufficient accommodations were developed. The improvements being
requested would be compatible with any future co-location to these offices.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE]:

The improvements being requested would not have a major impact on fisheries
operating budget. There would be a net increase of about $2 thousand
annually from increased heating costs at the Ortonville and Walker facilities.
The net savings from not having storage rental costs for the Ortonville office
are less than $1 thousand annually

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

PROJECT TYPE {check one): AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Hutchinson/Ortonville/Walker
__ Construction of a new facility for new, expanded or enhanced pro- STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:
grams or for replacement purposes.
X Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:
___ Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes. Existing Building
__ Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no 252/416/2,340 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

program expansion).
Project Scope

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
252/416/720 Gross Sqg. Ft. Renewal or Adaption

X Safety/liability 0 /476/ O Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

__ Hazardous materials

__ Asset preservation Final Building Size

_____ Operating cost reductions 252/892/2,340 Gross Sq. Ft.

___ Code compliance

__ Handicapped access (ADA)

_X  Enhancement of existing programs/services Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this

___ Expansion of existing programs/services project?

__ ‘New programs/services . ' Yes _ X _No.

__ Co-location of facilities '

_____ Other (specify): If so, please cite appropriate sources:

PRIOR COMMITMENT: _X No ___ Yes

Laws . Ch , Sec $ CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):
Laws ., Ch ., Sec $
F.Y. 94-95 F.Y.96-97 FE.Y. 98-99
PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: _X_No ___ Yes When? Change in Compensation ....... $ $__ $
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses ... $ 2 $ 2 $ 2
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ $_- $
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ $ $
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 2 3 2 $ 2
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ...
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Form E-3

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition {land and buildings) . ................ $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ '
ConStrUCTiON &+ v v vt e e e et e e e e e $ 665 X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.}) . ... .. $
Data/Telecommunications .. ................... $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check ail that apply):
Art Work {1% of construction) ................. $
Project Management . ...........c.ciivriieen. $ X __ General Fund % of total _100
Project CoNtingency . . . v v vt et i i e i e e e $
Related Projects .. ... ... it $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify}: ... .ovvvvnnn... $
inflation Adjustment (XXXX) . ... v v vt $ 0 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECT COST . ... ..t i it iieinennnn $ 665 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 115 $ 115 Appropriation Request {1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session . .......... $ 250 $ 115 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session ........... $ 300 $ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
(Mo./Yr.)  (Mo./Yr.) {(Months)
Plarining/Programming .. ........ )
Site Selection and Purchase ...... _
Design .......... ... ... ,
Construction . ................ 7/94 6/95 14
Substantial Completion .. ........
Final Completion ..............
Agency Data Prepared by: Steve Hirsch Eisheries Program Manager . 612/296-0791 07/21/93
Name Title Telephone Date -
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.'d)
A Fiscal Years 1994-99 '
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
@ This request is for construction work and the design work is not complete. L .
Criteria Points
& This request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
described.
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
8 Further cost planning is required to justify this request. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- User/Non-State Financing 0
tion. Strategic Linkage 60
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Agency Priority 20
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score. 170
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 30
Design 30
Cost Planning/Management 30
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180}) 50%
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"A" Ranked
Fisheries Projects

Sorted by Program
Title Total
Bldg - Rehab

18 Warm Stall Garage Walker Fish Mgm't 12,000

33 Ortonville Storage Building 18,000

32 Ortonville Fisheries Office Expansion 37,500

28 Hutchinson Wet Laboratory 47,250

- o
Total 4 114,750

~3 oy

> > > >

10
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Lac qui Parle WMA Offices and Hunter Contact Station
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $540

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $540
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Watson, Chippewa County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1594 Session only):

#

10 of 11 requests

'PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Construction of hunter contact and education center and offices within Lac qui
Parle Wildlife Management Area (WMA) to: 1) replace a grainery used since
1974 as a temporary contact station, and 2} co-location of wildlife personnel
presently leasing facilities in Appleton (384 sq. ft.), personnel from Lac qui
Parle WMA (office Space 1,080 sq. ft.} and personnel from Lac qui Parle State
Park (820 sq. ft.).

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

Lac qui Parle is the premier WMA in Southwestern Minnesota. This status is
a result of its location in relation to population centers, abundant populations
of wildlife, and capacity to provide high quality wildlife related recreation,
particularly goose hunting. A key part of its mission is to serve as a point of
introduction for thousands of Minnesotan’s to goose hunting and to educate
them about the biology and management of geese and hunting ethics This
mission has been greatly diminished due to the inadequacy of the contact
station. About 5,000 hunters use Lac qui Parle WMA's controlled goose hunt
building each year, and over 15,000 persons hunt geese in the West Central
Goose Zone.

Lac qui Parle headquarters is responsible for many wildlife activities for the
northern prairie portions of DNR Region 4. Inadequate office, storage, and
maintenance facilities substantially limits this function.

4.

An existing converted grainery for temporary use as a hunter contact station
has been used since 1974. A random drawing for Lac qui Parle goose hunting
blinds is held each morning of the 40-50 day controlled hunt to assure equal
access to goose hunting opportunities. Currently, more than 200 individuals
occupy a building area of less than 1,200 square feet. The grainery in its

- present condition can serve no other purpose other than to register hunters.

Meeting educational needs is virtually impossible. A new facility would
improve customer service, and provide presently needed handicapped access.
Offices in the proposed building would allow possible co-location of Parks and
Wildlife personnel in accordance with the state’s long-range plan to consoli-
date or co-locate agencies for improved efficiency and customer service.
Office space comprises about 55 percent of the scope and cost for this
project.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE]):

Without a new Lac qui Parle headquarters and goose hunter contact station,
the existing facilities would require upgrading to be handicapped accessible.
Modification of the existing grainery to meet handicapped accessibility require-
ments may not be possible. Development of this facility as proposed could
eliminate leasing expense at Appleton ($1,728.%/year), eliminate upgrading
and maintaining presently inadequate facilities in Lac qui Parle State Park and
WMA (est at $2,000.%/yr).

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Adequate parking facilities exist to service this building as proposed. Current
facilities are inadequate to fully meet public service needs particularly during
the controlled goose hunt. The space required to adequately serve the public
during the hunting season could also serve further public use during the
remainder of the year. Sportsmen’s clubs and other outdoor groups could be
encouraged to use the facility for meetings.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-2
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE {check one):

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

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

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

1k

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Hazardous materials

Asset preservation

Operating cost reductions

Code compliance

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

Co-location of facilities

Other (specify):

RalBasaalils

PRIOR COMMITMENT: ___ No _X VYes
Laws 1990 , Ch 610 , Sec 20 — $ 100*
Laws . Ch . Sec $

PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: ___ No _X_ Yes When? _1989, 1990
*Planning and working drawings

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: DNR 40212 LOP WMA; DNR 40201 LQP
WMA; DNR 40099 Parks

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
2,852 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

Project Scope
2,452 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
4,000 Gross Sqg. Ft. New Construction

Final Building Size
4,400 Gross Sg. Ft.

Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this
project?
Yes _ X _No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

E.Y.94-95 FE.Y.96-97 FE.Y. 98-

Change in Compensation ....... $ $ $
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . $ (2) $ 2 $ {2}
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ 2) $ 2) $ {2)
Change in Other Expenses . . . . . .. $ $ $
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 4 $ 4y $ {4)
Other: :

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 0 (0]
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3

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

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check onel:

PROJECT COSTS:

Acquisition (land and buildings) ................. $ 0 Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 90
CoNStruCtioN . . . v v v it e e e e e $ 400 X Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.) . ... .. $ 0
Data/Telecommunications . . .........c.vvvvr.n $ 0 DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Art Work (1% of construction}) ................. $ (0]
Project Management . ...........c.ivireneennn $ i (0] X General Fund % of total _100
Project CONtiNGeNCY .« - « v v v v vt ittt e et e e e e $ 50 .
Related Projects ... ..o v i ittt i i i i e e e e $ 0 User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): .................. $ 0
Inflation Adjustment {(XXXX) . .. v vt i ittt et $ 0] Source of funds
TOTALPROJECT COST .. ..o i vt i iineiennnns $ 540 FUNDING SOURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session ........... $ 540 $ 540 Appropriation Request {1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session ........... $ 0 $ 540 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session . .......... $ 0 $ Federal funding
. $_ Local gov't funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration
{Mo./Yr.) {Mo./Yr1.) {Months)
Planning/Programming .......... 07/94 09/94 3
Site Selection and Purchase ......
Desigh .....cciiiiiiennnnn 10/94 06/95 9
Construction . .. .vvevi i, 07/95 06/96 12
Substantial Completion ..........
Final Completion .............. 06/96

Agency Data Prepared by: Richard Carlson

Wiidlife Projects Coordinator

612/296-0705 07/21/93

Name

Title

Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE

B This project has been previously funded. The request does not clearly Criteri .
explain how prior funding was applied and used. fiteria Points

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
B Project pre-design work has been performed. This request does not
confirm that design work completed achieves the pre-design objectives. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
B The request’'s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
simultaneously appropriated. Prior/Legal Commitments o
B This project contains multiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design User/Non-State Financing 0
work be appro\{ed by Admin before commencing design work prior to legislative Strategic Linkage 30
review as required by 16B.335.

Agency Priority 20
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: -

Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 25
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Customer Services Improved 60‘
tion.

Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider using the Game and Total S .
Fish Fund as a source for debt service payments on this project. otal Strategic Score 135
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
The Governor recommends capital funds of $540,000 for this project. READINESS QUOTIENT

" Programming 30

Design 15

Cost Planning/Management 30

Facility Audit Supports the Request 0

Facility Alternatives Were Considered 0

Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 42%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form E-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: International Wolf Center Improvements
TOTAL PROJECT COST: $966

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $966
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): St. Louis County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

11 of 11 requests

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This would: expand the Intérnational Wolf Center’s (IWC) capacity for live
viewing; air condition the wolf-viewing part of the existing building; increase
and improve the highway and building signing; construct a garage/workshop/
storage facility and staging area for public field trips; build a trail between the
IWC and the BWCAW Dorothy M. Molter cabin; and enhance parking safety
and capacity through expansion, repaving, lighting and landscaping.

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

With the IWC up and running, it is apparent that several improvements to the
building would greatly enhance the ability of the IWC to draw, hold, and
interest visitors and make their visit more enjoyable. Some of these improve-
ments were proposed in the original plan, but funds were inadequate to
include them in the first phase of the project.. Others did not become appar-
ent until use of the building began.

Of greatest importance is the major expansion of the area for the public to
view the live wolves. The wolves are not only the greatest attraction of the
IWC, but they would aiso be the best reason for people to return year after
year. Currently visitors crowd together, around an 8 by 6 foot picture win-
dow to peer into the 1.5 acre enclosure. No more than 75 can comfortably
fit there, but upwards of 120 have tried to cram in, and others must turn
away, disappointed because they cannot see the wolves. It can be a hot and

unpleasant experience. Original plans called for a protrusion of the building
into the wolf enclosure, with all three sides of the protrusion having picture
windows. In addition, a second-story gazebo with a small open amphitheater
with a roof would have greatly increased the amount of viewing area.

Since then, an architectural consultant has suggested that an aerial board-
walk or walkway leading to a viewing platform be extended from this second
story into the wolf enclosure. Visitors could then exercise the option to view
wolves from the building, the second story, the walkway, or the platform.
Wherever the wolves were in the enclosure, they would be visible. The fact
that the enclosure includes a slope to a second higher level would allow a
level walkway to extend from the building’s second story gazebo.

It is also necessary to add air conditioning to the wolf viewing part of the
building; visitors spend considerable time there and it must be comfortable if
we expect them to return. Currently only the separately enclosed “Wolves
and Humans” exhibit is air conditioned.

Another improvement important to increasing the visitation of the center is
signage. Highway signs promoting the IWC and permanent signs, both
outside and inside the building, are important to help guide the public to the
building and to help maintain the quality of its image.

An outbuilding including a garage, workshop, storage area and staging area
for public field trips would be necessary for increased outdoor programs as
well as for general maintenance of the basic facility.

The famed BWCAW Dorothy M. Molter cabin rests only a short distance
from the new center. A well-established trail between the two sites would
bring a more interesting and complete north-country-living flavor to the tour-
ist.

Completing the supplemental funding package would be the improvement of
the parking lot, which may have become unsafe due to the popularity of the
Center. This should include expansion of the present parking lot {capacity =
52 vehicles) and repaving of it. On many days, the parking lot is full and the
drive up to it from the highway is also narrowed and unsafely filled to capaci-
ty. A small amount of lighting and landscaping of the parking lot and sur-
rounding areas weuld complete the IWC facility.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-39
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form E-1

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

Minimal - the center is operated and maintained on a lease arrangement with
the IWC.

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

PROJECT TYPE (check one}: AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: International Wolf Center (2-705)
__ Construction of a new facility for new, expanded or enhanced pro- STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:
grams or for replacement purposes.
X Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE: 17,000
____ ~Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handi-
capped access or legal liability purposes. ‘ Existing Building
____ Renewal of existing facilities or assets and CAPRA requests (no pro- 17,000 Gross Sq. Ft. (GSF)

gram expansion).
' Project Scope

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): 0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
: O Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
X Safety/liability 3,166 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction
__ Hazardous materials
__ Asset preservation Final Building Size
___Operating cost reductions 1,150 Gross Sq. Ft. Observation Area
__ Code compliance 2,016 Gross Sq. Ft. Outbuilding
____ - Handicapped access (ADA)
X Enhancement of existing programs/services Are there design standards or guidelines that apply to your agency and this
X - Expansion of existing programs/services ‘ project?
__ - New programs/services Yes __X__ No.
__ Co-location of facilities
____ Other (specify): If so, please cite appropriate sources:

PRIOR COMMITMENT: _X_ No __ Yes

Laws ., Ch . Sec $ CHANGES IN OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):
Laws . Ch , Sec $
~ F.Y. 94-95 F.Y.96-97 FE.Y.98-99
PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED: _X_No ___ Yes When? Change in Compensation ....... $ 0 $ 0 3 0
; Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ 0 $ 0o 3 0
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ 0 $ o $ 0
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ o $ o 0
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 0 0




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d) ‘
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
PROJECT COSTS: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
Acquisition (land and buildings) . ................ $ Cash: Fund
Consultant Services (pre-design and design) ........ $ 180
Construction . ... ... e e e e $ 650 X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt X Taxable
Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment (F.F. & E.} ... ... $
Data/Telecommunications .. .. ... ......c0vueuuon. $ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):-
Art Work (1% of construction) ................. $
‘Project Management . ... .........ouiirennn.. $ X __ General Fund % of total __100
Project Contingency . . . ... v i ittt i it e $ 65
Related Projects . .........ccut e $ User Financing % of total
Other Costs (please specify): . ............c0... $
Inflation Adjustment (7.9%) ................... $ 71 Source of funds
TOTALPROJECTCOST .. ...... . iiii i, $ 966 FUNDING SOQURCE:
Appropriation Request for 1994 Session .......... $ 966 $ 966 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
Appropriation Estimate for 1996 Session .......... $ 0 $ 966 State funding
Appropriation Estimate for 1998 Session .......... $ 0 $ Federal funding
o $ Local gov’t funding
PROJECT TIMETABLE: $ Private funding
Start Date End Date Duration :
(Mo./Yr.) {(Mo./Yr.) {(Months])
Planning/Programming . ......... 07/94 12/94 6
Site Selection and Purchase ......
Design ... ..t 01/95 _04/95 4
Construction .........c.vvuenn 05/95 11/95 6
Substantial Completion .. ........ 12/94 04/95 5
Final Completion .............. 05/95 06/95 2
Agency Data Prepared by: Bill Becker Planning Director/Special Projects 296-3093 11-1-93
Name Title Telephone ) Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form E-4
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
. . . . . . .
Thns request contains a collection of subprojects. All subprojects are Criteria Points
described. .
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
8 The request’s schedule objectives require that all funds requested be
simultaneously appropriated. ’ Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
) . Critical L f Functi Servi 0
B This project contains muiltiple stages. Admin recommends that pre-design fitica’ -0ss of "unchion or Services
work be approved by Admin before commencing design work prior to legisla- Prior/Legal Commitments 0
tive review as required by 16B.335.
User/Non-State Financing 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Strategic Linkage 30
This submission meets all the Department of Finance reguirements for project Agency Priority 20
qualification. -
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal o]
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION: Customer Services Improved 60
The Governor recommends capital funds of $966,000 for this project. Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 110
READINESS QUOTIENT
Programming 0
Design 0
Cost Planning/Management 0
Facility Audit Supports the Request 0
Facility Alternatives Were Considered o}
Readiness Quotient (Technical Score/180) 0%
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: State Park Betterment Rehabilitation
PROJECT COSTS: $8,850

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $2,850
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $3,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $3,000
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

1 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The State Park Betterment Rehabilitation Program exists to initiate major
rehabilitation of non-building facilities such as: campsite improvements, trail
surfacing, road repair and surfacing, parking area upgrading, and modifica-
tion and upgrading of utility systems. Also include in this program are
resource management improvements such as erosion control, lakeshore
stabilization and prairie restoration.

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

The state park water, timber and soil resources along with the recreational
infrastructure such as: campgrounds, picnic areas, trail systems, roads,
dams and bridges must be preserved and in some cases rehabilitated to
assure the future of the park system.

The long-range goal is to initiate and complete the identified resource and
rehabilitation projects over the next 10 years. The very nature of these
projects requires the work be accomplished primarily in the spring and fall
during low public use periods.

Projects included in the F.Y. 1994-95 request are as follows:

@ $750 for resource management projects in 25 state parks. These
projects include old field restoration, tree planting, erosion control and
prairie restoration,

@ $300 for trail rehabilitation projects involving 60 miles of hiking, ski and
horse trails. These projects would reduce safety hazards.

@ $1 million for campground rehabilitation and development in 20 state
parks. These projects would reduce resource degradation and eliminate
safety problems.

B $800 for road rehabilitation and bridge work throughout the entire park
system. These projects would eliminate road hazards.

We feel that this amount of funding is the maximum that could be
processed in a 2 year period given our engineering capabilities and the
seasonal nature of the work.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

We must continue to upgrade existing facilities. Delays in rehabilitation of
these facilities means much higher future costs.

Source: The goals are outlined in each State Park Management Plan, the
Division of Parks Capital Improvement Plan and the DNR's Directions 1993
Strategic Plan. .

The projects scheduled for completion with this funding are prioritized

through a rating system involving field and regional management and
represents the most urgent needs currently identified by the park system.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

c

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply):

Acquisition of State Assets
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments
Other Grants (specify):

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X __ Health and Safety

Provision of New Program/Services
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify):

1]

Agency Data Prepared by: John:'Strohkirch

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Cash: Fund

X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable

DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
X __ General Fund % of total _100

- User Financing % of total

Source of funds

FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 2,850 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___ 2,850 State funding
$ _ Federal funding
$_ . Local gov't funding
$. Private funding

Name

State Parks Developmen 12 -
Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- o ]
tion. Criteria Points
, Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $1,500,000 for this project. Also Critical L i F . Servi 0
included are preliminary recommendations of $2,000,000 in 1996 and ritical Loss of Function or Services
$2,000,000 in 1998. Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 80
" Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score | . 305
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Non - Buildings: Rehab / Adaption

Form G

P&R

id title div_rank cost cumulative
1344 Fort Snelling: water line replacement ( 3 70,313 70,313
1324 ltasca: replace water lines 5. 132,250 202,563
1300 Lake Carlos: sewer system rehab 6 67,500 270,063
1447 William O'Brien: replace existing water 18 86,250 356,313
1348 Zippel Bay: harbor rehab 19 38,813 395,126
1229 Afton: campground well rehab 20 22,500 417,626
1448 Wild River: trail rehab/erosion control 26 36,000 453,626
1222 Whitewater: trail rehab (phase 2) 28 65,218 518,844
1460 Temperance River: trail rehab (phase 1) 30 37,500 556,344
1302 St Croix: bridge rehab (phase 2) 33 270,000 826,344
1273 Sibley: trail rehab (phase 1) 36 54,000 880,344
1284 Sibley: maj. rehab of lakeview campgrnd 37 100,000 980,344
1436 Mille Lacs Kathio: trail rehab 49 37,500 1,017,844
1315 Maplewood: road rehab 54 71,875 1,089,719
1318 Lake Carlos: beach rehab 57 37,500 1,127,219
1411 Lake Bemidji: campground rehab 61 34,155 1,161,374
1341 Kilen Woods: trail rehab & erosion cont 62 17,250 1,178,624
1370 Soudan Undgd Mine: equipment rehab 66 15,000 1,193,624
1366 ltasca: road rehab 67 198,375 1,391,999
1434 Interstate: north end parking rehab 70 54,000 1,445,999
1247 Grand Portage: parking lot 72 37,500 1,483,499
1306 Sibley: utility system rehab 76 37,500 1,520,999
1386 Gilacial Lakes: campground rehab 77 37,500 ' 1,558,499
1279 Fort Ridgely: pave campground road 81 71,250 1,629,749
1285 Forestville: trail rehab (phase 2) 82 143,750 1,773,499
1359 Crow Wing: campground rehab 87 67,500 1,840,999
1385 Cascade River: pave entrance road 90 51,300 1,892,299
1443 Buffalo River: campground rehabilitatio 92 15,000 1,907,299
1418 Big Stone Lake: general rehab of park s 94 30,000 1,937,299
1240 Beaver Creek Valley: low water crossing 95 1 7,250 1,954,549
1469 Cascade River: trail rehab 101 30,000 1,984,549
1495 Father Hennepin: improved access 102 22,500 2,007,049
1477 Jay Cooke: picnic area rehab 104 15,000 2,022,049
1518 Scenic: campground rehab 107 87,500 2,109,549
1482 Statewide Resource Mgmt 108 745,200 2,854,749

35 Projects
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137.500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Well Sealing and Inventory on DNR Land
PROJECT COSTS: $2,100

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $500

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION:

$700

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $900
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide on DNR Land

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

2 of 21 requests

1.

. inspections.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

M.S. 1031.311 requires the commissioner of natural resources to inventory
wells on state property {of which the DNR owns about 95%) and to prepare
a plan and appropriation request to seal the inactive wells. This program
proposal addresses land and wells acquired prior to the 1989 legislation
mandating the sealing of inactive wells on state owned land; for any new
land acquisitions wells are sealed as part of the development process.

An inventory was completed on DNR land during the 1992-93 biennium.
There are 250 inactive {(known) wells that still need to be sealed. The
inventory also documented 941 former dwelling sites which must be
searched for wells which were not properly sealed when the buildings were
razed. It is estimated that search of these acquired lands and further work
on all sites statewide (1,500 estimated sites altogether) would result in
identification of another 1,000 wells that would also need to be sealed.
Therefore, the probable total number of known and unknown wells that
would need to be sealed is 1,250. It is estimated that over a 3 biennia
period with 3 staff and at a cost of $2.1 million dollars all known inactive
wells can be sealed and presently unknown welis can be located and
properly sealed. Three staff positions would be needed for additional site
searches (1,500 estimated sites), contract administration, and well sealing
During the first biennium 400 sites could be searched for
unknown wells and 200 known, inactive wells could be sealed for a total

cost of $500. In the second biennium it is estimated that 600 sites can be
searched and 450 wells sealed for a total cost of $700. In the third
biennium the remainder of the sites (500} can be searched and the rest of
the inactive wells (600) can be sealed for a total cost of $900. The biennial
breakdowns are as follows:

F.Y. 94-95
- 200 wells sealed (@ approx. $1/well} = $224
- 3 staff {two Hydro. 1’s and one Grad. Eng. 1, each @ $36/yr. w/fringe)

= $216
- expenses and other support (vehicles, travel, equip., etc.) = $60
Total = $500
F.Y. 96-97

- 450 wells sealed = $424

- 3 staff = $216

- expenses and other support = $60
Total = $700

F.Y. 98-99
- 600 wells sealed = $624
- 3 staff = $216
- expenses and other support = $60
Total = $900
Total Program Cost = $2,100

Previous appropriation of $250 to Fish & Wildlife is being used to seal 154
high priority wells on DNR land.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

DNR Directions: We will protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse
ecosystems, respect the natural world, and enhance the beauty of our
surroundings by protecting surface water and groundwater resources to
address increasing demand, user conflicts, and domestic, agricultural, and

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

The well sealing program contributes to several goals identified in Directions
for Natural Resources, Challenges for the Decade, January 1993, the DNR's
updated strategic plan document. These are: Protecting surface and
ground water resources; Ensuring that natural resources products and
services are available to meet the needs of society; Using cost-effective
methods to acquire land and develop facilities; and others. This program is
mandated by 1989 ground water legislation and will directly address public
health and safety. Legislative policy in M.S. 103H emphasizes prevention
of ground water contamination. Specifically, M.S. 103l requires owners of
unused wells to seal them to prevent ground water contamination. Within
DNR it is desirable to organize a department-wide effort to locate and seal
unused wells in order to give appropriate emphasis to this activity. Until
those wells are sealed, DNR is not in compliance with state law. The
systematic search statewide allows for highest priority wells to be sealed
first (those with greatest potential to introduce contamination into the
subsurface). By collaborating to get the wells located and sealed, the DNR
can share expertise between units and do a better job with fewer staff.

The Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR]) is requesting $500 for
grants to local government to seal wells on lands they own.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

If no action taken, DNR may be liable for costs of ground water cleanup; we
are currently not in compliance with state law or rules. We could be
exposed to much greater costs by not taking the initiative to locate and seal
these wells.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST ' Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) :

Fiscal Years 1994-99

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

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply):

Acquisition of State Assets
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments
Other Grants (specify):

T

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X Health and Safety
Provision of New Program/Services
Expansion of Existing Program/Services

all

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Cash:

X Bonds:

Fund

Tax Exempt __X Taxable

DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

X __ General Fund % of total _100

User Financing % of total

Source of funds

Other (specify): Requirement of State Law; we are not in compliance. FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 500 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$ 500 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Sarah Tufford Groundwater/WIS/Clim. Admin, 612/297-2431 07/93

Name Title

Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
A Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: S =
STRATEGIC SCORE

The state has a legal liability to seal known abandoned wells on state property. . ]

Note: This request contains direct personnel costs that the state would not Criteria Points

norma”y finance through debt issuance. Critical Life Safety - existlng hazards E 0

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 700

The Governor recommends $224,000 in capital funds for well sealing, plus Critical Loss of Function or Services 0

$276,000 from the General Fund in salary and supply/expense funds for 3 Prior/Legal Commitments 0

positions. Also included are preliminary recommendations of $500,000 in

1996 and $500,000 in 1998. User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 0
Agency Priority 0
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 0
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0

Total Strategic Score 700
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of Benefits from these projects related to the Department of Natural
PROJECT TITLE: Trail Rehabilitation and Adaptation Resources’ Directions strategic plan include:
PROJECT COSTS: $3,565
APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $ 965 - Aid public safety
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,000 - Rehabilitate facilities
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $1,600 - Improve service delivery
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide ) - Promote tourism.
All trails included in this proposal are supporting significant recreational use
AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only): and contribute to the mix of recreational opportunities statewide.
# 3 of 21 requests The Willard Munger State Trail draws visitors from an average distance of
over 60 miles. This average distance is quite high compared to many trails.
1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 1989 summer use figures estimated 41,000 people from May 21 to
September 9. During the winter, this trail services as an important linkage
Project includes rehabilitation of aging portions of four state trails: of trails to and from northeast Minnesota. No use figures have been
measured, but demand is high due to its strategic location.
Willard Munger State Trail $100
- rehabilitate and repair slumping railroad grade in high fill areas The Luce Line State Trail, located in the western metropolitan area,
v supports continuous, year-round use. The use pattern is week-long rather
Luce Line State Trail ) $350 than concentrated on weekends (only 32 percent). 1990 use from May 20
- rehabilitate bicycle and horse trails and repair bridges to September 8 was estimated at up to 66,300. No winter use figures
exist, but the trail supports both snowmobiling and cross-country skiing.
Sakatah Singing Hills Trail $365
- rehabilitate limestone surface to blacktop, Lime Valley to Use of the Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail has declined in recent years. It
Faribault (32 miles) is believed this decline is due to the deteriorated condition this proposal
would correct. 1990 use figures for May 20 to September 8 were only
North Shore State Trail $150 15,800, down from 30,000 to 40,000 during the mid-1980s.

- rehabilitate 15 to 20 bridges along entire length of trail
The North Shore State Trail is used by 15,000 to 20,000 snowmobilers per

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE year. It is a destination trail in that users would travel from southern

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN: Minnesota, lowa, and Wisconsin. Bridges are needed for safety and user

enjoyment. Initial bridge development in the late 1970s and early 1980s is

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor now in need of repair and improvement to handle today’s larger grooming
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor machines and faster snowmobiles.

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

Form G-1

In each case, a safety related problem would be corrected thus protecting
the State from tort liability. An added benefit would be a more enjoyable
experience for the public which would result in repeat visitors and improved
tourism economies and a more dynamic recreation industry throughout the
state. If these facilities are allowed to deteriorate, future use would
decrease.

No increase in base operating budget would be needed as a result of this
proposal.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The State has already developed the trails included in this proposal. They
are open for use but have developed problems that our normal maintenance
and operations cannot absorb. Therefore, special appropriations for large
scale rehabilitations are needed or they would not take place.

The attached plan titled Minnesota State Trails: Improvements for the
Future provides a complete listing of rehabilitation and adaption needs.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Acquisition of State Assets Cash:  Fund
X Development of State Assets
X __ Maintenance of State Assets E X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
_ Loans to Local Governments _ DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants (specify):
X __ General Fund % of total __100

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X__ Health and Safety

User Financing % of total

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services )
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 965 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)

$ 965 State funding

$_ Federal funding

$ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding

Agency Data Prepared by: Gordon Kimball Trail Program Coordinator 612/296-6693 07/22/93
Name Title : Telephone Date
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Form G-3

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont‘d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- ‘
tion. Criteria Points
- . . . Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider the snowmobile
account in the Natural Resources Fund as a source for debt service payments Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
on the North Shore State Trail portion of this request. . . .
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $965,000 for this project. The User/Non-State Financing 0
Governor further recommends that the snowmobile account in the Natural Strateaic Linkage 90
Resources Fund pay the debt service on the $150,000 North Shore State Trail gIc “inkag
portion of the request. Also included are preliminary recommendations of Agency Priority 80
$1,000,000 in 1996 and $1,000,000 in 1998.
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 60
O-perating Savings/Efficiencies 0
' Total Strategic Score 305

'
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Minnesota State Trails:
Improvements for the Future

State Trail Acquisition, Development, and Rehabilitation
Priorities and Opportunities
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THE BENEFITS OF TRAILS

Trails are today at the forefront of the recreation agenda. Federal, state and local units
of government are mobilizing their resources in response to growing grassroots support
for additional trail opportunities. Why? Trail oriented recreation is increasingly being
embraced by diverse constituencies including: trail user groups, tourism and economic
development interests, environmentalists, the transportation community and the public at-
large. ' )

Trails...

Provide opportunities for people to improve their physical and mental health.
Help to create jobs and spur local economic activity.
~ Secure abandoned railroad corridors for continued public use.
Provide alternative transportation and off-road travel options.
Provide habitat for plants and animals; greenspace for people.
Tie communities together, both physically and "in spirit".
Provide educational opportunities.
Foster a sense of civic pride and community well-being.
Link existing recreation lands and facilities.
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FORCES AFFECTING THE WAY TRAILS AND WATERWAYS
WILL DO BUSINESS |

There are a number of powerful forces at work in society today that together suggest the
need for timely action.

Variety of short term funding sources.

Currently, state trail acquisition and development efforts are supported by LCMR
appropriations, capital bonding and dedicated user funded accounts, in addition to State
General Fund dollars. Federal funding through various provisions of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) has opened the door to still more
possibilities and opportunities.

This diversity of funding sources creates new administrative complexities and timing
constraints as they challenge DNR/Trails and Waterways to match trail opportunities with
the most appropriate instrument for funding. These diverse sources will undoubtedly
push the Unit to change and expand its mission as it attempts to satisfy the purposes for
each of the funding sources.

Increased sophistication of trail user and trail advocate groups.

Organizations and individuals are increasingly participating in public processes to promote
their activities and secure facilities. The formation of the Minnesota Recreation Trail Users
Association (MRTUA) is one example. MRTUA was formed with representatives from
eight user groups to collaborate on common problems, and share information on their
needs and plans. They are the official state trail advisory group and serve as an official

advisory to the distribution of the National Recreation Trail Fund, another ISTEA provision. .

Another example is the Harmony - Preston Area Trail Commission. This commission is
a joint powers board formed to identify and secure a 17.5 mile trail that will connect to the
Root River State Trail. They have successfully identified and secured an alignment for this
trail.

This sophistication will increasingly affect the way that DNR/Trails and Waterways does
business. Simultaneously, more attention will have to be given to these articulate "voices"
while still attempting to provide a balanced product line for all of the people of Minnesota.
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Changing land use patterns.

® Railroad abandonments

The pace of railroad abandonments will decline in the future. Emerging public
policy directs they be preserved today for future options. Trails are a convenient
way to preserve them in the short and long run. DNR/Trails and Waterways will
need to cooperate with an ever-widening array of public and private interests as
it attempts to preserve these "conservation corridors."

° Consolidation of farms, decline of mining, growth of the state’s tourism economy.

Communities recognize that trails can provide a positive economic stimulus and
can enhance the local economic mix as more traditional businesses decline or
diversify. DNR/Trails and Waterways will need to become increasingly
sophisticated in economic development planning and impact analysis. As
Minnesota’s trail "expert", Trails and Waterways bears responsibility for generating
and publishing timely, accurate information regarding the costs and benefits of trail
development.

Trails for recreation and transportation.

Trails increasingly serve as an important part of the transportation infrastructure.
Bicyclists and pedestrians are using trails as an alternative to automobile travel. If trails
are to realize their potential as an integral part of the multimodal transportation system,
DNR/Trails and Waterways will need to anticipate this potential in planning, development
and seeking funding for new trails. Trails and Waterways must anticipate the
diversification of the role of trails.

Creation of innovative partnerships: between the public/private sector and among federal,
state and local governments.

Such partnerships are emerging as interest in trails grows and as public budgets shrink.
Trails and Waterways has. begun to forge new relationships and "do business" in
innovative and non-traditional ways.
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THE CONTEXT: SOCIAL TRENDS AFFECTING OUR PRODUCT MIX

Changing Demographics

Aging Population

Minnesotans are getting older. In fact, by the year 2000, fully 30% of state residents will
be between the ages of 35 and 54, a 50% increase over the number of persons in that
age group in 1986. In contrast, some 27% of Minnesotans will fall between the ages of
15 and 34, a 14% decrease from 1986.

Ethnic Diversity

Minnesota is becoming more racially and ethnically diverse. Minnesota’s minority
population grew 72% between 1980 and 1990. (This was the 4th highest rate of increase
of any state in the nation.) However, in spite of this rapid growth, the minority percent
of the state’s total population is relatively small at 6.3%. Only six other states have a
smaller minority population.

Household Trends

Minnesota households are continuing to become more diverse. In 1950, 77% of
households were comprised of married couples. This percentage declined to 57% in
1990. Single parent households and other non-traditional living arrangements have
become much more prevalent.

Migration

A few areas of the state are experiencing an increase in population: the Twin Cities, St.
Cloud, Rochester and a corridor of counties in central Minnesota. Most counties have
experienced a decrease in population.

Changes in Recreation and Leisure Patterns

Demand for Trails

Participation in trail recreation will continue to increase. Demand for trail activities will
grow into the future. Walking/hiking, and biking are among those activities projected to
have the greatest increase in hours of participation into the year 2000.
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Leisure Time
Minnesotans feel increasingly pressed for time, as growth in leisure time has stagnated,
even reversed, in recent years. And, as ways to spend leisure time have multiplied.

The pattern of how available outdoor recreation time will be used has changed. Shorter
trips, closer to home are replacing the longer 2 week family vacations. Minnesotans stay
within 30 minutes from home for almost 75% of their total outdoor recreation time. They
are willing to travel an hour or more for 22% of their recreation activities.

Emerging and changing recreational equipment and technology.

Today, in-line skates, all terrain vehicles, mountain bikes and roller skis are relatively new

to the recreation market. What will tomorrow bring? New recreational products and
technologies are being continually developed and refined. The Trails and Waterways Unit
‘must respond to these new trail uses by accommodating use on our existing facilities or
by providing new facilities. If uncontrolled, new uses can impact trail facilities and lead
to conflicts with more established uses and user groups.

Responding to the needs of motorized trail users is an urgent need. Motorized trail uses
have become increasingly well organized and articulate. Trails and Waterways must
accommodate motorized trail users by developing appropriate programs and facilities.
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IMPLICATIONS

Trail recreation is well suited to meet the needs of Minnesota’s changing population. As
the population shifts towards larger numbers of older citizens, trails can offer the
opportunity for safe, accessible activities such as walking or bicycling essential for
maintaining health and a high quality of life. The increasingly urbanized society is looking
for close to home opportunities, as well as longer distance vacation activities.

Based on all of these changes in demographics and leisure patterns, more people may
be seeking facilities and programs that provide group dynamics other than those based
on the traditional family. More people may be participating in activities they can do alone.
Trail recreation can provide opportunities for both groups and individuals.

The following criteria for acquisition, development, and rehabilitation were developed,
based on the previously discussed forces at work in society and societal trends.

1. Completeness - Priority was given to those projects that extend, link, or upgrade
existing trails to make these trails more meaningful and complete.

2. Destination - Priority was given to those projects that provide connections
between major population or service centers.

3. Opportunity - Priority was given to those projects that take full advantage of local
political support, that leverage available funds, that harness trail user support, that
build upon other desirable projects or partnerships, and those projects that are
developed in responsé to pending rail abandonments.

4, Tourism - Priority was given to those projects that encourage increased local
tourism and spur desirable economic development.

5. Integrity of Facilities - Priority was given to those projects that protect existing
investments.
6. Improvements - Priority was given to development and rehabilitation projects that

improve existing trail conditions and correct deficiencies.

Following are Trails and Waterways priorities for state trail acquisition/development and
rehabilitation. This list is preliminary and subject to revision.

An-inventory of other acquisition opportunities is listed as well.
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SEGMENT

TRAIL COUNTIES DNR REGION MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Paul Bunyan State Trail Baxter to Lake Bemidji State Crow Wing, Cass, 1&I 100 $6,000,000
Park : Hubbard, Beltrami
Root River State Trail Rushford to Houston Fillmore, Houston \ 125 $1,488,000 Acquisition in progress.
Glacial Lakes State Trail Willmar to Richmond Kandiyohi, Stearns v 36 $2,000,000
Blufflands System Isinours/Preston/ Fillmore A 17.5 $1,893,000
Harmony
Willard Munger State Trail Barnum to Carlton Carlton 1] 17 $1,080,000
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway extension into Ramsey Vi 3-4 $3,000,000 Includes 1.2 million for
' downtown St. Paul Phase 1: Arlington to
Cayuga
North Shore State Trail Grand Marais - Grand Portage Cook ] 40 $450,000 Matching USFS §,
strong local support.
$250,000 for bridges.
Blufflands System Houston to Caledonia Houston \ $2,128,000
Minnesota Valley Trail - Fort Snelling State Park to Carver; Hennepin, v, Vi $1,500,000
LeSeur Sibley, Scott
Heartland State Trail Walker to south of Cass Lake Cass | 16 $1,200,000 Surface with asphalt.
Arrowhead State Trail Ericksburg to International Koochiching li 10 $70,000 Strong local support,
Falls includes bridge over
Rat, Root Rivers.
Gandy Dancer Danbury to Foxboro Pine, Carlton n 31 $100,000
Casey Jones State Trail Pipestone v 12
Luce Line State Trail Winsted to Hutchinson McLeod \Y/| 15 $500,000
= Cloquet to Saginaw Carlton, St. Louis 1l 10 $50,000 Local interest by
' - township/SLRB
® Carlton to Wrenshall Carlton i 4 $45,000

Blading, erosion
control. .

* Unnamed Segments
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Luce Line State Trail Plymouth to Winsted Hennepin, Carver Vi, IV 32 $608,000 Rehabilitate ($483,000)
bike and horse trails
and bridge repairs
($125,000).
Willard Munger State Trail Carlton to Duluth Carlton 1] 31 $172,500 Rehabilitate Duluth
slumps.
North Shore State Trail Duluth to Grand Marais St. Louis, Lake, Cook I 152 $201,250 Rehabilitate North
Shore Trail bridges.
Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail Mankato, Faribault Blue Earth, LeSueur, v,V 37 $849,200 Replace limestone
Rice surface with asphalt.
Heartland State Trail Park Rapids to Walker Hubbard, Cass | 28 $1,300,000 Rehabilitate
deteriorated ashpalt
surface. Resurface and
widen.
Taconite State Trail Grand Rapids - Coleraine tasca I 5 $33,700 Reroute, improvement
for multiple use.
North Shore State Trail Ross Creek reroute St. Louis ] 4 $37,500 Reroute to avoid
wetlands.
Willard Munger State Trail East Segment Pine, Carlton i 35 $33,700 Reroute and repair.
® Pengilly - Alborn St. Louis, tasca i 39 $49,200 Grading & bridge

decking.
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Root River State Trail Money Creek Woods to Houston \ 6.5 $12,000
Houston
Blufflands System Isinours/Preston/Harmony Fillmore \4 17.5 $107,000
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway extension into . Ramsey vi 34
downtown St. Paul
Blufflands System Houston to Caledonia Houston Y 14 $36,000
Minnesota Valley Trail v Acquisition of
segments pending or
in progress.
Paul Bunyan State Trail Beltrami County Line to Lake Beltrami | 9
Bemidji State Park
Taconite State Trail Grand Rapids to Coleraine Grand Rapids Il 7 $40,000 On many parcels, trail
is on mining or paper
Taconite State Trail Coleraine to Ely Grand Rapids 1 160 $200,000 company fands, with

permit only.
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION | MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway to William O’Brien Washington vi 11
State Park

Blufflands System LaCrescent-Hokah Houston Vv 55
Blufflands System Houston-Hokah Houston A 12.5
Blufflands System Caledonia - Spring Grove Houston vi 10
Blufflands System Spring Grove - Harmony Houston, Fillmore Vi 20
Superior Vista Duluth - Two Harbors St. Louis, Lake ] 29

® Bemidji to Oklee Beltrami | .50
Clacial Lakes State Trail New London - three St. Parks * | Douglas, Pope, LV 140

Kandiyohi

= Villard to Starbuck Pope | 15
Willard Munger State Trail through Duluth St. Louis [ 8

* Grand Rapids to Schley » ltasca, Cass I, 34

® Brainerd to McGregor Aitkin, Crow Wing i, 1 50

hd Grand Portag’e to International Cook, Lake, St. Louis, il 220 ’

Falls Koochiching
Willard Munger State Trail Hinckleyi via the St. Croix Washington, Chisago, i, vi - 85 Feasibility has been
Pine studied.
* Collegeville to St. Cloud Stearns n 12
® Little Falls to St. Cloud Benton, Morrison n 30
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION | MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Brainerd to Camp Ripley Crow Wing o 20 Extension of Paul
: Bunyan State Trail to
Crow Wing State Park.
Avon to Fergus Falls Stearns, Todd, 1] 100
Douglas, Ottertail
Pine Island to Red Wing Olmsted, Goodhue v 32
St. Paul - LaCrescent Dakota, Goodhue, 140
Wabasha, Winona,
Houston v, vi
Northfield to-Faribault Rice v 13 Extends Sakatah Trail
Faribault to Blooming Prairie Rice, Steele Vv 34
Rochester to Stewartville Olmsted Vv 13
Preston - Forestville Fillmore \ 9
Fountain to Spring Valley Filimore \ 14
Blooming Prairie to Austin Mower ) 15
Lanesboro-Brightsdale Unit Fillmore \ 3
Spring Valley to Stewartville Fillmore, Mower, \ 12
Olmsted
Luce Line to Theodore Wirth Hennepih -V 6 Importaht connection
Park, Mpls. between recreation
units
Maplewood through White Ramsey, Washington vi 8 Possible route for
Bear Lake-Hugo Willard Munger State
Trail, St. Paul to
Forest Lake to Hugo Washington vi 7

Duluth.

PAGE B-112




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST v Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Dam Repair/Reconstruction/Removal
PROJECT COSTS: $8,350

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $4,350
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $2,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $2,000
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only}:

# 4 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Minnesota Statutes 103G.511 makes the Commissioner responsible for
managing and maintaining publicly owned dams, and provides for a state
matching grant program to local governments. There are over 600 dams
owned by the state, cities, counties and watershed districts. Most of these
dams are over 50 years old and require ongoing maintenance and repair.
Emergency repairs must be done when partial or complete dam failures
occur in order to protect public safety and prevent additional damages. This
request includes 5 specific projects for the F.Y. 94-95 biennium and outlines
long-term funding needs for dam management.

1. Emergencies and Small Dam Maintenance and Repairs {$400)

This would provide funds for responding to emergency repair needs and
for repairing about 10 dams. Small dam repair projects typically cost
less than $100 each. These dams maintain lake levels or control
reservoirs on streams. Projects in FY 94-95 could include Medicine
Lake, Peltier Lake, Pike River, and Games Lake. Local governments
own the Medicine Lake and Peltier Lake dams and would provide local
match.

2. Coon Rapids Dam Repair ($2,500 grant)
Major repairs to an important dam located on the Mississippi River. The

Suburban Hennepin Regional Park Reserve District owns the dam and
would provide $2,500 matching funds. The impoundment is heavily
used for recreation and has over 300 residences along the shoreline.

3. Mud-Goose Lake Dam Reconstruction ($500)
Reconstruct deteriorated spillway of state owned dam that impounds
a 2,300 acre wildlife and wild rice area. Located on the Leech Lake
River near Deer River, the dam is unsafe to operate and frequently
becomes clogged with bog due to inadequate discharge gates.

4. Kettle River Dam Removal ($250)
The existing state owned dam located in Banning State Park would be
removed because the usefulness of the dam does not justify the
$300+ repair cost. Removal would restore the natural rapids, is
compatible with the Wild and Scenic River designation of the Kettle
River, and would eliminate state liability for future repair costs.

5. Zumbro Lake Dam Repair ($700 grant)
Matching funds for major repairs to a large high hazard dam owned by
the Rochester Public Utility, which would provide $700 matching funds.
The dam generates 2,300 kilowatts of electricity and impounds an
important multi-purpose reservoir.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

This request contributes to several goals identified in Directions for Natural
Resources, Challenges for the Decade, January 1993, the DNR’s updated
strategic plan document. These are: Maintaining programs that contribute
to community safety; Supporting opportunities for sustainable resource
development and recreation that benefits state and local economics: and
Developing partnerships with citizens, other government agencies, and
businesses. '

This request is part of a long-term program to maintain Minnesota’s public

dams, which are a vital part of the state’s aging infrastructure. These dams
control water levels on many significant lakes and rivers providing benefits
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

to tourism, recreation, fishing, wildlife, water supply and the state’'s
economy. For example, Mille Lacs, Minnetonka, and Ottertail Lake all
depend on dams to maintain their water levels and consequently their
surrounding property values. Proper maintenance would prevent dam
failures and reduce long-term repair costs. Funding is also needed to
provide for removal of dams in cases where they no longer provide
significant public benefits. Existing general operating budgets do not
include funding to maintain our infrastructure of public dams.

3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

A consistent, long-term funding approach is needed to keep public dams
from deteriorating. The magnitude of long-term funding needed for dam
rmaintenance is about $1 million annually for the foreseeable future. Long-
term needs are outlined below.

50-YEAR FUNDING NEEDS FOR MAINTENANCE
OF PUBLICLY OWNED DAMS ($000’s)

State Owned Dams

35 projects at $400 = $ 14,000
320 projects at $50 = 16,000
20 removals at $200 = 4,000
15 emergencies at $200 = 3,000

Subtotal = $ 37,000

Locally Owned Dams (matching funds)

20 projects at $250 = 5,000
150 projects at $40 = 6,000
*5 removals at $200 = 1,000
10 emergencies at $100 = 1,000

Subtotal = $_13.,000

Total = $ 50,000

*100% state funding assumed
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

User Financing % of total
X Health and Safety ]
Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 4,350 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$__ 4,350 State funding
$ Federal funding
$__ 3,300 Local gov't funding
$ Private funding

Agency Data Prepared by: Mel Sinn Administrator/Surface Water & Hydrology 612/296-4806 07121/93
Name Title . ] Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST - Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion. Criteria Points
Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
‘ Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
The Governor recommends $3,650,000 in capital funds to cover the first 4 . . .
priority projects of this request. Also included are preliminary recommendations Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
of $3,500,000 in 1996 and $3,500,000 in 1998. Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 63
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 80
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies o]
Total Strategic Score 348
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Flood Hazard Mitigation Grants

PROJECT COSTS: $10,949

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $2,949
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $4,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $4,000
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 5 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Flood Hazard Mitigation Grant Assistance Program was created to
provide cost-sharing grant assistance to local government units to prevent
or alleviate future flood damages. This request includes funding for seven
projects located in the City of Stillwater, the City of Chaska, the Red Lake
Watershed District, the City of Houston, the City of Winona, the City of
Rochester and the City of Browns Valley for the 1994-35 biennium. Not all
of these areas were affected by the floods of 1993 but Stillwater, Chaska
and possibly Winona would have benefitted from having completed flood
control projects in place. Also included in this request is funding to help
cost share funds that would become available from the federal flood hazard
mitigation program following the 1993 flood. These projects would
contribute to our long term goal of eliminating flood damages in urban areas
and reducing damages in rural areas.

The flooding across southern Minnesota in 1993 reminds everyone that
flooding is still a severe problem. It is estimated that average annual flood
damages in Minnesota are $60-70 million. The 1993 flood alone is
estimated to have caused almost $500 million in damages in Minnesota. It
would never be possible to eliminate all flood damages in the state but there
are many areas where flood damages can be reduced or eliminated. The
Corps of Engineers {COE) developed some figures on the damages
prevented by completed COE flood control projects during the 1993 flood-
$2.8 million in Henderson (the state assisted Henderson with the non-

federal share of project costs), $63 million in Mankato, $330 thousand in
South St. Paul and $4.6 million in St. Paul. This is over $70 million in
damages prevented in just four communities.

The floods of 1993 proved that flood control projects can be effective
where they are properly implemented and maintained. The 1993 floodsalso
demonstrated that non-structural measures such as acquisition/relocation
and floodplain zoning can be effective. Significant interest in the flood
hazard mitigation grant program has been generated by the 1993 flood
because many projects implemented in the past did help to prevent flood
damages. Homes that were constructed according to the floodplain zoning
requirements typically sustained little if any damage.

There are a large number of homes and businesses (approximately 17,000)
that were built before floodplain zoning regulations were in place. Many
bridges, culverts and stormwater systems built before the mid-1970’s were
designed to handle 10, 20 or 50 year floods - not the big floods that cause
so much damage. Cropland damage would always be high from summer
floods. There is less federal assistance for flood control projects. Federal
budgets have been reduced, priorities have changed, project planning and
implementation takes a long time and local interests are expected to pay a
much larger share of the cost. (Cost-share is now 75% federal/25% non-
federal. It used to be 90% federal/10% non-federal).

The State has established two programs to prevent flood damages. In 1969
the Floodplain Management Act was passed (M.S. 103F). This law requires
the DNR to help local governments administer and enforce local floodplain
zoning ordinances. These ordinances require that new homes and
businesses be protected from the 100 year flood. This is usually accom-
plished by elevating the structure on fill so that flood water from these large
floods can not come into contact with the structure. This program has been
very effective where it is properly administered and local governments are
to be commended for properly administering these ordinances.

In 1987 the Flood Hazard Mitigation Grant Assistance Program was
established in M.S. 103F.161. This program allows the DNR to make 50%
state/50% local cost-sharing grants to study and implement measures that
would reduce or eliminate flood damages in the future. The program is
divided into 2 parts - small grants and large grants. Small grants are under

PAGE B-117




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1 f

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

$75 and are generally used for studies that lead to projects or for imple-
menting very small projects. The DNR currently has an appropriation of
$160 per year for small grants. Large grants are for amounts over $75 and
are used to implement flood damage reduction projects. Proposals for large
grants are submitted by DNR to the Governor and the Legislature for
approval. Since 1987 over 80 grants totalling almost $8 million have been
made to local governments to conduct flood control studies, to acquire
flood-prone homes, to construct dams and impoundments, to build levees,
to improve stormwater management systems, to help pay for the non-
federal share of federal flood control projects and to help cost-share federal
hazard mitigation activities following Presidentially declared disasters.

The projects included in this proposal would help to continue this program
of state assistance for the implementation of flood damage reduction
projects that can help reduce the economic, social and environmental
impacts of severe flooding. Details about each of these projects are
-contained on the next page of this document.

It should be noted that a number of priority impoundment projects in the
Red River Valley are not proposed for funding at this time pending
completion of joint federal-state studies to determine the cumulative
environmental impacts of the impoundment construction program in the Red
River Valley. These studies should be completed within two years.

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

DNR Directions: We will create safe, friendly, and caring communities by
maintaining programs that contribute to community safety.

The flood hazard mitigation grant program contributes to several goals
identified in Directions for Natural Resources, Challenges for the Decade,
January 1993, the DNR’s updated strategic planning document. Theseare:
Maintaining programs that contribute to community safety; Developing
partnerships with citizens, other government agencies, and businesses; and
Developing plans that guide budgets and programs and enable the
department to respond to public and ecosystems needs. The completion of
these projects would alleviate and in some cases eliminate the flooding in
the areas where they are implemented. Flooding problems in Chaska,

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL]): iﬁ

Winona and Browns Valley should essentially be eliminated by the
implementation of these projects. The Stillwater, Red Lake Watershed
District and Rochester (not the Corps of Engineers project) should reduce
flood damages over existing conditions. All of the projects have been
subjected to an alternatives analysis and the current project proposals are
either the most feasible or only feasible projects under the current situation.
The financing options for these projects are limited. The option is that local
units pay all of the cost or all of the non-federal (Chaska, Winona and
Stillwater) cost to implement the flood control projects. The proposal
assumes that the state should provide cost-share assistance to alleviate the
cost burden on the local communities.

5T

The major consequence of taking no action is, at least, that completion of
projects may be delayed several years or may not be completed at all. This
would mean that the current level of flood damages in these areas would
be maintained for at least some period of time. The state has previously
committed funds to most of these projects, but additional amounts of
funding are needed to complete the projects. The only project that is not
scheduled for completion with funding this biennium is Rochester where the
funding is for Phase 1 of 4 separate phases. For most projects state cost-
sharing of 50% has been requested. The City of Chaska has requested

. about 20% state assistance for the non-federal cost of their project. Grant

criteria are essentially identified in M.S. 103F.161. Some of the major
criteria include: what other flood damage reduction activities have been
implemented by the local government unit, can the project be implemented,
would it reduce flood damages, would the project affect areas that flood

‘often, is the project cost effective, do people support it; would there be a

lot of adverse environmental impacts, is the local unit effectively administer-
ing their floodplain zoning ordinance, is the project part of a city or county
local water plan, does the community have the capability to implement the
project without any state assistance, and what is the total cost of the
project. These factors in addition to the availability of federal funds have
been used to prioritize projects.

It is estimated that $30 million in flood hazard mitigation grants over the
next 15 years would be needed to significantly reduce the average annual
flood damages from the current level of $60-70 million. Funding at this
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’'d.)

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

Form G-1

level is needed to meet our overall goal of eliminating flood damages to
homes and businesses. Funding at a lower level extends the time that is
needed to meet the goal. The most critical need, however, is to have a
consistent level of funding so that the Department and local governments
can plan for and schedule the implementation of flood damage reduction
projects. This would not eliminate flood damages because there would
always be a certain amount of agricultural, road, culvert, bridge, erosion and
business disruption damages that would continue to occur. It should,
however, eliminate or at least significantly reduce the flood damage to
homes and businesses. There would always be some people who would
continue to live and work near rivers where floods would continue to occur
but proper floodplain zoning and flood insurance should reduce the
economic impacts of these activities.
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Project Name and Description

Total Project
Cost

Federal Cost

Local Cost

State Cost
Total

State $
Appropriated
to Date

Additional
State $
Requested

CITY OF CHASKA

The Corps of Engineers has designed and is con-
structing a large earthen levee and interior drainage
project to protect 497 structures in the city from a
100 year flood. Flood insurance would no longer be
required for structures protected by the levee. Com-
pletion 1996.

41,200

30,900
75%

8,294
20%

2,006
5%

706

1,300

RED LAKE WATERSHED DISTRICT - GOOD LAKE
IMPOUNDMENT .

This is a joint project between the District and the
Red Lake Board of Chippewa Indians to collect and
impound floodwaters to protect 8000 acres of crop-
land from frequent flooding and to contribute to
overall flood damage reduction in the Red River
Basin. Completion 1994.

1,800

900
50%

900
50%

550

350

CITY OF WINONA - GILMORE CREEK

The Corps of Engineers has designed and would
construct a levee along Gilmore Creek and impound
flood water in Bollers Lake to further reduce the
potential for flooding in the City. The City is al-
ready protected from flooding from the Mississippi
River but flood flows on Gilmore Creek can over-
flow and flood parts of downtown from behind the
levee. The Gilmore Creek Project would protect
331 structures in the city from a 100 year flood
event. Flood insurance would no longer be required
for structures protected by the project. Estimated
Completion 1996.

4,100

3,082
75%

509
12.5%

509
12.5%

209

300

CITY OF HOUSTON LEVEE PROJECT

The Corps of Engineers has designed and is ready
to implement an earthen levee and interior drainage
project to protect the City from 100 year floods on
the Root River. This project would protect 312
homes plus businesses and would remove the flood
insurance requirements for these structures. Esti-
mated completion 1996.

5,872

4,404
75%

734
12.5%

734
12.5%

300

434
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Project Name and Description

Total Project
Cost

Federal Cost

State Cost
Total

State $
Appropriated
to Date

Additional
State $
Requested

CITY OF STILLWATER - FLOOD WALL
IMPROVEMENTS

Stillwater has a floodwall along the St. Croix River
that protects it from very minor floods and prevents
major erosion problems. The flood wall built in the
1930’s is now in need of major repair. The City
has asked Congress to appropriate funds for the
Corps to reconstruct and repair the wall without
going through the COE long planning process. The
wall would also be extended and the earthen berm
behind it would be raised to provide 50 year flood
protection to the City. This would help to reduce
damages to 81 structures in the 100 year flood-
plain. Estimated Completion 1995.

3,200

2,400
75%

Local Cost

400
12.5%

400
12.5%

200

200

CITY OF ROCHESTER - MAYO RUN PHASE |

The Mayo Run Watershed is a developing area in
the southeast quadrant of Rochester that has a
history of significant flooding problems. A consul-
tant analyzed the problem and came up with a 4
phase program of stormwater retention ponds to
eliminate the problem. All 4 phases would cost
about $2,000 to implement and would protect
1,568 acres of existing and planned new develop-
ment. Funds in this request are only for Phase |.
Phase | Completion 1995.

520

260
50%

260
50%

260

CITY OF BROWN VALLEY RETENTION AND
DIVERSION PROJECT

The City is flooded by the Little Minnesota River
and from water from an unnamed coulee. An im-
poundment is proposed for the unnamed coulee and
a high flow diversion channel is proposed to route
floodwater from the Little Minnesota River around
the City. The Project, when completed, would
provide 100 year flood protection to 113 structures
located in the flood plain and eliminate the require-
ments for flood insurance for these structures. Esti-
mated Completion 1995.

1,060

530
50%

530
50%

425

105




State $ Additional
Total Project State Cost | Appropriated State $
Project Name and Description Cost Federal Cost Local Cost Total to Date Requested
FEDERAL HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM ? ? ? ? 0] ?
FOR THE 1993 FLOOD DISASTER 50% 25% 25%

Following a Presidential Disaster Declaration, the
Federal Emergency Management Agency allocates
funds equivalent to 10% of the public damages for
hazard mitigation activities. This program was
authorized by the 1989 Stafford Act and funds
under this program were first used following the
disaster declaration in the Red River in 1989.
Grants are 50% federal/50% non-federal. In 1989,
the legislature authorized funds for the Department
to cost-share on one-half of the non-federal share
of project costs. Specific projects have not been
identified yet.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X Health and Safety v

Provision of New Program/Services . Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services

Other (specify): v FUNDING SOURCE:

User Financing % of total

1]

$ 2,949 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session}
$__ 2,949 State funding
$__20,398 Federal funding
$__ 5,827 Local gov't funding

$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Joe Gibson Supervisor Floodplain/Fed, Coord, 612/296-2773 07/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAl__ BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- STRATEGIC SCORE
tion. Criteria Points
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor recommends $1,950,000 in capital funds to cover the first 3 Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
priority projects of this request, plus an additional $400,000 for projects Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
associated with the 1993 summer floods. Also included are preliminary :
recommendations of $2,000,000 in 1996 and $2,000,000 in 1998. Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 126
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 80
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 376
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST | Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Forestry Roads and Bridges

PROJECT COSTS: $4,634

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $1,034
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,800
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $1,800
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 6 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

M.S. 89.002 Subd. 3 requires the Commissioner of the DNR to provide a
system of forest roads and trails which provides access to state forest land
and other forest land under the commissioner’s authority which is adequate
to permit the commissioner to manage, protect, and develop those lands
and their forest resources consistent with the forest resource policy, and to
meet demands for forest resources.

The Division of Forestry maintains 2,064 miles of roads which serve the 4.6
million acres of state forest lands. These roads also serve several million
acres of county, federal and private forest lands. The system of gravel
roads provides access to the state’s forest resources and supports two of
the state’s largest industries: forest products and tourism. In a recent study
of the traffic on state forest roads in Minnesota, recreational and other local
use of these roads was shown to be approximately 97 % of the total traffic.

This project proposal would replace 4 of the approximately 60 bridges in
the state forest road system, and reconstruct several miles of existing forest
roads to safely meet current and projected use and load levels. The project
would also construct several miles of new forest road to provide critical
access to state forest lands for resource management and recreation.

B $663 to reconstruct 58 miles of state forest road (primarily Class 3 and
4, see attached standards);

B $140 to resurface 21 miles of state forest road (primarily Class 3 and 4};
@ $152 to replace 4 bridges on state forest roads;
& $79 to construct 3.5 miles of new state forest road (Class 5 and 6).

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.

DNR Directions: We will use natural resources to create and share wealth
for Minnesota by ensuring that natural resource products and services are
available to meet the needs of society, consistent with our commitment to
sound-environmental management.

Minnesota Forest Resources Plan: Identify, develop, and maintain a safe,
efficient forest transportation system that provides access to protect,
manage, and use Minnesota’s forest resources.

The existing state forest road system is a capital asset worth more than
$10 million. Regular maintenance and resurfacing reduces the need for
costly reconstruction in the future. Funding is needed to supplement
dedicated gas tax dollars and other annual appropriations for critical
rehabilitation of portions of the state forest road system, and major bridge
repair to bring facilities up to required use and safety standards.

The Division of Forestry currently receives $250 to $275 each vyear in
dedicated state gas tax dollars, all of which is needed for state forest road
maintenance. In addition, the division received an additional $300 per year
(for FY 1994 and FY 1995) for the state forest road program from the
Focus on Forests budget initiative included in the 1993 Environment and
Natural Resources Appropriations Bill (Chapter 172): $250 of this would be
used for state forest road maintenance. Currently, there are no general
funds available for state forest road construction, reconstruction, major
resurfacing, or bridge replacement. Federal BWCA (expired} and state
bonding dollars have, in recent history, provided most of the funding for
these activities.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

The capital budget request for the FY 1994-35 biennium is needed to
address some immediate, critical needs. In addition, because of the lack of
funding for construction, reconstruction, and bridge replacement, there is
a backlog of $1.075 million in forest road project needs. The long-term
annual needs for state forest roads are as follows:

$275 per year for resurfacing 138 miles (15 year schedule);
$1,125 per year to reconstruct 75 miles (30 year schedule);
$150 per year to replace 3 bridges (20 year schedule);
$250 per year to construct 5 miles of new road.

Total $1.8 million.

Reinvest in Minnesota (RIM) program funding has been used to a very
limited degree in past years for some forest road construction. However,
use of RIM funding is limited to projects that clearly demonstrate a primary
benefit for wildlife habitat management. RIM funded road construction
projects are also usually minimal design and maintenance roads, and
therefore unsuitable for recreational and general public use.

Funding has also been sought from such sources as the MVET funds and
the motor vehicle license revenues with no success. Most recently, during
the 1993 legislative session, the department attempted to acquire a portion
of motor vehicle license revenues in the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund
to supplement dedicated gas tax dollars for increased state (and county)
forestroad maintenance and major bridge repair/replacement. However, the
department was not successful in its attempt.

Alternatives to this project include:

B Increased road closures or restrictions of use to reduce the damages
which occur on state forest roads. Closing of roads during fall and spring
seasons may be necessary in some locations to protect investments.

# Limiting of load weights during some periods to reduce maintenance
costs and extend the reconstruction schedule.

However, public demand for utilization of the roads for pleasure driving,
berry picking, hunting and other non-consumptive uses continues to
increase, although restrictions may need to be placed on use in lieu of this
project.

Summer access for forest resource management would also be greatly
affected. In lieu of this project, the volume and value of wood the DNR is
able to sell may be reduced. Wildlife habitat manipulation may be severely
restricted in some areas as well. At the same time, forest industry growth
has accentuated the need for a functional forest road system capable of
handling increased use for timber harvesting and transport.

3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Resurfacing is scheduled on a 15 year rotation due to the nature of the
subgrade materials on most of the road system. Postponement of this
activity by two years would lead to a 30 percent increase in costs and a
delay of 5 years would double the cost due to increased deterioration of the
roads.

Reconstruction is projected on a 30 year basis. Postponement of 2 years
would not substantially effect this cost but 5 years would increase the cost
20 to 30 percent. An 8 to 10 year delay would increase the costs by an
estimated 60 percent.

Deferral of bridge replacement (and road reconstruction) would compromise
the safety of forest users.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

, User Financing % of total
X __ Health and Safety ‘

‘ Provision of New Program/Services ‘ Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services ) ‘
X __ Other (specify): Maintain/protect previous capital investments FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 1,034 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___ 1,034 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Dennis Ingvaldson , Assistant Director, Forestry 612/296-4495 07/93

Name . Title \ : Telephone : Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Doillars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form G-3 '

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion. ,

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends capital funds of $750,000 for this project. Also
included are preliminary recommendations of $750,000 in 1996 and $750,000
in 1998.

STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Points

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 60
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved éO
Operating Savings/Efficiencies o]
Total Strategic Score. 255
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CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Forest Roads and Bridges

1 River Road Beltrami island State Resurface 6 miles of Class 3 road. Gravel crushing, install 6 | $45,000
Forest/Belt/L.O.W./Roseau culverts.
2 Beaver River/Heffelfinger ' Finland State Forest/Lake/Cook Repair ditches and replace culverts on 20 miles of Class 3 $60,000
road.
3 Remote Lake Forest Road Savanna Staite Forest/Aitkin/St. Louis Reconstruct 2.6 miles of Class 4 road. $50,000
4 Moose River/Dick’s Parkway Beltrami Island State Construct 16 turnouts on 25 miles of road at narrow $25,000
Forest/Belt/..O0.W./Roseau sections.
5 Ditch Bank Road Fond Du Lac State Forest/Carlton/St. Regravel 7.5 miles of Class 3 road. $100,000
Louis 7
6 Giese/Herubin Forest Road Solana State Forest/Aitkin Replace 14 culverts, repair ditches, gravel short section on $15,000
9.4 miles of Class 4 road.
7 Chelsy Brook Forest Road Snake River State Forest/Kanabec Reconstruct and widen 3 miles of road to Class 4 $155,000
standards.
8 || Summer Forest Road Beltrami Island State Shear road shoulder and reconstruct 3.75 miles of Class 4 $12,000
Forest/Belt..O.W./Roseau road.
9 Rum River Access Trail Adjacent to Rum River State Construct .25 mile of class 6 road to access 240 acres of $10,130
Forest/Kanabec/Mille Lacs public land. .25 mile easement.
10 Bear Lake Road George Washington State Forest/ltasca | Replace bridge at end of road, realign and upgrade road. $95,000
b Morehouse Road Beltrami Island State Resurfacing, gravel crushing, and construction of turnouts $12,000
: Forest/Belt/L.O.W./Roseau on 2.5 miles of Class 4 road.
12 || Nehiem/Elkwood Forest Road Beltrami Island State Reconstruct 3 miles of Class 4 road, install 12 culverts. $35,000
Forest/Belt/L.O.W./Roseau
13 South Wulff Forest Road | Rum River State Forest/Kanabec/Mille Upgrade 1.5 miles of Class 6 road to Class 4. Construct .5 | $40,000
Lacs mile of new Class 5 road.
14 Rearing Pond Bridge George Washington State Forest/ltasca | Replace existing flat car bridge with concrete culvert. $45,000
15 Elliot Forest Road - Savanna State Forest/Aitkin/St. Louis Reconstruct 4 miles of Class 4 road. $115,000
16 || Aitkin Lake Forest Road Savanna State Forest/Aitkin/St. Louis Reconstruct 3.9 miles and widen to 16’, regraveling, replace | $60,000
‘ ' _ culverts
17 || Beaver Dam Road Grand Portage State Forest/Cook Replace culverts and repair ditches on 3 miles of Class 4 $16,000
road.
18 Frontier Farmer Road Pine Island State Forest/Koochiching Reconstruct for all-season use, gravel 3.7 miles. $15,000
19 || Hay Creek Snowmobile Trail Bridge | R.J. Dorer/Various Build 120' bridge on existing abutments. T&W funding. $32,000
20 || Jim Readdy Road Cloquet Valley State Forest/St. Louis Regravel 4 miles of Class 4 road. $16,000
21 North Boundary Forest Road Beltrami Island State Resurface and replace culverts on 6 miles of Class 4 road. | $12,000
‘Forest/Belt/L.O.W./Roseau
22 || Page Access Trail Adjacent to Rum River State Construct 1 mile of Class 6 road to 160 acres of state land. | $13,880
Forest/Kanabec/Mille Lacs .5 mile easement.
3 Rapid Creek Bridge Koochiching St. Forest/Koochiching Replace washed out culverts with bridge. $25,000
24 || West Rum River Forest Road Rum River State Forest/Kanabec/Mille Construct 1.5 miles of Class 5 road. $30,000
Lacs

2
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Table 3-5.06

STATE FORESTS — DISTRIBUTION AND AMOUNT OF OWNERSHIP

Forest Amount Percent
Number State Forest County Total Acres State Owned Owned
1 Emily Crow Wing 640 640 100.0
2 Insula Lake Lake 485 485 100.0
3 Lake Isabelle Lake 66 66 100.0 A
4 Nemadji " Pine/Carlton 96,270 90,270 93.7 75-100%
5 Smokey Bear Koochiching 12,238 10,997 89.8 State Owned
6 Red Lake Beltrami 66,055 59,257 89.7
7 Solana Aitkin 68,176 58,091 85.2
8 Snake River Kanabec 9,160 7,758 84.6
9 Beltrami Island Belt/L..O.W./Roseau 669,032 505,054 75.6
10 Birch Lake Stearns 637 477 74.8
11 Battleground Cass 12,868 9413 73.1
12 Pine Island Koochiching 878,039 641,136 73.0
13 Gen. Andrews Pine 7,540 5,361 71.1
14 Fond Du Lac Carlton/St. L. 62,145 42,400 68.2
15 Hill River Aitkin 111,392 24,854 67.1
16 Lost River Roseau 97,500 63,400 65.0
17 St. Croix Pine 42105 26,046 61.8 B
18 Koochiching Koochiching 565,582 345,064 61.0 . 50-74%
19 Smokey Hills Becker 23,791 14,429 60.6 State Owned
20 Wealthwood Aitkin 14,053 8279 58.9
21 Land O Lakes Cass/Crow Wing 50,895 29,971 58.8
22 Paul Bunyan Hubbard 102,440 59,931 58.5
23 Chengwatana Pine/Chisago 28,004 16,119 575
24 DAR Pine 640 360 56.2
25 Savanna Aitkin/St. Louis 218,451 121,193 55.4
26 Whiteface St. Louis 4,480 2,480 55.3
27 Pillsbury Cass 14,756 7,883 53.4
28 Two Inlets Becker 26,225 13,850 52.8
29 Rum River Kanabec/Mille L. 33,180 16,612 50.0
30 Sand Dunes Sherburne 10,805 5,366 49.6
- 31 Huntersville Wadena/Hubb. 33,222 14,459 43.5
32 Burntside St. Louis 62,782 24,673 39.2
33 Foothills Cass 45125 17,556 389"
34 Lyons Wadena 14,720 5,529 37.5
35 Sturgeon River St. Louis 142,868 52,155 37.2 C
36 Welsh Lake Cass 16,336 6,058 37.0 25-49%
37 White Earth Mahn/Clearw. 113,338 41,617 36.7 State Owned
38 Big Forks ltasca 124,270 45,293 36.4
39 Blackduck Itasca/Belt 123,116 41,375 33.6
40 Finland Lake, Cook 307,648 102,519 33.3
41 Grand Portage Cook 98,700 32,661 33.0
42 George Wash. Itasca 306,828 95,818 31.2
43 Badoura Hubbard 15,224 4,400 289
44 Bowstring Itasca/Cass 414,090 118,083 28.5
45 Golden Anniv. ltasca 6,811 1,811 26.5
46 Pat Bayle Cook 170,644 39,716 23.2
47 Kabetogama St. Louis 697,363 155,365 222
48 Miss. Headwaters  Belt/Hubb./Clear 44 919 9,170 204 D
49 Crow Wing Crow Wing 31,307 6,266 20.0 1-24%
50 Romer Cass 12,774 2,440 19.1 State Owned
51 NW Angle Lake of Woods 79,169 14,399 18.1
52 Buena Vista Beltrami 104,073 18,480 17.7
X Bear Island Lake/St. Louis 141,187 24,877 17.6
54 Lk. Jeanette St. Louis 10,725 1,357 12.6
55 Cloquet Valley St. Louis 316,467 39,628 12.5
56 R.J. Dorer Various 1,006,819 42,000 4.2
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Fish and Wildlife Fish Culture Rehabilitation
PROJECT COSTS: $2,640

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $1,402
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $619
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $619
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

7 of 21 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: -

In accordance with the Department’s strategic plan "Difections", $1,402in

,funds are requested for various improvements to the DNR’s fish culture

facilities. Improvements to coldwater trout and salmon hatcheries, spawn
taking sites, and holding facilities include the following: renovation of a
nursery facility, spring impoundment, pipeline, and settling pond at the
Lanesboro hatchery for $887; a coldwater holding and distribution facility
at the Grand Marais fisheries headquarters for $30; a fishway and spawn
take station at the French River fisheries headquarters for $218; and
renovation of the Peterson hatchery for $70. Improvements to warm water
hatcheries and rearing ponds include: installation of a manual backup de-
chlorinator and security system at Hinckley for $4; repair of the outlet
control structure on Wolf Lake rearing ponds near Ely for $63; replacement
of water supply equipment at Detroit Lakes hatchery for $99; and
replacement of the chillers at the Pike River hatchery near Ely for $31.

- PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

DNR Directions: We will protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse
ecosystems, respect the natural world, and enhance the beauty of our
surroundings by concentrating resource management efforts on systems

having the greatest pressure from population growth and development:
wetlands, blufflands and river corridors, urban natural areas, and aggregate
resources; preserving biological diversity at the genetic, species, and
ecosystem levels; protecting surface water and groundwater resources to
address increasing demand, user conflicts, and domestic, agricultural, and
industrial pollution; preserving unique natural, cultural, historical, and
archaeological resources; and using cost-effective methods to acquire land
and develop facilities needed for resource protection and management and
that allow appropriate public use of natural resources.

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.

Our long range goal is to improve 21 fish hatcheries statewide to ensure
there are sufficient fish to meet stocking quotas established by individual
lake and stream management plans. The estimated costs of these improve-
ments through F.Y. 1999 is $2,640. This request would provide $1,402
for the highest priority projects in F.Y. 1994-95. The six coldwater
hatcheries provide trout and salmon for stocking inland lakes, streams, and
Lake Superior. The fifteen warm water hatcheries provide primarily walleye
and muskellunge for inland stocking programs and white sucker for the
muskellunge rearing program. Fisheries’ operating budget cannot supply the
funds needed to maintain the state’s hatchery facilities.

The capital improvement request for the Lanesboro Hatchery includes four
main components: replacement of a water supply pipeline; renovation of a
settling pond; renovation of the nursery area, and repair of the main spring
impoundment. The existing water supply line from the upper spring is
deteriorated and has numerous leaks. The loss of water flow results in
reduced fish production capacity. The settling pond is used to remove fish
waste before the hatchery effluent enters Duschee Creek, a trout stream.
To remain in compliance with PCA discharge standards in the future, the
quality of the discharged water needs to be improved. This can be
accomplished by installing a linear clarifier and sediment basin, which would
allow the waste water more time to settle. The nursery area needs to be
renovated by replacing the old concrete tanks and deteriorated water drain

FAGE B-




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

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

line. By making better use of available space in the nursery area, 56 tanks
could be installed instead of the 40 which currently exist. The existing
drain line is too small, which causes the floor of the nursery to be flooded
with water. These improvements to the nuréery area would help insure that
statewide trout stocking quotas can continue to be met and provide a better
working environment. The current delivery line from the main spring
impoundment leaks and has a less than optimal diameter {14 inches).
Replacement with a new 18 inch delivery line is proposed, in order to
provide a better water supply into the brood stock raceways. Also, a
cleanout structure needs to be installed in the pond to facilitate draining for
cleaning and disinfection.

The coldwater distribution facility at the Devil Track hatchery near the
Grand Marais headquarters would provide increased capacity to hold and
distribute trout. The Grand Marais area has approximately 60 managed
stream trout lakes, which results in a great deal of annual stocking.
Currently, trout must be held in Duluth and hauled to Grand Marais in small
loads. With the proposed facility, a large fish transport truck could deliver
full loads to Grand Marais, rather than Duluth, making the distribution of
these fish much more efficient.

The French River fishway and spawning station is needed to provide a more
efficient egg take for trout and salmon from Lake Superior. Currently, fish
are hauled manually from the French River to the spawn taking station in
garbage cans. This is inefficient, stressful for the fish, and presents a
safety problem caused by having to carry heavy loads. The proposed
improvement would automate the process so that spawning fish would be
delivered via a fishway directly to a collection tank in the hatchery.

The renovation at the Peterson Hatchery would upgrade fish rearing
facilities so that statewide trout stocking quotas could continue to be met.
This project would include the following: replacement and improvement of
.water supply, discharge pipes, and water control structures; enclosure of
the spring pond to reduce the chance of contamination and disease
introduction; installation of security fencing; filling outdated ponds; and the
design and construction of suitable effluent facilities to meet PCA discharge
standards.

The Hinckley Hatchery request includes a backup manual de-chlorinator and
security system. This hatchery is hooked up to the city water supply which
is chlorinated. Water needs to be de-chlorinated prior to being used;
however, there is no backup to the present de-chlorination system or a way
to continuously monitor chlorine levels after de-chlorination. Failure of the
existing automatic de-chlorinator resulted in a loss of walleye fry in 1993.
The manual backup system being requested would prevent this type of
problem from recurring. The security system is needed at the hatchery to
prevent theft and vandalism which has occurred.

The outlet control structure on the Wolif Lake rearing pond is badly
deteriorated and repair has become necessary. This pond is used to rear
muskellunge and is a necessary part of the muskellunge production
program.

The Detroit Lakes hatchery has received funds to renovate the existing
building, but these funds are insufficient to make needed improvements to
the water supply apparatus. Additional improvements needed are replace-
ment of the water line and intake, replacement of the water storage tank,
and drilling of a new well. Much of the existing equipment is over 50 years
old.

The chillers at the Pike River hatchery are over 20 years old. They break
down frequently and are not efficient at providing the needed cooling for the
hatchery’s water supply. This cooling is necessary because the water
source (Pike River) warms up faster than the surrounding lakes and, if the
water were not cooled, survival of stocked walleye would be poor due to
temperature differences and a lack of natural food items.

3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The entire coldwater culture program, including spawn taking, hatching,
rearing, and stocking is approximately $985 annually which is about 6% of
the fisheries operating budget. Of that, about $805 is spent on hatchery
operations and $180 is spent on stocking. For the walleye and muskellunge
culture programs, the total spent is about $1242, or 7% of the fisheries
operating budget. Of that, about $198 is spent on hatchery operations with
the remainder going towards spawn taking, rearing and stocking.
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Fish culture remains an extremely important part of the fisheries program.
While recent information indicates that some stocking can be ineffective,
fisheries has been intensively evaluating and fine tuning stocking as part of
an individual waters planned management system for over a decade.
Effective stocking would. continue to be an important part of the fisheries
management program.

The hatchery facilities which would be improved with this request represent
very important components of the fish culture program. The Lanesboro and
Peterson hatcheries produce about 48 % of the statewide trout and salmon
quota and the Peterson facility holds brood stock that produce all of the
state’s lake trout and brown trout eggs and 50% of the state’s rainbow
trout eggs. The French River facility supplies all the salmon and trout
{except lake trout) stocked in Lake Superior including chinook salmon,
Kamloops rainbow trout, and steelhead. Pike River is one of the state’s
most important walleye hatcheries which produced about 28% of the
. state’s walleye fry in 1993. The Detroit Lakes facility is also very important
and produced about 11% of the states walleye fry in 1993. The Hinckley
facility is the state’s newest walleye hatchery.

While fish stocking would not solve problems caused by poor water quality
or habitat degradation, it does provide angling opportunity which would not
otherwise exist. Fisheries needs to maintain a balanced program with
adequate monitoring, habitat improvement and protection, and stocking.
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that appiy): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets
X Maintenance of State Assets X Bonds: Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments i DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X Health and Safety

User Financing % of total

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
X Other (specify): Maintenance of Existing Programs/Services FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 1,402 Total Appropriation Request {1994 Session)
$__ 1,402 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Steve Hirsch . Fisheries Program Manager 612/296-0791 07/20/93

Name Title Telephone Date
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- . .
tion. Criteria Points
. Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider the Game and Fish
Fund as a source for debt service payments on this project. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
4 Prior/Legal Commitments 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $600,000 for this project. Also
included are preliminary recommendations of $500,000 in 1996 and $500,000 User/Non-State Financing 0
in 1998. Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 60
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
Customer Services Improved 20
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 190
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Fisheries Projects

> > > > > > > P> »* > >

Sorted by Program
Title Total
Culture Rehab
240 Hinckley Fish Hatchery Improvement 4,000
462 Lanesboro -- Renovation Of Sth Nursery 650,000
461 Pipeline Replacement-lanesboro Sfh 100,000
430 Coldwater Distribution Holding Facility 30,198
468 Repairs To Main Spring Impoundment at Lanesboro 12,000
428 Wolf Lake Ponds Repair 63,000
431 French River Fishway And Spawning Statio 218,099
426 Detroit Lakes Lk Sallie Hatchery Water Supply Rehab 98,750
466 Pond 4 Linear Clarifier -- Lanesboro 125,000
454 Renovation Phase 3 -- Peterson 70,000
432 Pike River Hatchery-chiller Upgrade 31,000
—
Total 11

1,402,047

oo g

14
18
20
26
56
98
100
116
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AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Forestry Recreation

PROJECT COSTS: $1,206

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $606
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $300
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $300
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 8 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The 1975 Legislature passed the Outdoor Recreation Act (M.S. 86A) which
established the state’s outdoor recreation system. The act included criteria
for developing and managing all state recreation facilities including those in
state forests. State forests provide recreational opportunities not often
found with other public and private recreation facilities: more "rustic”
camping/outdoor experiences at facilities that are less developed (e.g., no
electrical hook-ups, or dump stations for RV’s), and a wide-variety of
dispersed recreation (e.g., berry-picking, hunting, bird-watching, etc.).

The Division of Forestry currently administers 46 campgrounds, 44 day-use
areas, 1,200 miles of trail, 142 water accesses and 17 canoe and boating
route campsites. Most of the division’s facilities were constructed in the
late 1960’s and 1970's (some as early as the 1930’s). Between 1983 and
1987, 16 state forest campgrounds, 20 day-use areas, 40 miles of trail, and
8 water accesses have been rehabilitated or developed with capital bonding
funds or Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) funds.

The division has not had any funds appropriated for recreation facilities

since 1985.

This project includes the rehabilitation and improvement of. 18 state forest
campgrounds, and five day-use areas; plus the development of two new
campgrounds and one horse staging area. Campgrounds included for
rehabilitation are: Grand Portage Dispersed Campsites (Grand Portage State
Forest), Sullivan Lake C.G., Finland C.G. and Eckbeck C.G. (Finland State
Forest), Bemis Hill C.G. and Blueberry Hill C.G. (Beltrami Island State

Forest), Reno C.G. (R.J. Dorer Memorial Hardwood Forest), Huntersville
Forest Landing C.G. (Huntersville State Forest}, Wooden Frog C.G., Ash
River C.G., and Hinsdale Island Boat-In C.G. (Kabetogama State Forest),
Clint Converse C.G. (Land O’Lakes State Forest), Lost Lake C.G. and Owen
Lake C.G. (George Washington State Forest), Cottonwood Lake C.G.
(Bowstring State Forest), Mantrap Lake C.G. (Paul Bunyan State Forest],
Stark Assembly Area (Pillsbury State Forest), and Ann Lake C.G. (Sand
Dunes State Forest). Rehabilitation of campgrounds can include replace-
ment of vault toilets, fire rings, and picnic tables, tree planting, re-gravel-
ing/reconstruction of campground roads and spurs, closing overused
loops/sites to allow recovery, development of new sites/loops, other
redesigning of existing campground, replacing and closing contaminated
wells, erosion control measures, and/or construction/replacement of flSh
cleaning "houses".

Day-use areas included for rehabilitation are: Coe Lake (outside of state
forest, near Hibbing), Bear Lake and Thistledew Lake (George Washington
State Forest), Cedar Bay (Cloquet Valley State Forest), Reno (R.J. Dorer
Memorial Hardwood Forest), Ann Lake (Sand Dunes State Forest).
Rehabilitation of day-use areas includes tree planting, replacement of vault
toilets, fire rings, and picnic tables, erosion control, swimming beach
reconditioning, and other landscaping.

The two new campgrounds proposed include Little John Lake - $125 (Grand
Portage State Forest): 20 site campground with standard facilities (parking
spurs, tent pads, picnic tables, fire rings, vault toilets, water); and Wolf Bay
- $25 (Kabetogama State Forest): 10 boat-in campsites on Lake Vermillion
with fire rings, picnic tables, and wilderness latrines.

The proposed horse staging area ($15) is in the Sand Dunes State Forest
{Sherburne County) and includes the clearing and leveling of a park-
ing/camping area (2.5 acres), campsite development, horse corral, hitching
posts, watering troughs, drilling a well, and the development of 15-20 miles
of horseback riding trails.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.
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The traveling and recreating public lacks primitive, easily accessed
recreation opportunities on rivers and public lands.

Minnesota Forest Resource Plan: Fulfill the outdoor recreation potential of
Division of Forestry administered lands by providing developed recreation
areas and opportunities for dispersed recreational activities compatible with
other forest uses and consistent with user demand.

This funding is needed to repair, replace, or construct facilities to protect
the health and safety of, and improve the quality and delivery of services to
the general public that use state forest facilities. In addition, this project
would help the division meet the changing demands of the public for a
wider variety of recreational opportunities (e.g., horseback riding). Many of
the individual projects are also needed to comply with current safety code
requirements. Several projects would qualify for CAPRA funding.

State forest lands have considerable impact on the tourism industry and the
supply of outdoor recreation opportunities. These lands and their associated
waters are used for many recreational pursuits including camping, picnick-
ing, hiking, hunting, trapping, fishing, canoeing, boating, swimming, ski
touring, snowshoeing, snowmobiling, trail biking and horseback riding.
Twenty-five percent of all outdoor recreational activity hours occur in
townships with state forest lands. In addition, the 1990 State Comprehen-
sive Qutdoor Recreation Plan predicts that demand for most recreational
activities would increase significantly on state forest lands. State forest
campground usage {and receipts) have been steadily increasing since 1986
(see attached chart). State forest campground receipts are deposited in the
State’s General Fund.

A major portion of previous state forest recreation facility development and
rehabilitation was accomplished through funding provided by the LCMR.
However, since 1983, the LCMR has not recommended funding for state

forest recreation facilities. Funding for the development and maintenance -

of motorized trails (e.g., snowmobile, ATV) on state forest lands comes
from dedicated accounts through the DNR Trails and Waterways Unit.
There currently is no funding source for non-motorized trails on Division of
Forestry administered lands. The availability of annual direct appropriations
for forest recreation development and rehabilitation has been eliminated due
to several years of continual budget reductions. With limited funding,
expenditures on state forest recreation facilities has been limited to

operation and general maintenance (e.g., garbage pick-up, clean-up,
mowing, minor facility repair). The division spends $200 - $240 per year
on operations and maintenance.

Biennial State Forest Recreation Facility Budget Needs

General Operations and Maintenance (General Fund} $400 - $480
Rehabilitation/Betterment (Bonding) $250
® 10 campgrounds

B 5 day-use areas

@ 6 water accesses

Non-motorized Trail Rehabilitation $50
® 10-20 miles of trail

The additional request from the Bond Fund for the FY 1994-95 biennium
addresses the backlog of needs resulting from several years in which no
rehabilitation or betterment funds were available.

An alternative that has been considered for the operation of state forest
campgrounds is turning them over to private vendors. However, most state
forest campgrounds would not likely be attractive to private vendors
because of their limited ability to generate revenue. Another concern is that
private vendors would, in order to generate additional revenue, destroy the
niche that state forest campgrounds currently fill in the outdoor recreation
system (i.e., providing a fairly primitive, and inexpensive, outdoor experi-
ence with minimal development) by developing campgrounds with showers,
electricity, and other amenities, and raising fees.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS {(OPTIONAL]):

Deferral of this project would result in further deterioration of identified
facilities and recreation sites, increase future rehabilitation costs, compro-
mise the integrity of facilities, and increase health and safety risks to forest
recreation facility users. Some facilities would remain out of compliance
with current code requirements. Some facilities would likely be closed. The
resulting decrease in the use of state forest facilities would also have a
negative impact on the state’s tourism industry.
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD{S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund

X__ Development of State Assets

X __ Maintenance of State Assets X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):
User Financing % of total
X _ Health and Safety

X__ Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X __ Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): . FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 606 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$ 606 State funding
$ Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Dennis Ingvaldson ’ Assistant Director, Forestry 612/296-4495 07/93

Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY QAPITA!_ BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- STRATEGIC SCORE
tion.
Criteria Points
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
. Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $606,000 for this project. Also Crit o o 0
included are preliminary recommendations of $300,000 in 1996 and $300,000 ritical Legal Liability - existing liability
in 1998. Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 60
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 75
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 285
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AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: RIM - Fish and Wildlife Fisheries Improvement
PROJECT COSTS: $4,228 .

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $1,228
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,500
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $1,500
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 9 of 21 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In accordance with the Department’s strategic plan "Directions”, $1,228 in
funds are requested for various fisheries resource improvements. Projects
include the following: aeration systems on 7 lakes for $180; habitat
improvement on two warm water streams totaling approximately 135 miles
for $118; development of northern pike spawning areas on four lakes for
$249; development of fish barriers on four lakes for $265; and shoreline
erosion control on Lake Winnibigoshish for $416.

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

DNR Directions: We will protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse
ecosystems, respect the natural world, and enhance the beauty of our
surroundings by concentrating resource management efforts on systems
having the greatest pressure from population growth and development:
wetlands, blufflands and river corridors, urban natural areas, and aggregate
resources; preserving biological diversity at the genetic, species, and
ecosystem levels; protecting surface water and groundwater resources to
address increasing demand, user conflicts, and domestic, agricultural, and
industrial pollution; preserving unigque natural, cultural, historical, and
archaeological resources; and using cost-effective methods to acquire land

and develop facilities needed for resource protection and management and
that allow appropriate public use of natural resources.

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.

Aeration systems are used to prevent winterkill conditions in shallower
lakes. They have become necessary in some of the shallower fish lakes,
particularly in the southern part of the state, where increased nutrient input
has caused low dissolved oxygen levels during the winter months. Aeration
systems have been very successful in providing game fish angling opportuni-
ties in lakes that would otherwise support few fish other than bullheads.
The goal through F.Y. 1998-99 is to install 36 systems at a cost of $370.
To help meet this goal, four systems would be funded by an appropriation
from the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) in F.Y.
1994-95 for $100 and three systems would be funded through the fisheries
operating budgetin F.Y. 94 for $30. This request would help meet the goal
by providing $180 for seven systems in F.Y. 1994-95. Itis anticipated that
an additional $450 in bonding funds would be needed for FY 1996-99.

Warm water habitat improvement is designed to benefit species such as
walleye and smallmouth bass. Warm water streams in Minnesota have
suffered major impacts from agricultural practices and other watershed
developments. Interest in angling and other recreational opportunities on
warm water streams is increasing. Techniques for warm water stream
improvement include addition of woody debris for fish cover, bank
stabilization, stream channel modifications, livestock enclosures, and tree
or shrub plantings along riparian zones. Another major improvement
category is dam removal. Removal of unnecessary dams can be very
desirable in situations where desirable fish species are blocked from moving
upstream to suitable habitat. Warm water stream improvement has not
been practiced as widely as trout stream improvement and a long range goal
has not been developed. Stream improvements would be based on
individual stream management plans and project evaluations would play an
important role in determining the future direction of this program. The goal
for warmwater stream improvement through FY 1998-99 is to improve four
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streams and remove three dams at a total cost of $773. To help meet this
goal, two streams and one dam removal project would be funded by an
LCMR grant in FY 1994-95 for $255. This request would help meet the
goal by providing $118 for two streams in FY 1994-95. It is anticipated
that an additional $400 in bonding would be needed for FY 1996-99.

Northern pike spawning areas are developed adjacent to lakes which have
minimal amounts of northern pike spawning habitat. Developed northern
pike spawning areas have become necessary on some lakes where shoreline
development, wetland drainage, or urbanization has reduced or eliminated
access by northern pike to spawning marshes. The goal throughF.Y, 1998-
99 is to develop or maintain six spawning areas at a cost of $350. This
request would help meet that goal for four areas at a cost of $249. in F.Y.
1994-95. It is anticipated that an additional $101 in bonding would be
needed for FY 1996-99. '

Fish barriers are used to prevent migration of undesirable fish species such
as carp . Barriers may function to prevent entry of unwanted fish species
into a lake or to spawning areas, Barriers may be constructed in conjunc-
‘tion with a reclamation project to prevent reentry of fish removed by the
reclamation The goal through F.Y. 1998-99 is to construct eight barriers
at a cost of $1,021. This request would provide $265 for four barriers in
* F.Y. 1994-95. It is anticipated that an additional $756 would be needed in
bonding for FY 1996-99.

The shoreline erosion control project on Lake Winnibigoshish is a continua-
tion of work designed to stabilize eroding banks, prevent siltation of walleye
spawning areas, and add rock to enhance existing spawning areas. lLake
Winnibigoshish is one of the largest and most important walleye lakes in the
state. Walleye need clean rock or gravel bottoms to successfully spawn
and siltation of these areas could negatively impact long term walleye
spawning success. Thelong range goalis to stabilize approximately 24,300
lineal feet of additional shoreline at a cost of about $1,216. This request
would provide $416 to stabilize 8,300 lineal feet of shoreline in F.Y. 1994-
95. It is anticipated that an additional $800 in bonding would be needed
for FY 1996-99. :

Lake habitat improvement includes construction of walleye spawning reefs,
shoreline stabilization, and construction of fish aggregating devices. There
are no requests for these projects for FY 1994-95. Projected bonding needs
for FY 1996-99 are $240 for walleye spawning reefs, $208 for shoreline

~ stabilization, and $45 for fish aggregating devices.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The projects listed in this capital budget request cannot be covered with
fisheries’” normal operating budget. The section of fisheries has an annual
operating budget of about $18 million. Of this amount, over 95% is used
for salaries, headquarters operations, administrative costs, and high priority
basic programs including lake and stream survey, research, and fish culture
and stocking. Only about $500 is available annually for discretionary
funding. Discretionary funding is used for non-capital projects including
creel surveys and special research and management projects as well as
capital improvement projects such as those listed in this request. Fisheries’
costs for creel surveys and other special evaluations is increasing because
of a new emphasis on individual waters management, leaving less
discretionary funding for capital improvements. As a-result, fisheries’
current operating budget cannot meet the increased demands for individual
waters management and long range goals for capital improvements.
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TYPE OF REQUEST {Check all_that apply}:

Acquisition of State Assets
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments
Other Grants (specify):

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

Health and Safety

Provision of New Program/Services
Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify):

Ml

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Cash: Fund

X Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable

DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

X General Fund . % of total _100
User Financing % of total

Source of funds

FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 1,228 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$__ 1,228 State funding
$_ Federal funding
$_ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding

Agency Data Prepared by: Steve Hirsch
Name

Fisheries Program Manager 612/296-0791 07/20/93
Title ' Telephone Date

PARE B-147




AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)

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

Form G-3

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends capital funds of $600,000 for this project. Also
included are preliminary recommendations of $600,000in 1996 and $500,000
in 1998.

STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Points

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 60
Agency Priority 60
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
' Total Strategic Score 210

PAGE B-148



“A” Ranked
Fisheries Projects
Sorted by Program

~ Title Total Rank
Fish Resource
253 Mountain Lake Aeration Project 30,000 A
597 Clearwater River warmwater habitat improvement 100,000 A
255 Aeration Of Lakes Agnes, Henry, And Winona 60,000 A
629 Develop Npsa On Sarah Lake 202,500 A
598 Fence Casements Along The Swan River 18,000 A
350 Channel Modifications And Development Of 22,400 A
409 Fish Barrier - Riley Lk. 166,350 A
414 Fish Barrier - Long LKk. 60,750 A
308 Aeration - Wirth Lk. 30,000 A
347 Dev Of Northern Pike Spawning Area-linka 20,600 A
626 Control Structure On Npsa, Eagle Lk 3,750 A
367 Fish Barrier At Outlet Of Grove Lake 22,500 A
417 Fish Barrier - Snelling Lk. 15,000 A
277 Lake Aeration, Loeb Lake 30,000 A
272 Lake Aeration, Sheilds Lake 30,000 A
22 Lake Winnibigoshish Shoreline Erosion Co 416,000 A
Total 16 1,227,750

16
25
42
46
47
49
50
51
52
53
70
71
72
92
95

113
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST | Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1994-99

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500

$138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: RIM Wildlife, Scientific and Natural Areas, and Prairie Bank
Development/Habitat Improvement

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $15,655

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $6,685

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $4,485
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $4,485

LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Statewide: Wildlife Management Areas,
Scientific and Natural Areas, Prairie Bank Lands, and other State owned lands

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 10 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Introduction: These projects would protect and improve natural resource
values on state lands, and provide higher quality recreation and educational
opportunities for Minnesotans. It would also ensure that state land values
would be maintained into the future.

A. Wildlife Management Areas and other State Lands {($6 million FY 94-5)
Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) are acquired to protect wildlife
habitat and natural communities, to restore drained wetlands and other
natural communities, and to manage lands for wildlife. The management
and development of WMAs and other state owned lands is needed to
protect lands, provide recreational opportunities and restore and develop
biological communities. Planned opportunities include:

| $550 for the protection of property by posting and fencing;
control of erosion and cleaning up building sites.
L $950 for the development of recreational and management

facilities including access roads, parking lots, handicap facilities

water accesses and walking trails.
@ $850 for forest development to re-establish, develop and
improve forest stands, forest openings and brushlands.

B  $850 to develop grassland and farmland habitat by planting
native grasses, trees and shrub plantings for long-term vegetative
cover and wildlife habitat in the agricultural regions of Minnesota.

@ $2.8 million to restore and develop wetlands, replace old dams,
install water control structures, and perform other activities to
enhance wetlands for wildlife.

B. Scientific and Natural Areas ($615 FY 94-5)

The development/protection of previously acquired Scientific and Natural
Areas (SNAs) would be carried out. SNAs are sites of statewide
significance that preserve examples of plant communities, geologic
features, landforms, and rare and endangered species habitat. Examples
are an old growth pine forest, a gravel esker, a peatland, and habitat for
species such as the prairie white-fringed orchid. SNA sites are preserved
for these rare features and for their scientific and educational value for
present and future generations. Development of protected SNAs includes
restoration of fields to woodlands and prairie, surveying boundaries,
signing, posting, control of woody encroachment and exotic species,
clean-up, fencing, gating, and development of interpretive displays.

C. Prairie Bank ($70 FY94.-5)

The Native Prairie Bank Program was established by the 1987 Minnesota
Legislature (MS 84.96 Sec. 19) to protect native prairie lands by entering
into perpetual conservation easements with landowners. These
easements provide protection for the prairie resource while still allowing
the land to remain in private ownership. Easements may allow selected
agricultural practices such as mowing for wild hay. Development on
prairie bank parcels would consist of activities necessary to protect the
state’s investment in acquired easements.

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

A. Wildlife Management Areas and other State Lands

The mission of the Section of Wildlife is to "protect and manage
Minnesota’s wildlife and their communities for their intrinsic values and long
term benefits to the people of Minnesota.”
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The Section is responsible for enhancement and protection of wildlife
habitat and their related ecosystems. The enhancement of ecosystems is
necessary to maintain and perpetuate the various wildlife species on the
States 1,197 Wildlife Management Areas consisting of 726,800 acres plus
several million acres of County and State Forest land. In addition, unit
facilities are provided for recreational users of these lands and waters from
bird watching to waterfowl hunting.

Two major problems identified in the Division of Fish and Wildlife Strategic
Plan are: 1.) Natural succession and intensified human uses of land and
water are altering habitats and reducing the carrying capacity for many
wildlife species; and 2.) Demands for opportunities to use and appreciate
wildlife and their communities are accelerating, resulting in increased
competition, conflict, and stress upon existing resources.

Today’s wildlife operating budgets are not adequate to meet the basic needs
of wildlife and to develop wildlife and other state lands. Maintenance is
limited to replacing signs and working with adjoining landowners to
establish food plots or controlling noxious weed. Funds are currently not
adequate to carry out program goals and the responsibility to acquire and
manage wildlife lands. Funds are need to reinvest in Minnesota’s wildlife
and recreational resources if customer services are to be maintained.

This request would provide funds needed to post new acquisitions and

much of the Consolidated Conservation land transfers. Adequate user -

facilities can be developed and a large effort toward reestablishing long term
grassland and woody cover plantings can be accomplished with these
funds. Efforts to clean up timber sales, re-establish timber stands and
brushlands for wildlife will be accomplished.

Annual construction projects are chosen from the Section’s Data Base of
projects that are prioritized by Area Wildlife Managers and ranked by
regional managers for each activity. Activities are prioritized according to
needs of wildlife species and critical habitats. Wetland restorations,
brushland management, posting of Consolidated - Conservation lands,
providing acceptable access and reduced reliance on chemical weed control
are examples of needs that currently require the greatest amount of
attention. '

B. Scientific and Natural Areas

At the present time, one hundred (100) scientific and natural areas have
been protected, that encompass some 167,694 acres. Of this total,
146,238 acres are in sixteen (16) ecologically significant peatlands,
legislatively protected by the Wetland Conservation Act of 1991. All SNAs
meet the following agency long range goals; “protecting and managing
Minnesota’s diverse ecosystems ..., preserving biological .diversity...,
preserving unique natural resources..., and using cost effective methods to
acquire ... resources.”

This request for SNA development is necessary to ensure the genetic and
biological diversity found on SNA sites (protected in each landscape region
of the state) for species, geological features and plant communities is
retained. Development also prevents the loss of important species, plant
communities and features from accidental or willful human disturbance and
natural catastrophe.

Development efforts are critical to the long term protection of lands
acquired. Unless lands are adequately fenced, gated, signed and posted,
trespass and, activities destructive to the rare species and habitats/plant.
communities. would take place. Without legal posting, regulations may not
be enforceable fields that are occasionally included in acquired parcels
require restoration actions. Restoration requires the collection of seed from
the site and subsequent replanting with seeds or nursery stock. Restoration
activities, though never really recreating the original vegetation lost, allows
for enhancement of the entire parcel and habitat component for the rare
species found there. Restoration also lessens the likelihood of problems
from exotic species over the long term.

Interpretive facilities are needed at selected SNA e.g. along major travel
routes and near population centers, to meet the need of school groups and
the public that desire to use these sites. Interpretive materials also assist
in protecting sites by educating users as to the need to conserve these
critical lands and the species found there. At present, seven SNA have
interpretive signing provided on site.

It is estimated that development of critical sites as SNA would cost over
$1.35 million over the next six (6) years.
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C. Prairie Bank

Native Prairie is Minnesota’s most endangered natural habitat type. We
once had over 18 million acres of prairie in the state. Today.less than one
percent remains (an estimated 150,000 acres). These lands are home to
more rare and endangered plants and animals than any of Minnesota’s other
natural habitats - over 100 different species. To date 14 prairie bank site
encompassing some 1400 acres have been protected. These sites are in
seven counties. Additional easement sites in other counties are projected
to be acquired.

Sites acquired would-require surveying and signing of property boundaries
to protect the states’ investment from illegal trespass and encroachment.

Native prairie also requires active management with prescribed burning
and/or removal of woody species to ensure that trees, brush and exotic
species do not eliminate the prairie through time. Development of access,
construction of fire breaks at selected sites, removal of woody species
through cutting, and elimination of exotic species is therefore important to
maintain the prairie community on easement lands.

If no action is taken some prairie bank sites may be damaged from
encroachment/trespass and degraded by vegetation changes from woody
or exotic species invasions. )

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL]):

A. Wildlife Management Areas and other State lands

Wildlife operating funds are used to provide basic services to the public.
Environmental Trust funds in the amount of $900 is available for FY94 and
FY 95 from LCMR appropriations for WMA, SNA and other state land
enhancements. However the majority of these funds are planned for
activities that are not considered appropriate for bonding funds such as
prescribed burns. Special accounts such as Deer and Waterfow! Stamp
funds are available for selected projects, however funds are not available to
meet needs. RIM Critical Habitat Matching funds do provide opportunities
for habitat development, however most funds are spent on acquisition
projects that benefit only one area and not the many sites where work is
needed.

Consequences of no Action:

With the increased need to preserve unique areas, restore wetlands and
improve customer service, an expanded need exists to properly care for and
develop lands that have been purchased. Many Wildlife Areas need to be
protected and developed to meet demands of the public. Not managing or
protecting our land would to increased trespass, loss of wildlife values and
reduced use and support by the public.

B. Scientific and Natural Areas

No other funding source exists for SNA development. Funds have been
historically been appropriated though bonding or in recent years from the
Environmental Trust Fund. Lack of development funds would jeopardize the
lands previously protected as SNA and threaten the survival of rare and
endangered species in Minnesota.

Lack of development funds would therefore threaten the survival of rare and
endangered species and those sites that are set aside to protect them in
Minnesota. Lack of interpretive facilities at SNA sites would not allow the
full educational potential of an area to be realized.

C. Prairie Bank

The tall grass prairie once stretched from southern Manitoba to the Gulf of
Mexico. The little that is left of Minnesota’s prairies represents one of the
best opportunities on the continent to preserve the biodiversity of this major
ecosystem. Only the Flint Hills of Kansas and Oklahoma have anything
similar. The future of many prairie plants and animals depends on what
happens here in Minnesota.
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
X __ Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets X _ Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

Other Grants {specify):
X __ General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

User Financing % of total
Health and Safety .

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X __ Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): » FUNDING SOURCE:
$ - 6,685 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___ 6,685 State funding
$___ Federal funding
$_ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Jay Rendall RIM Coordinator 612/297-1464 07/93

Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGE_T'REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- STRATEGIC SCORE
tion. Criteria Points
GOVERNQOR’'S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $3,200,000 for this project. Also Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
included are preliminary recommendations of $3,000,000 in 1996 and Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
$3,000,000 in 1998. :
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 0
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 60
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 240
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Component List

F&W -- Wildlife Improvements

Form G: Non - Buildings

cumulative

rank title cost reference
A New acquisition Boundary Development 150,000 150,000 3032
A Wildlife Area Wetland Restoration 180,000 330,000 3034
A Ground water & site Unit Resource Prot 220,000 550,000 3035
A Farmland Grassland Developmént 400,000 950,000 3036
A Aspen Parkland & Brushland Development 220,000 1,170,000 3037
A Management and user Access Development 330,000 1,500,000 3038
A Recreational Unit Facility Development 140,000 1,640,000 - 3039
A Statewide Wetland Development 310,000 1,950,000 3040
A Statewide Wetland Structure improvement 180,000 2,130,000 3041
A Northern Forest Stand Development 210,000 2,340,000 3042
A Roseau River Access Development 180,000 2,520,000 3045
A Roseau River Pool 2 Access Development 120,000 2,640,000 3046
A Roadside Program Grassland Development 125,000 2,765,000 3047
A Lake Wagonga Wetland Enhancement 1,025,000 3,790,000 3048
A Wetland Enhancement 225,000 4,015,000 3049
A Farmland Woody Cover Development 125,000 4,140,000 3050
A Northern Forest Opening Development 235,000 4,375,000 3051
A Hunting Handicap Facilities 150,000 4,525,000 3052
A Minnesota Lake Wetland Development 113,000 4,638,000 3053
A SNA Unit Protection 615,000 5,253,000 3213
A Prairie Bank Unit Protection 70,000 5,323,000 3214

Components
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AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Metropolitan Council - Regional Recreation Open Space
System Capital Improvement Program

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $143,515

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $23,570

APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $42,300
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $77,645

LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Ancka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey,
Scott, Washington Counties, designated in legislation (Chap. 473.145), as the
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area (hereafter, TCMA)

AGENCY PRIORITY {for 1994 Session only):

#

11 of 21 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Funds would meet the capital costs of currently unfunded regional park
acquisition, development and redevelopment approved for the Metropolitan
Council Regional Park Capital Improvement Plan. Projects within the
existing FY 1992-93 biennium are presented here until a revised FY 1994-
95 biennium is adopted by the Council. Projects within the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) can be described within four (4) categories, as
follows:

A. SYSTEM WIDE:

B8 Emergency Residential Inholding Reserve: $1,500

& Emergency Vacant Parcel Reserve: $1,000
The two reserves are used by all nine regional park implementing
agencies (lAs), who may request acquisition grants as willing sellers
come forward during the biennium. The reserves are imperative if the
Council is to maintain a policy favoring acquisition by negotiation over
the use of eminent domain in the metro area’s highly competitive real
estate market. In a few instances, funds from these reserves have been
granted for infrastructure (developments} which have been required as
a condition of acquisition agreements. The amount in each reserve is
based on experience since regional park acquisition began in 1974,
modified by IA forecasts on the parcels which are likely to come on the

market in the time period.

8 Natural Resource Rehabilitation: $200
Grants are to recreation agencies for resource management, for which no
other funds have been found. Wetland and prairie management and refor-
estation projects have used most of these funds.

B Tax Equivalency Payment to Communities and Audits: $300
Are program costs required of the Council by law.

& Research, Planning and Administration: $400
In past biennia, the Council has received an allocation for part of its system
planning, research and administrative costs, which provide data and direc-
tion for the plan’s implementation at the regional level.

B. ACQUISITIONS:

8 Scheduled Acquisitions, per Master Plans: $4,014
Wherever possible, acquisitions are scheduled to enable better long range
fiscal planning. Priority is established from the parcel’s importance to the
regional park, seen in the master plan and from the risk of loss for parcels
critical to the regional plan. Lower priority acquisitions are assigned to the
future. Acquisitions, in some cases reimbursement of local funds already
advanced to meet emergencies when the reserves were empty, are
scheduled in Dakota, Washington and Hennepin Counties and in the cities
of Minneapolis and St. Paul.

C. DEVELOPMENT:

# Developments, per Master Plans: $7,719
Most development in this biennium continues projects underway, complet-
ing work or carrying it to an interim stage which would enable safe public
use. One new park and one new trail are proposed in this biennium. The
"new start projects” are for a park (Lake Minnetonka RP) and a trail
(Burlington Northern RT) with high public visibility, high demand, and no
public access.

D. REDEVELOPMENT:

8 Redevelopments, per Master Plans: ‘ $8,437
Redevelopment projects are in existing parks, with a long history of use,
which either lack capacity to meet new and increasing user demand or are
no longer serviceable. In the latter category, several parks are still using
buildings, walkways and bridges built by Works Progress Administration
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(WPA) or Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) in the 1930’s. Many are so
worn as to constitute a dangerous attraction to the public. Minnehaha and
Como Regional Parks are good examples. These parks, with facilities so
much in need of rehabilitation or replacement, are very attractive to users.
Closing them is almost unthinkable, even in the name of public safety. A
multi-staged rehabilitation program, encompassing nearly 15 year’'s work,
is underway at Como. One is just ready to begin at Minnehaha.

TOTAL all requested categories for Regional Parks CIP: $23,570

A more detailed table, showing all remaining projects in the current
proposed biennium of the Regional Parks CIP, is attached and shows the
particulars of the current recommended projects. Please note that this table,
which depicts the unfunded projects in the FY 1992-93 biennium, would be
revised and adopted by early CY 1994,

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

Strategic Plan

The Metropolitan Council mission is to guide orderly development in the
" TCMA. A Metropolitan Development Guide contains the policies which the
Council finds necessary for the regional systems over which the Council has
~control. Each regional system is the subject of a Guide Chapter, all are
coordinated through the Metropolitan Development and Investment
Framework. The Council’s adopted Development Guide Chapter for
Regional Recreation Open Space constitutes its Policy Plan for Regional
Parks. Goals for Acquisition and Development of the regional park system
" are contained in this document, most recently revised and published in June
of 1991. The Parks System Plan and the CIP cited elsewhere in this
discussion are integral parts of the Policy Plan.

" . Capital Pian

1974 Legislation, (Chap. 473.147), charged the Metropolitan Council with
preparing a plan for regional recreation open space. The plan includes a
system of park reserves, regional parks and trails which it found necessary
to meet the recreation open space needs of the TCMA, and a set of policies
for acquisition, development and protection of these parks. In addition, the
Council, advised by the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission

(MPOSC), adopts a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) after public hearing.
The plan must cover at least 5 years. ltis reconsidered, and a revised CIP
adopted, every two years.

Under the partnership created in the Metropolitan Parks Act, the Council
and MPOSC do not own regional parks, instead, title rests with implement-
ing Agencies, (IAs); the counties, special districts and cities who own and
operate the parks which make up the regional system. The Council adopts
a CIP for the acquisition, development and redevelopment of the system
using information from site-specific master plans prepared by the imple-
menting agencies and approved by the Council for consistency with regional
plans. Master plans are implemented by the responsible IA, using grant
funds from the Council. This request, for the FY 1994-95 biennium, asks
for state bond revenues to be appropriated to the Council for grants to
continue the regional system. Historically, the program has also used
regional bonds authorized and sold in 1974, (with a partial re-issue in
1991}, plus state bond funds first appropriated in 1976 and continued in
each biennium since.

A copy of the current approved Parks CIP is attached. The document,
adopted in 1992, begins its first biennium in FY 1992-93. Staff anticipates
that this document would be reconsidered and a revised plan adopted,
following public hearing, by early Calendar Year 1994. After its adoption
the new CIP for FY 1994-35 would be substituted in this application.

TIE TO AGENCY'S STRATEGIC PLAN

Both the Metropolitan Parks Act and Council Policy require a close
connection between acquisition and development projects in regional parks
and the region’s Recreation Open Space Plan. Projects are eligible for a
regional park grant only if they; 1) are located in a regional recreation open
space system component, 2) are in an approved Master Plan, and 3) have
been approved for the current biennium of the Parks CiP.

The Council’s overall strategic plan, the Metropolitan Development and
Investment Framework, (MDIF) coordinates all regional systems. Itis where
the parks policy plan is rectified with all other regional planning areas.

PROJECT OUTCOMES
If the requested acquisitions are funded, the Regional Recreation Open
Space System, now at 45,000 acres, would increase in size by $4 million
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worth of added lands. Most of the parcels have been scheduled because
they are at some risk of loss to the system if acquisition is delayed. The
added acres would be incremental towards the current system goal of
approximately 54,000 acres. The park system acquisition program was
adopted as a year 2000 plan, realistically, it would probably take until 2010
under present rates.

Developments would use $7.7 million to extend public access and
recreation use in regional parks and trails throughout the TCMA. In most
cases, the proposed development completes ongoing projects or brings
them to a stage of completion which allows interim public use.

Major redevelopment projects, in the amount of $8.4 million, affect existing
facilities in Anoka, Carver, Ramsey and Hennepin Counties, including such
long-standing parks as Minnehaha and the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes in
Minneapolis, Como in St. Paul and Bryant Lake, in Eden Prairie of suburban
Hennepin County. Two of these, Como and the Minneapolis Chain of
Lakes, are the busiest parks in the region, receiving more than 3.5 million
annual visits between them.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

There are feasible alternative projects in the parks CIP. An evaluation of
other acquisitions would show that the alternates are at somewhat less risk
of loss, the principal criterion used in their selection. Some of the planned
acquisitions are necessary for a scheduled development. If these parcels
are not acquired, the related work can not proceed. As already explained,
most developments in this biennium extend ongoing work programs. If the
programs are halted, the partial developments would not be useable by the
public. In the redevelopment projects, parks may close entirely for public
safety. In others, the quality of experience to be found in the projects
planned for rehab would suffer. Continued public use in degraded facilities
presents a two-headed problem. First, one may expect increased vandal-
ism, which would be harder to control since it would tend to be tolerated
by a less-protective public. Second is the even greater problem of lost
public support for the overall program, leading to a "death spiral” of lost
fiscal support, hence less ability to renovate, etc., etc.

The other project alternative continues a trend already in effect, slowed
" acquisition and development due to funding reductions experienced since
the program goals were set. The result is slowed growth in the system,

taking longer to reach acquisition goals, with subsequent delay in develop-
ment, both because the necessary resource is not yet acquired and fewer
funds are available for development. As of July, 1993, no critical parcel
has been lost to the system. Several of the |As have, however, pursued a
far less aggressive acquisition program since the reductions, and some
parcels of land, currently planned for regional parks, are on the open market
today. It is only a matter of time until one or more are taken up for
development. The parcel would then be lost, if funds to make the purchase
are not available.

The fact that few new developments are proposed, in favor of continuing
projects, testifies to the limits placed on the system by recent revenue.
Developments have been forced to a phased schedule because funds
available were not adequate to complete the project. The undesirable
impacts of this situation extend beyond delay in attaining the system’s
development goals. Phased development costs significantly more.
Interruptions in a development schedule, even if planned, cost the
contractor for labor, complicate work and material delivery schedules and
often add other costs from the need to rework completed roads, trails,
utilities and maintenance facilities.

Slow or postponed redevelopment has consequences, from restricted
service to closure of an entire facility.

EINANCING ALTERNATIVES AND RATIONALE

Regional Park capital development has come from three major sources,
State Bond Funds, Regional Bond Funds and Interest earned on invested
Regional Park Funds. The request for state bond funds for the regional
parks CIP is made in the belief that no other fund source for which regional
parks are eligible is adequate to the need or likely to be available in the time
frame. To expand:

Regional Bonds

The Council is authorized to issue up to $40 million in bonds for acquisition
and development of regional parks, which are paid from a levy on the
TCMA. The Council issued the $40 million and has subsequently re-issued
$15 million in retired bonds in 1991. Currently, no significant amount of
regional bonds are retired. It appears that the Council could defease and
reissue some of the $40 million, but the decision to do so would not be
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made until completion of an analysis of the composite indebtedness of the
metro region. Funds from reissued regional bonds are not available today.

Interest Earnings

From 1974 to 1986, interest earnings on invested regional park funds were
an important contribution to the regional park’s capital program. The
advent of new federal arbitrage rules, plus legislation restricting the
Council’s use of the reduced (i.e., post-arbitrage}, interest earnings to a
single park, have made this almost a non-factor in the regional capital
program.

State Bonds

This request is for state bond revenue for the regional capital costs in the
coming biennium. Beginning in 1976, the state legislature has appropriated
bond funds to the program, averaging about $25 million per biennium in the
early years, but with a diminishing amount of investment since the state’s
fiscal difficulties. The rationale for providing state funds to a regional
system includes:

8 regional parks provide outdoor recreation experience for the residents of
the metro region, (more than 1/2 the state’s population) similar to that
provided throughout Greater Minnesota by state parks.

B metro taxpayers pay more than 1/2 the state’s taxes, hence more than
1/2 the capital costs of state parks. State support should come to the
region’s parks, which they use more than the relatively few state parks
in the metro area.

& the regional park program, acquisition and development of outdoor
recreation resources, benefits all citizens of Minnesota; just as do state
parks and trails. This justifies state participation in the regional program
costs.

POLICY ASSUMPTIONS

In the Metro Parks Act, the State of Minnesota made a policy statement for
regional parks. It was an action program, charging the Council to identify
a system of parks and to see the system acquired and developed according
to a regional plan. The assumption on which this request is based is that
~ the policies of the State of Minnesota and the Metropolitan Council, with
respect to regional recreation open space, are unchanged. The Council
should continue its efforts to acquire and develop a recreation open space

system, benefitting the residents of the TCMA, but also all Minnesota
residents and visitors.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL}:

Conseguences of No Action

In this case, no action would be to provide no state bond funds for regional
parks. The ultimate consequence would be cessation of regionally funded
acquisition, development and redevelopment, blocking all progress toward
the system’s goals. While it might not happen during the immediate
biennium, permanent loss of state funds would be so restrictive of the
regional system’s future that it probably would lead to dissolution. Control
of acquisition and development would return to the individual implementing
agencies and future work would depend upon their diverse funding capabili-
ties. Some of the agencies would carry on partially with their own local
resources, others would seek state revenue support independently. Others
might decide for complete inaction, based upon unwillingness or inability to
develop the necessary operations and maintenance support base for the
expanded and more developed parks. In any case, there would be:

B a reduction in recreation open space resources set aside in the TCMA,

B areduction in the amount and variety of recreation opportunity available
to citizens

& reduced system planning and less coordination between the agencies
providing regional recreation open space.

Intermediate consequences have been described in substantial detail in 2.,
above.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

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

TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply):

Acquisition of State Assets’
Development of State Assets?
Maintenance of State Assets
Grants to Local Governments®
Loans to Local Governments
Other Grants {specify):

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

X Health and Safety*

Provision of New Program/Services®
Expansion of Existing Program/Services®
Other (specify}:’ :

" Regional parks acquisition

2 Regional parks development

2 Grants are from Metropolitan Council

4 Regional parks redevelopment, in part

5 Regional parks development, in part

S Regional parks development & redevelopment, in pat
7 Acquisition of regional park land, in part

Jack Mauritz

Parks Coordinator

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):

Cash: Fund

X Bonds:

DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
100

Tax Exempt __ X Taxable

X __ General Fund % of total
User Financing

% of total

Source of funds

Form G-2

FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 23,570 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$_23,570 State funding

$__ - Federal funding
$ Local gov't funding
$____ Private funding

612/291-6602 08/06/93

Agency Data Prepared by:
Name

Title

Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- .
tion. Criteria Points
. . Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Department of Natural Resources was only recently designated as a fiscal
agent and a point of access for the Metropolitan Council into the state capital Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
budget process. Questions on this request are best directed to the Council Criti £ . . 0
staff directly. DNR will work with other state and local agencies to jointly ritical Loss of Function or Services
develop policy on the proper relationships between recreational assets at aII Prior/Legal Commitments 0
levels of government and on appropriate funding policies.
User/Non-State Financing 0
Note: This requestincludes direct personnel and tax equivalency costs that the L
state would not ordinarily finance through debt issuance. Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 40
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 50
The Governor recommg_nd§ $7,590,000 in capital funds for acquisition, Customer Services Improved 60
development, and rehabilitation projects. No funds are to be used for research,
planning, administration, and tax equivalency payments, none of which are Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
eligible costs for state bonding. Also included are preliminary recommendations
Total Strategic Score 240

of $7,500,000 in 1996 and $7,500,000 in 1998.
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METROPOL ITAN COUMCIL'S FY 1994-95 REGIOMAL OPEM SPACE CAPITAL BOMDING REQUEST

duly 22, 1993

‘Based on unfunded projects in Batropoliten Coauncil's FV 1992-93 Regional Opan Spece CIP)

Agency /Park Project System-uide eeds Specific Project Agency Totals
KETROPOLITAR COLBICIL (8000's) (8000's) ($000's)
System-wide Emergency {nholding 1500

Acguisition Reserve
System-wide Emergency Acquisition - ' 1000
and Development Reserve &
. 1
System-wide Netural Resource 200 ,T,
Rehabilitation 2
=1
System-wide System-wide Research,
Planning and Administretion . 4600
System-wide Tex Equivalency and Audits 300
Syetem-wide Subtotal 3400
ANOKA COUMTY
Anoka Co. Riverfront Perk interior trails end links 100 |
RP Dev. to Coon Rapids Dem RP |
|
Bunker Hills RP Dev. Visitor contact statien, park 550 |
rosds, safety control features %
Coon Rapids Dam RP Dev.  Park interior trails and links ' 115
. to regicnal trail south to
Anoke Co. Riverfreng R®  ecceccassussea
Arcks County Subtotsl 765
CARVER COUBITY
Baylor RP Dev. - Rehabilitate visitor contect 260
station, interior park trails
end bridges
Lake Minnewashta RP Dev. Park roods,v interior park trails, 300

expand beech and pienie areas.

Carver County Subtotal ! 560




METROPOLITAN COLRICIL'S FY 1994-95 REGIONAL OPEM SPACE CAPITAL BOMDING REQUEST

ADTA COBTY

Lake Byllesby Acq.

Lebanon Hills RP Acq.

Hiesville Ravine PR Acg.

Horthern Dakota Ceo.
RT Aeg.

Northern Daketa Co.
RT Dev.

RAMSEY COLMTY

Battle Creek RP Dev.

irlington Horthern
(Swede Hollow) RT Dev.

Snail Leke RP Dev.

Long Lake RP Dev.

...........................................

Acguire key parcels from willing
sellers

Acquire key percels from willing
sellers

Acquire parcels which come on the
market and stewardship activities
including fencing, demolitien

of buildings on scquired lend
which camnot be used for park |
purposes of be relocated; eccess
road; parking and toilets to
provide minimel recreation
facilities to the park reserve
prior to masjor capital investment
for recreation development

Acauire remaining trail right-ef-way

‘{n South St. Paul

Develop besic trail features in South
St. Psul section to permit use by

public

Finish interior park trail matwork

Develop trail from St. Paul boundary
north to Beam Ave. in Haplewoced
Project is subject to Metropolitan
Council review/approval of trail
mmster plan.

Redeviop Snail Lake Besch and
pienic area concurrently with roed

“relocation being dene by Remsey County

and City of Shoreview.

Finish ongoing park development

Systam-uide Weeds

------------------

specific Projest

..................

200

300

100

29

Dakets Caunty Subtotal

500
260

185

Remsey County Subtotal
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METROPOL I TAN COUMCIL'S FY 1994-95 REGIcaAL OPEM SPACE CAPITAL BOMDING REQUEST

.........................

lig Marine PR Acg.

Cottage Grove RP Aecq.

Leke Elmo PR Dev.

CITY OF ST. PALL

Burlington Morthern
(Swede Hollow) RT Dev.

Burlington Nerthern
(Swede Hollow) RT Dev.

.emo Conservatory
‘pecial Feeture
dedevel opment

Como RP Redcvolopnint '

Hidden Falls/Crosby
Farm RP Dev.

Mississippi River Blvd.
'RT Redevelopment

.............................................

final reimbursement to Washington
Caunty for spending $1.5 million of
its oun bond funds to acquire parcels
from willing sellers.

Acquire psrcel st risk for other land
use development

Construct park meintenance facility end
extend interior park trails network

Acquire parcels not being acquired by
Ramsey County Regional Reilroed
Authority for potential joint light rail
trensit/trail use. This edditionsl land
would provide sccess to the treil and
edditional space to construct the trail
eway frem the light reil trensit line
where needed. Project is subject te
Hetropol {tan Council review/epproval ef
trail smster plan.

Develop portion of trail from St. Peul-
Meplewood border south towerd Mississippi R.
Project is subject to

Hetropol itan Council rcv\cu/wrml of
trafl Easter plan.

Continue conservatory redevelopment

Continue rehabilitatien of the perk and

Systam-wide Needs Specific Project
($000's) ($000's)

100

180

© 480

Washington Co. Subtotal

500

200

890

280

construct @ parking deck for 200, conservatory

and park users.

Interior park trails end improve river sccess.

Continue treil redevelopment frem portion
redevel oped north toward St. Peul/Mpls. border

300

400

City of St. Paul Subtotal

...............

(8000's)
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METROPOL I TAN COLBICIL'S FY 19946-95 REGIOMAL OPEM SPACE CAPITAL BOMDING REGUEST

Agency/Park Projest Syatesruide ieeds Specific Prejest Agerey Totals
....................... © ©99cccc0ccceccececeee009920080%00sccanacacces tsecescsscscecaces scscccoduoccacnne
(8000's) (8000's) (8000's)
HIEAPOLIS PARK & REC. B.
Central Miss, Riverfront Pay off loans from Minmeapolis Community 1328
RP Acq. : Dev. Agency used to acquire parcels y
in the park
(=]
=
Central Miss. Riverfront [nterior perk trails on Micollet lsland 264 e
RP Dev. bt
&=
Mpls. Chsin of Lakes final reimbursement for scquiring VFY parcel 150
RP Acq. to provide edditionsl spece in congested aree
of Lake Celhoun
Hplgs. Chain of Lakes Stabilize eroded lake shore lins end 1170
RP Dev. reconstruct worn out trails. .
Hinnehaha RP Dev. Phase 2, park rehabilitation 1500
¥ols. Park & Rec. Bd. Subtotal (389
SUBLBRAN MEMMEPIN BP
DISTRIET
8ryant Lake BRP Dev. First phese redesvicpment of park, including 2178
8 reed, beach, boet launch, sewer/uwater
assasements, end scme Interior park trails.
North Henmepin RT Dev. Continue construction of trafl 1385
Subnsban lernepin BP Dist. Subtotal 53
SUBURBAN HEWMEPIN RP
DISTRICT AMD SCOTY COLBTY
Cleary Lake RP Dav. Park roads, interior perk trails end 200
: infrastructure iEprovements
Suburban llerd. BP Dist. & Scott Co. Subtotal 200
SUBURBAN WEIBIEPIY RP
DISTRICTY
(SPECIAL REQUEST)
Lake Minnetonka RP Acq. Complete acquisition of park. (To date, 1000
Council has grented $8,136,739 for ecquisition).
Lake Minnetonka RP Dev. Construct all recreation facilities esst of 4000
relocated Highway 64, including perk roeads,
perking lots, swisming beach, recrestion center,
boat leunch, interior park treils aend picnic areas
plenned for that portion of the park.
Special Regpumet Babtotal 5000
AASSNITH0 338838

BIED@MIU RADILG REGUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 199%-1995 2570



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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Local Recreation Grants

PROJECT COSTS: $21,000 '
APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $7,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $7,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $7,000
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): Local Governments Statewide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 12 of 21 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Matching grants would be provided to cities, counties, townships and
recognized Indian tribal units for acquisition, development and renovation of
local park and recreation areas. A wide range of outdoor recreation
facilities are eligible for assistance including trails, water related facilities,
athletic fields and courts, picnic and camping facilities, playgrounds and
support facilities. Local governments complete the projects and are
reimbursed for actual work completed.

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

The Local Recreation Grant program helps fill a critical need for "close to
home" outdoor recreation opportunities. The 1990-1994 State Comprehen-
sive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) noted that 73% of Minnesotan’s
outdoor recreation hours per capita are spent within a 1/2 hour travel
distance from home. This means that city, county and other local park
facilities play a major role in providing for day to day outdoor recreation
needs of Minnesotan’s. Many local governments need financial assistance
to be able to provide an adequate level of outdoor recreation areas and
facilities for local citizens. The local recreation grant program has played a
major role in developing local outdoor recreation facilities throughout the
state over the past 28 years. Much of the existing local outdoor recreation
infrastructure was developed with assistance through this program. In

many cases, the matching grants available through this program provided
the incentive for local governments to proceed with a recreation project.
In other cases the program has been instrumental in protecting valuable and
threatened open space and natural areas.

The state has a legitimate role and interest in helping to provide local
outdoor recreation opportunities. It is in the interest of the state to help
ensure that citizens throughout Minnesota have opportunities to participate
in recreation activities that support healthy life-styles, foster respect for the
natural environment, teach concepts of teamwork and participation, and, in
some cases, provide economic benefits to communities. Many communities
derive tourism dollars from their local outdoor recreation facilities and many
others view local parks as important economic development factors that
play an important part in attracting or retaining both businesses and skilled
workers. This program is one way that the state can help support rural
communities trying to survive amid the exodus to the cities, suburban
communities that are growing faster than their abilities to provide for
outdoor recreation needs, and inner city areas that need positive environ-
ments and activities for young people.

The program also helps to support and complement state outdoor recreation
facilities. Local facilities can provide key linkages to state parks and trails,
cooperative public access opportunities, local rest areas along state trails,
camping and other facilities that complement state recreation areas, and
other opportunities for state and local cooperation. These efforts can help
enhance the state’s investment in state administered facilities and foster
support for these facilities within nearby local communities.

Finally, the state has an interest and a responsibility in seeing that all
citizens have access to public outdoor recreation areas. Many local facilities
are not accessible to persons with disabilities. Major renovation and
investment is needed in many parks in order for these facilities to meet
state and federal accessibility requirements. State financial assistance is
needed, in many cases, to enable these required renovations to take place.
Many communities simply lack adequate funds. In addition, the state has
a responsibility to help correct accessibility problems in local outdoor
recreation areas that it has funded through previous grants.

The program would also help to further the department’s long range
strategic goals in the following ways:
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

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

We will work with the people of Minnesota to manage the state’s diverse
natural resources for a sustainable quality of life by participating with local
governments in the protection of "close to home” open spaces and the
development and renovation of accessible local outdoor recreation facilities
that are available to average citizens on a day-to-day basis.

We will ensure the cooperation, involvement and participation of local
citizens and governments in protection and development of outdoor
recreation resources by requiring lacal public involvement in the grant
application process and by encouraging active local government involvement
in the planning and development of funded projects.

We will support and recognize opportunities for sustainable resource
development and recreation that benefits local economies by funding local
government park amenities that will help keep and attract local industries
and businesses, encourage families and a qualified work force to live in the
.community, and attract tourism dollars from outside the community.

Finally, we will invest in our human resources by addressing the tremendous
need to renovate existing local park facilities to make them accessible to
‘persons with disabilities and assisting local governments with the substan-
tial renovation costs associated with such an effort, and by providing
‘opportunities for people to participate in recreational activities that promote
physical fitness and offer positive social interaction.

Specific long term goals for the program include the provision of approxi-
mately 200 grants to local governments by the year 2000. These grants
‘would focus on needs identified in the 1995-2000 SCORP, as well as
‘required renovations to meet accessibility requirements and opportunities for
cooperative state and local projects. Total grant requests during the period
-1985-1993, have totaled over $90.6 million, an average of over $10 million
‘per year. The requested funding would enable us to fund about 1/3 of grant
requests. At this level, approximately 30 to 40 grants would be made each
‘year. This would be about the optimum. number of grants per year given
the current staffing level and the logistics of the grant process.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The increased urbanization of the state has led to a shortage of outdoor
recreation facilities in growing communities throughout the state. In

addition, a major reduction over the past decade in both state and federal
funds available to assist local governments with local park projects has
resuited in a backlog of capital expenditure needs at the local level, and a
loss of needed open space to non-recreation uses.

This program involves a successful partnership between the state and local
governments. The state annually solicits grant applications from local
governments. These applications are evaluated against a number of criteria
related to SCORP priorities, adequacy of design, commitment to long term
operations and maintenance, safety concerns, and other related factors.
The projects are ranked on these criteria and the highest ranked projects
chosen for funding. Grant recipients must provide a match of at least 50%
of total eligible project costs. Local service organizations often provide
donations to help meet the match requirement. The grants are reimburse-
ment grants, so grant funds are not provided until eligible project work has
been completed. This allows for state oversight to ensure that local units
comply with contract obligations.

For many years this program was funded through the Legislative Commis-
sion on Minnesota Resources. In the mid - 1980’s, however, the Commis-
sion+ecommended that, as this was an ongoing program, funding should
more appropriately be provided through the capital budget process. Thelast
funded capital budget request for the program was in 1990. That funding
was allocated in 1991 and 1992. No state grant funds were available in
1993.

If no action is taken, there would be no state assistance available to local
governments for acquisition, development and renovation for most types of
local outdoor recreation facilities, other than some minimal funding provided
through the Land and Water Conservation (LAWCON) Fund. In 1993, less
than $250 was available statewide for local parks through the LAWCON
program.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2.
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

Other Grants (specify):
X General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): -

X __ Heaith and Safety

User Financing % of total

X __ Provision of New Program/Services ‘ Source of funds
X Expansion of Existing Program/Services '
X__ Other (specify): Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 7.000 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$___7.000 State funding
$ 350 Federal funding
$__ 6,650 Local gov't funding
$ Private funding

Agency Data Prepared by: Wayne Sames Supervisor, Local Becreation Grants 612/296-1567 07/20/93
Name Title Telephone Date

FARE B-169




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

Form G-3

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion.

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends capital funds of $1,000,000 for this project.

STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Points

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 4]
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 70
Strategic Linkage . 30
Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal. 0
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 200

PAGE E-170



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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Trail Acquisition, Development and Betterment
PROJECT COSTS: $24,034

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $7,778
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $8,000
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $8,256
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIOCRITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 13 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Project includes land acquisition and betterment on three state trails as
authorized in Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 85.015. All development would
be in accordance with trail master plans as adopted and filed with the
Secretary of State. Recreational user groups served by this proposal include
bicyclists, hikers, snowmobilers, cross-country skiers, and equestrians.

Paul Bunyan State Trail ~ $3,000

- develop two large bridges over Trunk Highway 371

- develop Baxter to Pine River segment (30 miles)

- develop parking lots at Baxter, Merrifield, Nisswa, Pequot Lakes, Pine
River

Root River State Trail: Houston Extension- $ 500

- acquire 6.5 miles

- initial development (blading, shaping, bridge and culvert repairs as
needed, signing)

Root River State Trail: Harmony Extension i . $1,000
- acquire and develop 17.5 miles of new trail

Glacial Lakes State Trail $1,400
- develop bicycle surface (36 miles)
(NOTE: Initial development of bridges and culverts, blading and shaping,
and bridge decking are now underway funded by the Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources.)

North Shore State Trail: Grand Portage Extension $378
- develop trail (4 to 6 new bridges) (40 miles)
- cooperatively funded by the U.S. Forest Service

Minnesota Valley State Trail $1,500
- acquire and develop 5 to 10 miles (depending on cost of property and
existence of willing sellers

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.

Benefits from these projects related to the Department of Natural
Resources’ Directions strategic plan include:

- vDeveIop recreational trails
- Aid public safety
- Promote tourism.

All projects meet demonstrated recreational needs. Customer service would
be improved by adding services where none now exist. The Root River
State Trail is one of the most successful trails because of its high quality
scenery and close proximity to the Twin Cities. The extensions requested
here would allow other communities in the area to benefit from the trail plus
improving the quality of service offered trail users. The Minnesota Valley
State Trail is also close to the Twin Cities metropolitan area and offers a
unique opportunity to visit important wildlife refuges and natural settings
near the most populous part of the state.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form G-1

The Paul Bunyan and Glacial Lakes state trails would be the first long-

By distance, multi-use trails in the area. Extending the North Shore State Trail

to Grand Portage would create a connection between the Minnesota
snowmobile trail system and the Ontario trail system, including the city of
Thunder Bay.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Because of their location and high quality attractions, these trails offer great
potential for return on state funds. These trails support year-round, intense
use. They have regional reputations and enjoy local governmental support
and.-support from citizens. In the case of the Minnesota Valley State Trail,
a cooperative plan exists between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service where
the trail can occupy federal land. : ‘

The State has already purchased abandoned railroad property for the Paul
‘Bunyan and Glacial Lakes state trail projects. The State is already incurring
costs to maintain and operate them on an interim basis without enjoying the
economic benefits that could result once full development takes place.

Budgets would be required to operate and maintain all trail segments
included in this proposal. They would take the form of labor salary,
equipment, travel, supplies and materials, and professional service. Exact
costs are subject to the combination of trail uses served by the trail, the
level of use that develops, length and intensity of winter recreational
seasons, and economic conditions.

Maintenance and operations costs for muiti-use trails range from $3
-hundred to $9 hundred per mile per year, depending on length, amount of
-use, combinations of use, weather, and location within the state. Funding
for maintenance and operations is from a combination of sources including
general fund and dedicated snowmobile and cross-country ski accounts.

Minnesota State Trails: Improvements for the Future is attached for further
reference.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST : Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137.500 = $138)

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

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

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

User Financing % of total
Health and Safety
Provision of New Program/Services : Source of funds

' Expansion of Existing Program/Services )
Other (specify): FUNDING SOQURCE:

I

$ 7.778 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$__ 7,778 State funding
B Federal funding
$ Local gov't funding
$ Private funding

Agency Data Prepared by: Gordon Kimball _Trail Program Coordinator 612/296-6693 07/22/93
Name o Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- .
tion. Criteria Points
. : o . . Critical Life Safety - existing hazards ‘ 0
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider the snowmobile
account in the Natural Resources Fund as a source for debt service payment Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
on the north shore state trail portion of this request. . . .
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
The Governor recommends $4,405,000 in capital funds for the Paul Bunyan, User/Non-State Financing 0
Root River - Houston, Root River - Harmony projects. The Governor further | Strateaic Link 20
recommends the $378 North Shore State Trail project, with debt service goic . age
payments from the snowmobile account in the Natural Resources Fund. Also Agency Priority 40
included are preliminary recommendations of $7,500,000 in 1996 and :
$7,500,000 in 1998. . Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal ¢
Customer Services Improved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 190
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Minnesota State Trails:
Improvements for the Future

State Trail Acquisition, Development, and Rehabilitation
Priorities and Opportunities

FAGE B-173




THE BENEFITS OF TRAILS

Trails are today at the forefront of the recreation agenda. Federal, state and local units
of government are mobilizing their resources in response to growing grassroots support
for additional trail opportunities. Why? Trail oriented recreation is increasingly being
embraced by diverse constituencies including: trail user groups, tourism and economic
development interests, environmentalists, the transportation community and the public at-
large.

Trails...

Provide opportunities for people to improve their physical and mental health.
Help to create jobs and spur local economic activity.

Secure abandoned railroad corridors for continued public use.

Provide alternative transportation and off-road travel options.

Provide habitat for plants and animals; greenspace for people.

Tie communities together, both physically and "in spirit".

Provide educational opportunities.

Foster a sense of civic pride and community well-being.

Link existing recreation lands and facilities.
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FORCES AFFECTING THE WAY TRAILS AND WATERWAYS
WILL DO BUSINESS

There are a number of powerful forces at work in society today that together suggest the
need for timely action.

Variety of funding sources.

State trail acquisition and development efforts are supported by legislative appropriations
with recommendations by the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR),
capital bonding, dedicated user funded accounts, and general fund dollars. Federal
funding through various provisions of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA) has opened the door to still more possibilities and opportunities.

~ This diversity of funding sources creates new administrative complexities and timing
constraints as they challenge DNR/Trails and Waterways to match trail opportunities with
the most appropriate instrument for funding. These diverse sources will undoubtedly
push the Unit to change and expand its mission as it attempts to satisfy the purposes for
each of the funding sources.

Increased sophistication of trail user and trail advocate groups.

Organizations and individuals are increasingly participating in public processes to promote
their activities and secure facilities. The formation of the Minnesota Recreation Trail Users
Association (MRTUA) is one example. MRTUA was formed with representatives from
eight user groups to collaborate on common problems, and share information on their
needs and plans. They are the official state trail advisory group and serve as an official
advisory to the distribution of the National Recreation Trail Fund, another ISTEA provision.

Another example is the Harmony - Preston Area Trail Commission. This commission is
a joint powers board formed to identify and secure a 17.5 mile trail that will connect to the
Root River State Trail. They have successfully identified and are securing an alignment
for this trail.

This sophistication will increasingly affect the way that DNR/Trails and Waterways does
business. Simultaneously, more attention will have to be given to these articulate "voices"
while still attempting to provide a balanced product line for all of the people of Minnesota.
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Changing land use patterns.

Railroad abandonments

The pace of railroad abandonments will decline in the future. Emerging public
policy directs they be preserved today for future options. Trails are a convenient
way to preserve them in the short and long run. DNR/Trails and Waterways will
need to cooperate with an ever-widening array of public and private interests as
it attempts to preserve these "conservation corridors."

Consolidation of farms, decline of mining, growth of the state’s tourism economy.

Communities recognize that trails can provide a positive economic stimulus and
can enhance the local economic mix as more traditional businesses decline or

diversify.

Summer surveys conducted in 1989 by DNR provide information about the
economic impact of trails. A survey of the Carlton to Duluth segment of the Willard
Munger State Trail indicated that an estimated 42,320 people used the trail during
the May to September season. Since the average trail user expected to spend
$8.38 per day, an estimated $355,000 were spent by trail users during the summer
season. Forty seven thousand people used the Heartland State Trail during the
1989 summer season and spent an average of $8.00 per day. This means
$376,000 were spent by trail users that summer. Trail users on the Root River
State Trail spent an average of $9.71 per day. The estimated 18,900 trail users
spent $184,000. Observation of the change in lodging facilities in the town of
Lanesboro along the Root River State Trail is illustrative of the positive economic
impact of trails. Prior to trail development, there were two lodging facilities in town.
Today there are nine. A number of other businesses have sprung up such as
restaurants and gift shops. ‘
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Winter trail users have a positive economic impact as well. The Heartland State
Trail hosted approximately 25,000 users during the 1988-89 snowmobile season.
Each users spent an average of almost $30 per day. Thus, as estimated $750,000
were spent by snowmobilers. |

DNR/Trails and Waterways will need to become increasingly sophisticated in
economic development planning and impact analysis. As Minnesota’s trail "expert",
Trails and Waterways bears responsibility for generating and publishing timely,
accurate information regarding the costs and benefits of trail development.

Trails for recreation and transportation.

Trails increasingly serve as an important part of the transportation infrastructure.
Bicyclists and pedestrians are using trails as an alternative to automobile travel. [f trails
are to realize their potential as an integral part of the multimodal transportation system,
DNR/Trails and Waterways will need to anticipate this potential in planning, development
and seeking funding for new trails. Trails and Waterways must anticipate the
diversification of the role of trails.

Creation of innovative partnerships: between the public/private sector and among federal,

state and local governments.

Such partnerships are emerging as interest in trails grows and as public budgets shrink.
Trails and Waterways has begun to forge new relationships and "do business" in
innovative and non-traditional ways. '
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THE CONTEXT: SOCIAL TRENDS AFFECTING OUR PRODUCT MIX

Changing Demographics

Aging Population

Minnesotans are getting older. In fact, by the year 2000, fully.30% of state residents will
be between the ages of 35 and 54, a 50% increase over the number of persons in that
age group in 1986. In contrast, some 27% of Minnesotans will fall between the ages of
15 and 34, a 14% decrease from 1986.

Ethnic Diversity

Minnesota is becoming more racially and ethnically diverse. Minnesota’s minority
population grew 72% between 1980 and 1990. (This was the 4th highest rate of increase
of any state in the nation.) However, in spite of this rapid growth, the minority percent

of the state’s total population is relatively small at 6.3%. Only six other states have a

smaller minority population.

Household Trends

Minnesota households are continuing to become more diverse. In 1950, 77% of
households were comprised of married couples. This percentage declined to 57% in
1990. Single parent households and other non-traditional living arrangements have
become much more prevalent.

Migration

A few areas of the state are experiencing an increase in population: the Twin Cities, St.
Cloud, Rochester and a corridor of counties in central Minnesota. Most counties have
experienced a decrease in population.

Changes in Recreation and Leisure Patterns

Demand for Trails

Participation in trail recreation will continue to increase. Demand for trail activities will
grow into the future. Walking/hiking, and biking are among those activities projected to
have the greatest increase in hours of participation into the year 2000.
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Leisure Time
Minnesotans feel increasingly pressed for time, as growth in leisure time has stagnated,
even reversed, in recent years. And, ways to spend leisure time have multiplied.

The pattern of how available outdoor recreation time will be used has changed. Shorter
trips, closer to home are replacing the longer 2 week family vacations. Minnesotans stay
within 30 minutes from home for almost 75% of their total outdoor recreation time. They
are willing to travel an hour or more for 22% of their recreation activities.

Emerging and changing recreational equipment and technology.

Today, in-line skates, all terrain vehicles, mountain bikes and roller skis are relatively new
to the recreation market. What will tomorrow bring? New recreational products and
technologies are being continually developed and refined. The Trails and Waterways Unit

must respond to these new trail uses by accommodating use on our existing facilities or .

by providing new facilities. If uncontrolled, new uses can impact trail facilities and lead
to conflicts with more established uses and user groups.

Responding to the needs of motorized trail users is a need. Motorized trail users have
become increasingly well organized and articulate. Trails. and Waterways must
accommodate motorized trail users by developing appropriate programs and facilities.
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IMPLICATIONS

Trail recreation is well suited to meet the needs of Minnesota’s changing population. As
the population shifts towards larger numbers of older citizens, trails can offer the
opportunity for safe, accessible activities such as walking or bicycling essential for
maintaining health and a high quality of life. The increasingly urbanized society is looking
for close to home opportunities, as well as longer distance vacation activities.

Based on all of these changes in demographics and leisure patterns, more people may

be seeking facilities and programs that provide group dynamics other than those based
on the traditional family. More people may be participating in activities they can do alone.
Trail recreation can provide opportunities for both groups and individuals.

The following criteria for acquisition, development, and rehabilitation were developed,
based on the previously discussed forces at work in society and societal trends.

1. Completeness - Priority was given to those projects that extend, link, or upgrade
existing trails to make these trails more meaningful and complete.

2. Destination - Priority was given to those projects that provide connections
between major population or service centers.

3. Opportunity - Priority was given to those projects that take full advantage of local
political support, that leverage available funds, that harness trail user support, that
build upon other desirable projects or partnerships, and those projects that are
developed in response to pending rail abandonments.

4. Tourism - Priority was given to those projects that encouragev increased local
tourism and spur desirable economic development.

5. Integrity of Facilities - Priority was given to those projects that protect existing
investments. . '

6. Improvements - Priority was given to development and rehabilitation projects that
improve existing trail conditions and correct deficiencies.

Following are Trails and Waterways priorities for state trail acquisition/development and
rehabilitation. This list is preliminary and subject to revision.

An inventory of other acquisition opportunities is listed as well.
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DNR REGION

COMMENTS

TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES MILES | ESTIMATED COST
Paul Bunyan State Trail Baxter to Lake Bemidji State Crow Wing, Cass, 1 & lii 100 $6,000,000
Park Hubbard, Beltrami
Root River State Trail Rushford to Houston Fillmore, Houston \Y 12.5 $1,488,000 Acquisition in progress.
Glacial. Lakes State Trail Willmar to Richmond Kandiyohi, Stearns 1\ 36 $2,000,000
Biufflands System Isinours/Preston/ Fillmore \ 17.5 $1,893,000
Harmony
Willard Munger State Trail Barnum to Carlton Carlton 1] 17 $1,080,000
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway extension into Ramsey Vi 34 $3,000,000 Includes 1.2 million for
downtown St. Paul Phase 1: Arlington to
Cayuga
North Shore State Trail Grand Marais - Grand Portage Cook I 40 $450,000 Matching USFS §,
strong local support.
$250,000 for bridges.
Biufflands System Houston to Caledonia Houston \ $2,128,000
Minnesota Valley Trail Fort Snellihg State Park to Carver, Hennepin, v, Vi $1,500,000
LeSeur Sibley, Scott
Heartland State Trail Walker to south of Cass Lake Cass | 16 $1,200,000 Surface with asphait.
Arrowhead State Trail Ericksburg to International Koochiching Il 10 $70,000 Strong local suppont,
Falls includes bridge over
Rat, Root Rivers.
Gandy Dancer Danbury to Foxboro Pine, Carlton i 31 $100,000
Casey Jones State Trail | Pipestone v 12
Luce Line State Trail Winsted to Hutchinson MclLeod vi 15 $500,000
® Cloquet to Saginaw Carlton, St. Louis i 10 $50,000 Local interest by
township/SLRB
b Carlton to Wrenshall Carlton 1l 4 $45,000 Blading, erosion

" control.

* Unnamed Segments
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION MILES | ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Luce Line State Trail Plymouth to Winsted Hennepin, Carver Vi, v 32 $608,000 Rehabilitate ($483,000)
‘ bike and horse trails
and bridge repairs
($125,000).
Willard Munger State Trail Carlton to Duluth Carlton 1} 31 $172,500 Rehabilitate Duluth
slumps.
North Shore State Trail Duluth to Grand Marais St. Louis, Lake, Cook il 152 $201,250 Rehabilitate North
Shore Trail bridges.
Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail Mankato, Faribault Blue Earth, LeSueur, v,V 37 $849,200 Replace limestone
Rice surface with asphalt.
Heartland State Trail Park Rapids to Walker Hubbard, Cass | 28 $1,300,000 Rehabilitate
deteriorated ashpalt
surface. Resurface and
widen.
Taconite State Trail Grand Rapids - Coleraine ltasca ] 5 $33,700 Reroute, improvemnent
for multiple use.
North Shore State Trail Ross Creek reroute St. Louis ] 4 $37,500 Reroute to avoid
wetlands.
Willard Munger State Trail East Segment Pine, Carlton i 35 $33,700 Reroute and repair.
= Pengilly - Alborn St. Louis, ltasca il 39 $49,200 Grading & bridge

decking.
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COMMENTS

TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION MILES | ESTIMATED COST
Root River State Trail Money Creek Woods to Houston Vv 6.5 $12,000
Houston
Blufflands System Isinours/Preston/Harmony Fillmore \ 17.5 $107,000
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway extension into Ramsey Vi 34
downtown St. Paul
Blufflands System Houston to Caledonia Houston \ 14 $36,000
Minnesota Valley Trail \" Acquisition of
segments pending or
in progress.
Paul Bunyan State Trail Beltrami County Line to Lake Beltrami | 9
Bemidji State Park
Taconite State Trail Grand Rapids to Coleraine Grand Rapids ] 7 $40,000 On many parcels, trail
is on mining or paper
Taconite State Trail Coleraine to Ely Grand Rapids I 160 $200,000 company lands, with

permit only.
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TRAIL SEGMENT COUNTIES DNR REGION | MILES ESTIMATED COST COMMENTS
Willard Munger State Trail Gateway to William O'Brien Washington \ 11
State Park
- Blufflands System LaCrescent-Hokah Houston \ 55

Blufflands System Houston-Hokah Houéton v 12.5
Blufflands System Caledonia - Spring Grove Houston Vi 10
Blufflands System Spring Grove - Harmony Houston, Fillmore Vi 20
Superior Vista Duluth - Two Harbors St. Louis, Lake i 29

= Bemidji to Oklee Beltrami | 50
Glacial Lakes State Trail New London - fhree St. Parks Douglas, Pope, LV 140

Kandiyohi

® Villard to Starbuck Pope I 15
Willard Munger State Trail through Duluth St. Louis Il 8

= Grand Rapids to Schiey ftasca, Cass I, 34

= Brainerd to McGregor Aitkin, Crow Wing I, 50

= Grand Portage to International | Cook, Lake, St. Louis, I 220

Falls : Koochiching
Willard Munger State Trail Hinckley via the St. Croix Washington, Chisago, i, Vi 85 Feasibility has been
Pine studied.
= Collegeville to St. Cloud Stearns 1} 12
* Little Falls to St. Cloud Benton, Morrison ] 30

PAGE B-186




SEGMENT

COUNTIES

DNR REGION

ESTIMATED COST

COMMENTS

TRAIL MILES
Brainerd to Camp Ripley Crow Wing i 20 Extension of Paul
Bunyan State Trail to
Crow Wing State Park.
Avon to Fergus Falls Stearns, Todd, ] 100
Douglas, Ottertail
Pine Island to Red Wing Oimsted, Goodhue \Y 32
St. Paul - LaCrescent Dakota, Goodhue, 140
Wabasha, Winona,
Houston V, Vi
Northfield to Faribault Rice vV 13 BExtends Sakatah Trail
Faribault to Blooming Prairie Rice, Steele A\ 34
Rochester to Stewartville Olmsted \ 13
Preston - Forestville Fillmore \ ¢]
‘Fountain to Spring Valley Fillmore A 14
Blooming Prairie to Austin Mower \ 15
Lanesboro-Brightsdale Unit Fillmore \ 3
Spring Valley to Stewartvilie Fillmore, Mower, \Y 12
Olmsted
Luce Line to Theodore Wirth Hennepin \ 6 Important connection
Park, Mpls. between recreation
units.
Maplewood through White Ramsey, Washington Vi 8 Possible route for
Bear Lake-Hugo Willard Munger State
Trail, St. Paul to
Forest Lake to Hugo Washington Vi 7

Duluth.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail
. Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: Saint Louis River Land Acquisition
PROJECT COSTS: $5,500

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $3,400
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): St. Louis and Carlton Counties

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 14 of 21 requests

1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This project would provide funds to acquire and protect undeveloped lands
located along the Saint Louis, Cloquet, and Whiteface rivers. It would place
in public ownership rare, contiguous riparian lands offering very high quality
resources including scenic, recreation, historic, and archaeological values.

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

This project would build on the local river planning project funded by the
1991 Legislature. It is a cooperative effort among the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR), the Minnesota Power Company, and the Saint
Louis River Board to acquire lands identified in the Saint Louis River
Management Plan (SLRMP).

Approximately 22,000 acres of riparian lands currently available from the
Minnesota Power Company have been identified for acquisition in the
SLRMP. The possibility that these lands would be sold to private developers
contributed to the creation of the Saint Louis River Board and the SLRVIP.
Significant cost savings in acquisition fees would be realized by purchasing
large tracts of land from one landowner.

The total funds needed to acquire available Minnesota Power Company
lands are estimated at $5.5 million (approximately $250 per acre x 22,000
acres). Currently, the 1993 Legislature appropriated $1.0 million from the
Environmental Trust Fund for the first phase of acquisition of these lands.
Additional financing has been guaranteed by the Minnesota Power Company
in the form of a minimum land donation of 20 percent of the total value of
the land. Therefore, an additional $3.4 million is requested to complete the
acquisition of Minnesota Power Company lands.

Minnesota Power Land Acquisition Financing Summary:

1993-95 LCMR $1,000
Minnesota Power Donation 1,100
Capital Bonding Request 3,400
TOTAL $5,500

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Minnesota Power has indicated that they intend to sell these riparian lands
soon. When they did not receive any interest in the past from government
agencies to acquire these properties, they entered into an option to sell a
significant portion of the lands to a large developer (since released). This
contributed to the creation of a local initiative, the Saint Louis River Board,
to protect the river and place lands known for their resource values in public
ownership. :

In the event funds are not available for this project in the near future,
Minnesota Power may sell the lands to private individuals or businesses.
This may destroy many of the resource values and make future acquisitions
much more difficult and costly.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

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

Other Grants (specify):

X General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):

User Financing % of total
Health and Safety

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
Expansion of Existing Program/Services '
Other (spgcify): FUNDING SOURCE:

$ 3,400 Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$__ 3,400 State funding
$ Federal Funding
$ __ Local gov't funding
$
$

. 1,100 Private funding - MPC
1,000 LCMR

Agency Data Prepared by: Steve Mueller Proaram Coordinator 612/297-4955 07/83
: Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
. STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion. Criteria Points
. . . . Critical Life Safety - existing hazards o]
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider converting an
Environmental Trust Fund appropriation from the 1993 session into debt Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
service payments in order to accelerate this project. . . ]
Critical Loss of Function or Services o
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION: Prior/Legal Commitments 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $4,400,000 for this project. The User/Non-State Financing 28
Governor further recommends that the debt service on this project be paid from L :
the Environmental Trust Fund. An existing trust fund appropriation for the Strategic Linkage 90
project should be re-directed to this purpose and added to the bonding request. Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Improved 40
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
Total Strategic Score 198
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: RIM - Wildlife and Natural Area Land Acquisition (Wildlife
Management Areas, Scientific and Natural Areas, Prairie Bank Easements, N.A.
Waterfow!l Management Plan, Critical Habitat Match)

PROJECT COSTS: $41,200

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $15,800
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $12,700
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $12,700

LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

#

15 of 21 requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Introduction: There are a number of acquisition programs to protect
important habitat for Minnesota’s wildlife and native plants. This request
covers all these programs administered by the DNR’s Section of Wildlife.

Each acquisition program protects slightly different resources and provides
different recreation opportunities for Minnesotans and non-residents. These
programs also take advantage of different opportunities to leverage state
funding with private funds and federal funds. These acquisition programs
have historically received funding from bonding and funds recommended by
the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR).

A. Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) {$4.0 million FY 94-5)

These funds would provide for accelerated wildlife land acquisition efforts
with a main emphasis on completing existing WMA's, protecting habitat for
rare and endangered species, and restoring drained wetlands. The Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) System (1,164 units, 717,000 acres) protects
critical wildlife habitat across the State and provides high quality recreation-
al opportunities for hunting, trapping, wildlife observation, and other
compatible activities.

M.S. 86A.04, Subd.8. states, A state wildlife management area shall be
established to protect those lands and waters which have high potential for
wildlife production and to develop and manage those lands and waters for
the production of wildlife, for public hunting, fishing, and trapping, and for
other-compatible outdoor recreational uses.

-B. Scientific and Natural Areas (SNAs) ($5.0 million FY 94-5)

The acquisition of lands and waters that qualify as scientific and natural
areas (SNA) would be carried out. SNA are sites of statewide significance
that preserve examples of plant communities, geoclogical features,
landforms, and rare and endangered species habitat. Examples are an old
growth pine forests, a gravel esker, a peatland, and habitat for a species
such as the prairie white-fringed orchid. These sites are preserved for these
rare features and for their scientific and educational value for present and
future generations.

M.S. 86A.05, Subd. 5. states, A state scientific and natural area shall be
established to protect and perpetuate in an undisturbed natural state those
natural features which possess exceptional scientific or educational value.

C. Prairie Bank Easements ($1.3 million FY 94-5}

The Native Prairie Bank Program was established by the 1987 Minnesota
Legislature to protect native prairie lands by entering into perpetual
conservation easements with landowners. MS 84.96, Sec. 19 states, The
commissioner shall establish a native prairie bank, determine where prairie
land is located in the state, and prescribe eligibility requirements for
inclusion of land in the native prairie bank. These easements provide
protection for the prairie resource while still allowing the fand to remain in
private ownership.

To be eligible for Prairie Bank a tract must be covered by native prairie
vegetation, must never have been plowed, and must have less than 10%
tree cover. Funding for Prairie Bank is limited. The following factors are
considered to determine which eligible parcels would be accepted:

& Relationship to other units:
- is the tract part of a Prairie Landscape Reserve (M.S. 84.96)?
- is the tract adjacent DNR, USFWS or other public land?
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form G-1

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

2 [nventory:
- is there good information on the availability of this prairie type from
the Natural Heritage Program or other sources?
- has the County Biological Inventory been completed for the area?
8 Quality:
- does the tract contain high quality prairie?
- does the tract contain rare species?
B Jeopardy:
- will the tract be lost if some action is not taken?
B Acquisition:
- is the landowner not interested in selling, or would the state rather
own less than fee title ownership?

For a permanent easement the landowner is paid 65% of the RIM perma-
nent Marginal Agricultural Land payment rate (this is typically equal to 58 %
of the average estimated market value of cropland in the township). For an
easement of limited duration the landowner is paid 65% of the Permanent
Prairie Bank easement. If the landowner is interested in continuing
agricultural uses such as limited haying or grazing, a set of conditions and
practices are developed (often in consultation with SCS, Extension, or
SWCD) which would allow such use yet still protect the prairie. The
payment rate is adjusted to reflect the retention of these rights.

The Native Prairie Bank Program is administered by the Scientific and
Natural Areas (SNA) Program. Priority sites and target areas are selected
by the SNA program based on the established criteria and other factors
listed above. Landowners apply directly to the program, or are directed to
it through other conservation agencies and offices.

D. Critical Habitat Match ($1.5 million FY 94-5)

The RIM Critical Habitat Matching Program (CHM) provides an opportunity
for private individuals, groups, and businesses to help fund the cost of
acquiring or improving critical fish, wildlife, and native plant habitats. State
funds are matched dollar-for-dollar by contributions of land, easements, or
cash to the program. Cash donations and state matching dollars are used
statewide to: 1) purchase critical parcels of land for wildlife management
areas, scientific and natural areas, aquatic management areas, and
occasionally state parks, or state forests: and 2} enhance fish, wildlife and
native plant habitat on public lands and waters.

E. North American Waterfowl Management Plan ($4.0 million FY 94-5)

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan (the "Plan") is a
cooperative effort by federal, state, and local governments and private
organizations in Canada, Mexico and the U.S. to stabilize and restore
continental waterfowl populations by preserving and restoring adequate
wetland habitats. Funding for this project would be used to acquire and
restore wetlands and associated uplands in key locations of Minnesota.

Minnesota has the highest number of duck hunters of any state in the
Mississippi Flyway and is a key waterfow! production state. Minnesota has
always been a leader in waterfowl conservation, and is committed to
fulfilling habitat objectives defined in the Plan and the state implementation
plan. Under the state implementation plan, to meet population objectives,
168,000 acres of wetlands and associated uplands must be acquired by the
year 2001 in the prairie region of Minnesota. This includes acquisition
currently being realized under existing programs by the DNR and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, but would require considerable acceleration over
current acquisition rates. Other land management initiatives would also be
required such as private lands management and lake reciamation, but are
not covered by this work plan.

Most of this acquisition would occur in the prairie pothole region of
Minnesota, and would benefit all species of prairie wildlife. Project areas for
acquisitions and wetland restorations in ‘Minnesota are: Heron Lake
Watershed, Swan Lake Watershed, Red River Valley Watershed, Cannon
River Watershed and Minnesota River Valley Watershed.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

A. Wildlife Management Areas

Acquisition of wildlife lands are 'guided by Minnesota Statues, Fish and
Wildlife Long Range Plan and the Wildlife Management Area Long-Range
Acquisition Plan. According to the acquisition long-range plan the goal is
to acquire 1 million acres of wildlife lands by the year 2,000. The
acquisition objective was established on the bases of the needs of various
wildlife species and availability of lands within each county. The DNR -
Division of Fish and Wildlife’s acquisition priority lists are based on willing
sellers within project boundaries.
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Drainage of wetlands and destruction of upland habitat is continuing at a
rapid rate exerting increased pressures on our wildlife resources. The
acquisition of wildlife habitat in fee title has been the most effective way to
protect them. Trends in the recreational use of Minnesota’s wildlife and
native plant resources indicate a growing demand by citizens and visitors for
hunting and wildlife viewing opportunities.

Funds for acquisition have not been adequate, resulting in lost opportunities
to purchase priority wildlife lands. Presently, there are willing sellers for
$12 million of potential WMA lands within existing previously approved
active projects. If these lands are not acquired now the state may not have
an opportunity to purchase them for many decades and some of the areas
may be destroyed if they are not protected. Many of the tracts are crucial
to complete priority wetland and habitat development.

The above acquisition goal cannot be met without new appropriations for
this purpose. Existing funds from the wildlife acquisition surcharge provides
about $878 for acquisition during the 1994-95 biennium. There have not
been bonding or Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund appropria-
tions specifically for WMA acquisition since 1990 when $300 was
appropriated for statewide projects. Critical habitat Match has helped but
acquisition is often driven by restrictions on the donations.

Therefore, bonding funds are needed to acquire project inholdings and to
meet the long-range goal. Funds under this request would allow for the
purchase of up to 7,000 acres of critical wildlife habitat per biennium,
helping to ensure the future status of wildlife populations and quality
outdoor experiences.

B. Scientific and Natural Areas ‘

At the present time, 100 scientific and natural areas have been protected,
that encompass some 167,694 acres. Of this total, 146,238 acres are in
16 ecologically significant peatlands, legislatively protected by the Wetland
Conservation Act of 1991. All SNA meet the following agency long range
goals; "protecting and managing Minnesota’s diverse ecosystems...,
preserving biological diversity..... , preserving unique natural resources...,
and using cost effective methods to acquire...resources.”

This request for SNA acquisition is in accordance with the Department’s
Long Range Plan for Scientific and Natural Areas. In 1980, the Legislative
Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR), as a part of the oversight of
agency acquisition work programs, mandated that the SNA Program develop
a Long-Range Plan (LRP). This LRP was approved by the LCMR in 1980 and -
again in 1991 when the plan was revisited.

The LRP divides the state into 18 ecological landscape regions based on
soils, geological history, and presettlement vegetation. The LRP establishes
a policy of protecting multiple sites in each landscape in order to preserve
the genetic diversity inherent in each of these landscapes. The LRP arrived
at this approach after extensive consultation with other states and agencies
involved in natural area and rare species protection efforts.

To ensure the protection of the genetic and biological diversity of the state,
the LRP uses a two tier approach; a coarse filter and a fine filter approach.
Plant community sites are the coarse filter. Plant communities protect many
different plant species, common and uncommon. The rationale is that if you
protect a plant community you protect the whole array of species, plants
and often animals, most commonly associated with it. To this end the LRP
calls for protecting at least 5 examples (sites) of each plant community
found in a particular landscape region.

Sites for protecting plant, animal, and geological features are the fine filter.
Protection efforts here focus on one species/feature. This action ensures
one of the best sites in the landscape for a particular rare or unique attribute
is protected, thereby helping to ensure the survival of a species or
protection of a feature. It is recognized the site may not be a state
significant example of a plant community nor protect many other plant or
animal species. The LRP calls for protecting at least 3 examples of each
species or feature important site found in any particular landscape region.

The ensuing system of multiple sites, protected in each landscape region,
for species, geological features and plant communities ensures the genet-
ic/biological diversity of the landscape is retained. It also prevents the loss
of important species, plant communities and features from accidental or
willful human disturbance and natural catastrophe. This strategy can be
summed up as a ecological policy of not putting all your eggs in one basket!
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Minnesota has approximately 500 features that are tracked by the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to ensure their protection. While
many of these features are found across several landscape regions others
maybe restricted to only one. To ensure all of these entities are preserved
it is estimated that a system of 500 natural areas will be needed by the year
2085* to adequately protect these features in a system of multiple sites.
Since an average of eight rare features are protected on any given site, 500
sites is estimated to be needed to meet long term protection goals.
Minnesota is one of the few states that havé attempted to establish a goal
as to the number of sites that would ultimately be needed to protect the
state’s rare features. Most other states continue to protect all sites
identified, subject to available funds.

Protection priorities for SNA are identified through the inventory and assess-
ment efforts of the Heritage and County Biological Survey (CBS) Programs
of the DNR. The CBS is a systematic county by county inventory of all
natural features that presently remain in Minnesota. Priorities from the CBS,
assessment of historical occurrences of rare features {in counties where
CBS is not completed), and past Heritage inventory efforts, enable the SNA
Program to identify and pursue the best possible sites for protection. Some
sites are acquired in counties where the CBS or Heritage Program has not
completed an inventory. In these cases protection priorities are influenced
by historical data, immediate threats to critical parcels, knowledge of co-
occurrences of rarity, data from federally funded inventories (federal
endangered species efforts}, and other first hand knowledge of a site. The
process used to identify protection priorities often allows the SNA Program
to meet multiple protection objectives (communities and species/geological
features) while protecting one site.

Protection efforts also entail a continual review of the existing public land
base to determine if rare species, geological features and plant communities
occur. State significant occurrences found on public lands are pursued for
SNA dedication when found. Gifts of lands are another method by which
SNA are protected. Acquisition is used to protect occurrences of rare
features in private ownership where features are not adequately protected
on the public land base. Based on historical protection efforts, it is
estimated that 35% of the 500 natural areas necessary to meet the goals
of the LRP will be acquired. Gifting is anticipated to account for 40% and
public land dedication for 25% of the protection efforts toward this goal.

It is estimated that protection of critical sites as SNA would cost over $10
million over the next 6 years. This level of funding would permit the
protection of over 9000 acres of virgin prairies, old growth forests,
geological features, rare species habitats and 9,000 of lands in peatland
SNA. To acquire the remaining 48,000 acres of lands in peatland SNA
owned by counties and others would require an additional $3 million.
Protection costs are based on average costs to acquire critical SNA lands
over the past few years. ’

* This 100 year goal was set in 1985, hence the year 2085.

C. Prairie Bank Easements

Native Prairie is Minnesota’s most endangered natural habitat type. We
once had over 18 million acres of prairie in the state. Today less than one
percent remains (an estimated 150,000 acres). These lands are home to
more rare and endangered plants and animals than any of Minnesota’s other
natural habitats - over 100 different species. In recognition of this, the
1987 Legislature, enacted the Native Prairie Bank (M.S. 84.96 Sec. 19) and
the Prairie Landscape Reserve Program (M.S. 84.91 Sec. 98.1) torecognize
the value of native prairie and to mandate its restoration, management and
protection. The Prairie Landscape Reserve bill requires the Department to
plan for the restoration and management of prairie on a landscape scale.
Landscape reserves are to be composed of integrated networks of protected
prairie lands, prairie restoration sites, and private prairie lands where
compatible agricultural practices are encouraged. Prairie Bank easements
were seen as another key protection tool to link these parcels together since
landowners are often reluctant to sell or to give up certain agricultural
practices. ‘

The new law also established a prairie biologist position within the Scientific
and Natural Areas Program to carry out prairie landscape planning and
management. -

Prairies provide excellent wildlife habitat for nesting waterfow!, pheasant,
and other upland nesting birds in addition to protecting rare species. The
rich soil of most of Minnesota’s productive farmland was formed under a
prairie sod. Today, native prairies also are important for agricultural
research (soil fertility and crop development) and provide valuable hay and
pasture lands.
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The near elimination of native prairie in Minnesota has spurred a concerted
effort to protect the remaining parcels. The DNR has purchased native
prairie as part of state Scientific and Natural Areas, Wildlife Management
Areas, and State Parks. In addition, the USFWS and private conservation
groups such as The Nature Conservancy have protected prairie lands. Many
additional prairie species, however, would become endangered if more
private prairie habitat is lost. Prairie bank provides an alternative for
preserving prairie on private land. i

The majority of the state’s native prairie, aimost 75% is privately owned.
The long range goal of the Native Prairie Bank program is to protect 75,000
acres of native prairie on private land. In the nest ten years we hope to be
able to enroll about a third of this (20-25,000 acres). This funding request
would enroll an estimated 35 prairie tracts, protecting about 3,500 acres of
prairie on private land in FY 1994-95. The Native Prairie Bank Program
provides many landowners the option to keep the land in private ownership
while protecting the prairie for future generations.

If no action is taken prairie lands would be lost to continued agricultural
conversion and intensive grazing.

D. Critical Habitat Match

CHM projects are guided by the DNR - Division of Fish and Wildlife's
acquisition priority lists that are based on the Fish and Wildlife Long Range
Plan. Priorities are provided by area and regional managers and the Critical
Habitat Management Committee. Donations are evaluated according to the
state statutes 84.944 (Acquisition of Critical Habitat) and Minnesota Rules
6210.0400 (Priorities for the Acquisition and Improvement of Critical
Habitat)

The CHM Program has received nearly $9 million in private contributions
that have been equally matched with state funds. The average donation
level for the last several years is $1.5 million per year.

E. North American Waterfowl Management Plan
This project directly fulfills objectives within the Section of Wildlife's
strategic plan relating to wetlands and wetland wildlife. The DNR’s Long-
range Plan for Waterfow/ has the goal of maintaining current diversity and
distribution of waterfowl populations and increasing numbers for maximum
recreational, hunting and viewing opportunities.

Successful implementation could directly add up to 4,000 acres of wetlands
and adjacent uplands to the Wildlife Management Area (WMA) and
Scientific and Natural Area (SNA) systems. A reduced level of effort would

- make timely achievement of Plan goals impossible. Federal matching grants

are available to extend the accomplishments of this budget.

This wetland protection and restoration program is different from other state
wetland programs for these reasons:

& The Plan is a cooperative and coordinated effort among many agencies
that fosters considerable leveraging, and reflects and acceleration of
existing efforts to stabilize populations and habitats before this opportu-
nity is lost.

B The plan is directed to specific joint venture areas and key wetland
habitats within these joint ventures.

B The Plan has an implementation horizon of the year 2001 so it would not
be a endless program.

8 Key areas for acquisition include those with high biodiversity and other
wildlife use; this helps maximize benefits and allows priority targeting.

This acquisition program protects wetlands through public ownership and
complements the state wetland presence and RIM reserve that protects and
restores wetland on private lands.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

A. Wildlife Management Areas

Valuable wetland acreage and critical upland wildlife habitat would be lost
if acquisition funds are not available. Consolidation of ownerships on
existing WMAs would enhance public use and management efforts and
safeguard past investments.

In addition to protecting wildlife habitat, the WMA acquisition program is
important in conserving surface water, preserving unique vegetation, natural
beauty and open space, and providing areas for cutdoor recreation
compatible with wildlife management.
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B. Scientific and Natural Areas

If no acquisition action is taken to protect state significant sites for rare and
endangered species, geological features, and native plant communities they
would be lost to urban development, agricultural expansion, mining,
silvicultural management and other incompatible land uses. These sites can
not be recreated once they are lost. Surveys have documented that 81%
of the population believe natural areas need to be protected.

C. Prairie Bank Easements

The tall grass prairie once stretched from southern Manitoba to the Gulf of
Mexico. Ironically, the little that is left of Minnesota’s prairies represents
one of the best opportunities on the continent to preserve the biodiversity
of this major ecosystem. Only the Flint Hills of Kansas and Oklahoma have
anything similar. The future of many prairie plants and animals depends on
what happens here in Minnesota.

D. Critical Habitat Match

The CHM Program is one of the most innovative and successful programs
in the country for enhancing environmental quality and fish, wildlife, and
native plant habitats. Additional CHM funds will encourage matching
private donations to protect and enhance additional crucial habitat for fish,
wildlife, and rare and endangered species, as well as provide additional
areas for related recreation. Without adequate state matching dollars,
potential donations could be lost.

The LCMR recommended and the Legislature funded $2.6 million for FY 94-
95 through the Environment and Natural resources Trust Fund. That
appropriation would probably be matched by private donations before the
end of FY 94 and additional funds would be needed from bonding to meet
the needs of FY 95.

Critical Habitat Match Procedures
Step 1 Donors contact the DNR local offices regarding potential donations or
they submit a Critical Habitat Match donation application to the central office.

Step 2 Pledges for enhancement projects and land donations are screened by
area and regional fish and wildlife staff.

Step 3 Once approved at the local level, the pledges or donations for projects
are evaluated on a quarterly basis by a Division of Fish and Wildlife panel. The
panel includes the Division Director, DNR RIM Coordinator, Fish and Wildlife
Land Acquisition Coordinators, Wildlife Section Chief, Fisheries Section Chief
and other individuals as necessary. Donations are evaluated according to the
state statutes 84.944 (Acquisition of Critical Habitat), and Minnesota Rules
6210.0400 (Regulations Establishing Priorities for the Acquisition and
Improvement of Critical Natural Habitat)

In the review process, each proposal is assigned one of the following priorities.
These priorities are listed in order of decreasing importance as established by
rule: :

8 Potential contribution to the maintenance or enhancement of populations of
native plant, fish, and wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened

8 Potential contribution to the protection or enhancement of native ecological
communities that are now uncomman or diminishing

8 The benefits provided to existing or potential habitat for fish and wildlife
populations

® The enhancement of fish and wildlife oriented recreation

When there are several proposed projects within one of the above categories,
they would be evaluated against one another based on the following attributes.
(These priorities were established by the Division of Fish and Wildlife.}

B Acquisition is within or adjacent to an existing unit of the-Outdoor Recreation
System

8 New WMAs, SNAs, or Aquatic Management Areas are large enough to
achieve resource or recreation protection and management objectives.

8 The project would protect or improve habitat as identified by the Divisions
Fish and Wildlife Long Range Plans.

B8 Project contributes to the goal of the North American Waterfowl Manage-
ment Plan

Step 4 After approval by the Division of Fish and Wildlife, and completion of
donation or 50/50 land donations are optioned, the projects expending Critical
Habitat Match bonding funds are submitted to LCMR for recommendation under

- their bonding oversight responsibilities.
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Step 5 Bonding expenditures are recommended for approval by LCMR .
Step 6 State funds are encumbered.

Step 7 Development projects and land acquisitions are initiated. Land purchase
values would be based on a certified appraisal.

Step 8 State and private funds are expended.

NOTE: Donations are deposited and deeds are received at various times
between Steps 1 through 3.

E. North American Waterfowl Management Plan

State appropriations since 1988 for Plan activities, primarily at the Swan and
Heron lakes projects, have been approved for match by federal dollars ($3.5
million) through the North American Wetland Conservation Act (the "Act"). To
date, more federal match has been available than state seed money. State
dollars, therefore, appropriated through bonding have a good chance of being
leveraged to achieve objectives. State funds can be matched up to 1:1 under
the Act grant process, which is competitive and subject to annual Congressional
appropriations. Other project dollars are also leveraged from other partners,
. both governmental and private.
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one):
X Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets
Maintenance of State Assets X Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS {(Check all that apply):

Other Grants (specify):
X General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): ‘

Health and Safety

User Financing % of total .

Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): . ‘ FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 15,800 Total Appropriation Request (1994 Session)
$_ 15,800 State funding
$__ 4,000 Federal funding
$ Local gov’t funding
$__ 1,500 Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Jay Rendall RiM Coordinator 612/297-1464 07/21/93

Name Title Telephone Date
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion.

The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider the Game and Fish
Fund as a source for debt service payments on the wildlife management area
acquisition portion of this request.

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends capital funds of $6,300,000 for this project. Also
included are preliminary recommendations of $6,500,000 in 1996 and
$6,500,000 in 1998.

STRATEGIC SCORE

Criteria Points

Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
Critical Legal Liability - existing liability O
Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
User/Non-State Financing 31
Strategic Linkage 90
Agency Priority 40
Asset Preservation/Deferred Renewal 0
Customer Services Impfoved 60
Operating Savings/Efficiencies 0
221

Total Strategic Score
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Component List

F&W -- Wildlife Acquisition

Form G: Non - Buildings

rank title cost cumulative  reference
1 Hardwood Creek Wma - Acq 495,000 495,000 678
2 Bradshaw Lake Wma - Acq 254,100 749,100 834
3 Carlos Avery Wma - Acq 121,000 870,100 837
4 Carlos Avery Wma - Acq 102,850 972,950 838
5 Carlos Avery Wma - Acq 29,720 1,002,670 839
6 Carlos Avery Wma - Acq 72,600 1,075,270 836
7 Carlos Avery Wma - Acq 48,400 1,123,670 835
8 ElmoWma - Acq 89,540 1,213,210 729
9 Inman Wma - Acq 16,760 1,229,970 733
10 InmanWma - Acq 29,720 1,259,690 734
11  Whitewater Wma - Acq 82,885 1,342,575 828
12  Whitewater Wma - Acq 42,350 1,384,925 827
13 Whitewater Wma - Acq 23,375 1,408,300 830
14 Whitewater Wma - Acq 7,958 1,416,258 829
15 Mikkelson Wma - Acq 77,440 1,493,698 697
16 Mikkelson Wma - Acq 60,016 1,553,714 6%
17 Mikkelson Wma - Acq 87,120 1,640,834 695
18 Mikkelson Wma - Acq 17,840 1,658,674 694
19 Rosenau Lambrecht - Acq 68,970, 1,727,644 706
20 SE Hanska Wma - Acq 84,700 1,812,344 677
21 SE Hanska Wma - Acq 75,020 1,887,364 708
22 lowa Great Lakes - Acq 169,400 2,056,764 682
23 Caribou Wma - Acq 877,250 2,934,014 728
24 Skull Lake Wma - Acq 113,740 3,047,754 716
25 Halma Swamp Wma - Acq 43,560 3,091,314 731
26 Shible Lake Wma - Acq 99,220 3,190,534 713
27 Sweetwater Wma - Acq 67,760 3,258,294 800
28 Sweetwater Wma - Acq 10,712 3,269,006 79
29 McCarthy L. Wma - Acq 21,080 3,290,086 693
30 Lac QuiParle Wma - Acq 12,440 3,302,526 688
31 Hand's Marsh Wma - Acq 238,370 3,540,896 - 676
32 Milest Wma - Acq 72,600 3,613,496 819
33 Fulda Wma - Acq 52,030 3,665,526 782
34 Daubs Lake Wma - Acq 42,350 3,707,876 776
35 Pokegama Lake Wma - Acq 96,800 3,804,676 r
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36 Roseau River Wma - Acq 27,020 3,831,696 736
37 lrish Lake Wma - Acq 61,347 3,893,043 783
999 Adolph Schmidt Wma - Acq 188,v760 4,081,803 652
999 Ann & Leo Donahue Wm - Acq 12,332 4,094,135 653
999 Babcock Wma - Acg 66,550 4,160,685 654
999 BenlLacs Wma - Acq 38,720 4,199,405 57
999 Blackberry Wma - Acq 9,200 4,208,605 658
999 Blackberry Wma - Acq 302,500 4,511,105 659
999 Blue Heron Wma - Acq 48,400 4,559,505 660
999 Bootleg Lake Wma - Acq 133,100 4,692,605 661
999 Bootleg Lake Wma - Acq 36,300 4,728,905 662
999 Buckhorn Lake Wma - Acq 36,300 4,765,205 663
999 Bullard Wma - Acq 43,560 4,808,765 664
999 Burgen Lake Prairie - Acq 15,950 4,824,715 685
999 Burgen Lake Prairie - Acq 38,720 4,863,435 666
999 Center Creek Wma - Acq 108,900 4,972,335 €67
999 Circle Lake Wma - Acq 133,100 5,105,435 668
999 Clay Wma - Acq 43,076 5,148,511 669
999 Coon Lake Wma - Acq 14,600 5,163,111 670
999 David Steen Wma - Acq 96,800 5,259,911 671
999 Deer Creek Wma - Acq 25,400 5,285,311 672
999 Des Belt Wma - Acq 54,450 5,339,761 673
999 Gold Mine Lake Wma - Acq 114,950 5,454,711 674
999 Gray Fox Wma - Acq ’ 164,560 5,619,271 675
999 Height Of Land Wma - Acq 102,850 5,722,121 680
999 Heterodon Dunes Wma - Acq 78,650 5,800,771 681
999 |zaac Walton League - Acq 154,880 5,955,651 684
999 JeglumWma - Acq 54,450 6,010,101 685
999 Jervoss Wma - Acq 14,600 6,024,701 686
999 Kobliska Wma - Acq 91,960 6,116,661 687
999 Little Willow Wma - Acq 12,440 6,129,101 689
999 Magaksika Wma - Acq 38,720 6,167,821 690
999 Magaksika Wma - Acq 30,800 6,198,621 691
999 Marvin Schubring Wma - Acq 30,800 6,229,421 692
999 Mud Lake Access - Acq 10,280 6,239,701 698
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999 Pischke Wma - Acq 44,649 6,284,350 699
999 Pischke Wma - Acq 14,600 6,298,950 700
999 Prairie Creek Wma - Acq 30,800 6,329,750 701
999 Prairie Lake Wma - Acq 36,300 6,366,050 703
999 Ridgeline Wma - Acq 90,750 6,456,800 704
999 Rosehill Wma - Acg 151,250 6,608,050 705
999 Rurres Wma - Acq 60,500 6,668,550 707
999 Sacred Heart Wma - Acq 34,040 6,702,590 709
999 SaxWma - Acq 10,280 6,712,870 ™
999 Sedge Wren Wma - Acq 135,520 6,848,390 72

1999  Sioux Agency Wma - Acq 290,400 7,138,790 74
999 Sioux Agency Wma - Acq 254,100 7,392,890 75
999 Spectacle L. Wma - Acq 14,600 7,407,490 718
999 Straight River Wma - Acq 72,600 7,480,090 719
999 Swan River Wma - Acq 60,500 7,540,590 720
999 Tyson Lake Wma - Acq 67,760 7,608,350 721
999 Tyson Lake Wma - Acq 77,440 7,685,790 72
999 Tyson Lake Wma - Acq 38,115 - 7,723,905 723
999 Winsor-greenwood Wma - Acq 72,600 7,796,505 724
999 Winsor-greenwood Wma - Acq 48,400 7,844,905 725

999 Yaeger Lake Wma - Acq 50,820 7,895,725 726
999 Burntwood Wma - Acq 25,400 7,921,125 27
999 Frank Wma - Acq 145,200 8,066,325 730
999 Hill River Wma - Acq 14,600 8,080,925  7®
999 Mosquito Creek Wma - Acq 181,500 8,262,425 735
999 Spring Creek Wma - Acq 60,500 8,322,925 737
999 Vanose Wma - Acq 16,760 8,339,685 739
999 Wambach Wma - Acq 23,240 8,362,925 740
999 Wambach Wma - Acq 242,000 8,604,925 [
999 Wambach Wma - Acq 372,680 8,977,605 742
999 Castle Creek Wma - Acq 48,400 9,026,005 743
999 Great Scott Wma - Acq 20,000 9,046,005 744
999 Kettle Lake Wma - Acq 48,400 4 9,094,405 745
999 Owens Wma - Acq 12,440 9,106,845 746
999 ZimWma -Acq 117,370 748

9,224,215
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999 Branch Wma - Acq 65,340 9,289,555 749
999 Dalbo Wma - Acqg 108,900 9,398,455 750
999 Dalbo Wma - Acq 72,600 9,471,055 751
999 Dalbo Wma - Acq 16,760 9,487,815 752
999 Dalbo Wma - Acq 72,600 9,560,415 753
999 DalboWma - Acq 21,080 9,581,495 754
999 Freemont Wma - Acq 90,750 9,672,245 735
999 lonaWma - Acq 54,450 9,726,695 7
999 Kunkel Wma - Acq 15,680 9,742,375 758
999 Maple Lake Wma - Acq 42,350 9,784,725 759
999 Mystery Lake Wma - Acq 124,630 9,909,355 760
999 North Germany Wma - Acq 35,120 9,944,475 761
999 North Germany Wma - Acq 29,720 9,974,195 762
999 Red Eye Wma - Acq 18,542 9,992,737 763
999 Strike Wma - Acq 42,350 10,035,087 764
999 Strike Wma - Acq 10,280 10,045,367 765
999 Strike Wma - Acq 21,080 10,066,447 766
999 Turtle Creek Wma - Acq 43,560 10,110,007 767
999 Yeager Lake Wma - Acq 188,760 10,298,767 768
999 Amiret Wma - Acq 48,400 10,347,167 769
999 Archerville Wma - Acq 23,240 10,370,407 770
999 Benderberg Wma - Acq 36,300 10,406,707 - 4
999 Budolfson Wma - Acq 67,760 10,474,467 773
999 Cactus Rock Wma - Acq 871,200 11,345,667 74
999 Dietrich Lange Wma - Acq 18,920 11,364,587 778
999 Iron Lake Wma - Acq 53,240 11,417,827 784
999 Kaibab Wma - Acq 11,576 11,429,403 785
999 Krahmer Wma - Acq 90,750 11,520,153 786
999 Leeds Wma - Acq 37,510 11,557,663 787
999 Madsen Wma - Acq 50,215 11,607,878 788
999 Maple River Wma - Acq 157,300 11,765,178 789
999 Milan Wma - Acq 17,840 11,783,018 790
999 Milan Wma - Acq 12,440 11,795,458 791
999 Minnie Man Wma - Acq’ 157,300 11,952,758 792
999 Phelan Wma - Acq 210,540 12,163,298 793
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rank title cost cumulative  reference
999 Phelan Wma - Acq 20,108 12,183,406 . ™4
999 Revanche Wma - Acq 142,175 12,325,581 795
999 Rupp Wma - Acq 25,400 12,350,981 7%
999 RuppWma - Acq 87,120 12,438,101 7
999 Schmalz Wma - Acq 139,150 12,577,251 798
999 Timber Lake Wma - Acq 90,750 12,668,001 803
999 Vale Wma - Acq 60,500 12,728,501 804
999 Wieker Wma - Acq 32,960 12,761,461 805
999 Wood Lake Wma - Acq 39,930 12,801,391 806
999 Wood Lake Wma - Acq 148,709 12,950,100 807
999 Aurora Wma - Acq 39,930 12,990,030 808
999 Boyd Wma - Acq 48,400 13,038,430 809
999 Boyd Wma - Acq 45,980 13,084,410 .810
999 Carex Wma - Acq 11,900 13,096,310 81
999 Carex Wma - Acq 11,900 13,108,210 812
999 Geneva Wma -Acq 10,901 13,119,111 813
999 Geneva Wma - Acq 10,928 13,130,039 814
999 Geneva Wma - Acq 25,400 13,155,439 815
999 Geneva Wma - Acq 84,700 13,240,139 816
999 Lenalarson Wma - Acq 25,400 13,265,539 817
999 Maple Creek Wma - Acq 54,450 13,319,989 818
999 Nelson Fen Wma - Acq 67,760 13,387,749 821
999 Nelson Fen Wma - Acq 64,130 13,451,879 822
. 999 Peat Bog Wma - Acq 7,904 13,459,783 823
999 Perched Valley Wma - Acq 25,400 13,485,183 824
999 Sakatah Wma - Acq 70,180 13,555,363 825
999 Schumann Wma - Acq 21,080 13,576,443 826
999 Zimbrick Wma - Acq 48,400 13,624,843 831
999 Bethel Wma - Acq 30,800 13,655,643 832
169 . Components
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rank title cost cumulative  reference
A Algific Talus Slopes 179,200 179,200 3167
A Alpine Bilberry 168,000 347,200 3179
A Bald Eagle 1,120,000 1,467,200 3172
A Big Woods 604,800 2,072,000 3168
A Bluff Prairie 1,232,000 3,304,000 3177
A Calcareous Fen 53,760 3,357,760 3180
A Five Lined Skink 145,600 3,503,360 3182
A Glacial Till Prairie 425,600 3,928,960 3178
A Leedy's Roseroot/Maderite 134,400 4,063,360 3183
A Northern Hardwoods 672,000 4,735,360 3170
A Northwest Prairie 1,176,000 5,911,360 3169
A Ottoe Skipper 224,000 6,135,360 3184
A Peatlands 784,000 6,919,360 3185
A Prairie Bush Clover 336,000 7,255,360 3171
A Prairie Moonwort 53,760 7,309,120 3181
A Prairie White Fringed Orchid 145,600 7,454,720 3173
A Ramshead Orchid 60,480 7,515,200 3174
A Sand Dunes 1,120,000 8,635,200 8165
A Sand Prairie 1,120,000 9,755,200 3166
A Trout Lily 364,000 10,119,200 8175
A Wet Prairie Parkland 369,600 10,488,800 3176
A Wood Turtle 168,000 10,656,800 8186

22 Components
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FY 94-95 Prairie Bank Priority Sign-up Areas

(Based on goal of 2000 ac/yr)
Enrollment Area County Acres Cost
Red River Valley Beach Ridges Kittson, Marshall, Polk, 1500 $525,000
Pennington, Red lake,
Norman, Clay
Minnesota River Valley Traverse, Bigstone, Lac qui 800 $280,000
Parle, Swift, Chippewa,
Yellow Medicine, Renville,
Redwood, Brown, Nicollet,
Blue Earth, LeSeur
Alexander Moraine Douglas, Pope, Swift, 600 $210,000
Kandiyohi
Prairie Coteau Escarpment Linclon, Murry, Nobles, 600 $210,000
Jackson
Sioux Quartzite Cutcrops Pipestone, Rock 300 $105,000
Cannon River/Mississippi River | Rice, Goodhue, dakota, 200 $70,000
Blufflands Wabasha, Winina, Houston
Totals 4000 $1,400,000
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Component List

F&W -- NAWMP Acquisition

rank

Form G: Non - Buildings

title cost cumulative  reference
A Bailout WMA 15,730 15,730 3198
A Bailout WMA 22,688 38,418 3199
A Caron WMA 133,100 171,518 3197
A Fritsche Creek WMA 54,450 225,968 3204
A Fritsche Creek WMA 108,900 334,868 3205
A Heron Lake WMA 300,080 634,948 3190
A Heron Lake WMA 338,800 973,748 3191
A Lac qui Parle WMA 229,900 1,203,648 3200
A Lac qui Parle WMA 76,230 1,279,878 3201
A Lac qui Parle WMA 291,610 1,571,488 3202
A Maple Creek WMA 54,450 1,625,938 3187
A Moonan Marsh WMA 169,400 1,795,338 3189
A ‘Omro WMA 54,450 1,849,788 3206
A Ruthton WMA 56,870 1,906,658 3203
A Straight River WMA 78,650 1,985,308 3188
A Swan Lake WMA 358,160 2,343,468 8207
A Swan Lake WMA 108,295 2,451,763 3208
A Swan Lake WMA 390,225 2,841,988 3209
A Swan Lake WMA 151,371 2,993,359 3210
A Swan Lake WMA 17,424 3,010,783 2n
A Swan Lake WMA 42,350 3,053,133 212
A Toe WMA 545,952 3,599,085 3192
A Toe WMA 56,870 3,655,955 3193
A Toe WMA 15,730 3,671,685 3194
A West Graham WMA 194,810 3,866,495 3185
A West Graham WMA 65,340 3,931,835 3196

26 Components
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-1
Non-Building Project Detail

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

AGENCY: Natural Resources, Department of

PROJECT TITLE: RIM - Fish and Wildlife Fisheries Acquisition
PROJECT COSTS: $1,850

APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1994 SESSION: $350
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1996 SESSION: $700
APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $800
LOCATION (CITY, COUNTY): State Wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1994 Session only):

# 16 of 21 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In accordance with the Department’s strategic plan "Directions”, $350 in
funds are requested for acquisition of trout stream easements for fisheries
management purposes.

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

DNR Directions: We will protect and manage Minnesota’s diverse
ecosystems, respect the natural world, and enhance the beauty of our
surroundings by concentrating resource management efforts on systems
having the greatest pressure from population growth and development:
wetlands, blufflands and river corridors, urban natural areas, and aggregate
resources; preserving biological diversity at the genetic, species, and
ecosystem levels; protecting surface water and groundwater resources to
address increasing demand, user conflicts, and domestic, agricultural, and
industrial pollution; preserving unique natural, cultural, historical, and
archaeological resources; and using cost-effective methods to acquire land
and develop facilities needed for resource protection and management and
that allow appropriate public use of natural resources.

DNR Directions: We will provide opportunities to enjoy our outdoor
recreation resources by developing and maintaining safe, accessible outdoor
recreation facilities and providing quality recreation services.

Acquisition of trout stream easements has been the most important
component of the fisheries acquisition program. Trout streams are
considered by the public to be a precious state resource and are highly
vulnerable to degradation. Easements provide environmental protection of
the riparian zone and angler access. Easements also provide access for
DNR personnel and constituent cooperators to participate in trout habitat
improvement projects. '

Acquisition of warm water stream easements and aquatic management
areas is a new component of the fisheries acquisition program. Easement
acquisition on warm water streams has the same benefits as for trout
streams. Aguatic Management Areas were authorized by the 1992
legislature as part of the Outdoor Recreation System. Aquatic Management
Areas are intended to protect critical fisheries habitats such as sensitive
riparian areas and undeveloped lakeshores. Areas targeted would include
unique or important habitats such as aguatic plant beds or fish spawning
areas. The demand for lake shore property continues to increase causing
more development of shoreline areas. Development along lakeshores has
adversely affected fisheries habitat through shoreline modifications and
removal of aquatic vegetation. Critical spring areas along trout streams
have been adversely impacted in some cases and need protection to
enhance water quality. Aguatic Management Areas would provide
opportunities to add needed protection to the states fisheries resource.

The long range goal for trout stream easements is to acquire approximately
1,000 miles. There are currently about 195 miles of trout stream ease-
ments. The goal through F.Y. 1999 is to acquire an additional 60 miles at
a cost of about $1,200. This requires funding at $200 each F.Y., which is
about the maximum that could be used given the logistics of the acquisition
process and personnel available to contact landowners. This request, along
with a $50 appropriation from the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources (LCMR) for trout stream easements, would meet the goal for F.Y.
1994-95,
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

Form G-1

The long range goal for Aguatic Management Areas and warm water stream
easements needs to be developed once these programs become better
established. Currently, priorities are established on the basis of individual
lake and stream management plans. No funding is requested for F.Y. 1994-
95 for Aquatic Management Areas and warm water stream easements
because fisheries needs can be covered with an appropriation of $250 from
LCMR; however, the projected needs for F.Y. 1996-99 are $300 and $400
for Aquatic Management Areas and warm water stream easements,
respectively.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Currently, there is no funding in the operating budget of fisheries specifically
earmarked for fisheries acquisition. Some trout stamp money has been
used in recent years; however, the amounts have been relatively small
because there are substantial costs of habitat improvement and troutculture
which the trout stamp also funds. No trout stamp money is available for
acquisition in F.Y. 94; however, a total of $300 was appropriated from
LCMR funds for acquisition in F.Y. 1994-95 inciuding $50 for trout streams,
$50 for warmwater streams, and $200 for Aquatic Management Areas. As
a result, the additional funding needs for fisheries acquisition are less for
this biennium than they will be for the next two.

A prioritized list of acquisition projects has been included. However, it is
necessary to purchase easements on a "willing seller” basis. As a result,
the specific parcels which would be obtained with this appropriation cannot
be identified at this time.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-2
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands ($137.500 = $138)
TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF FINANCING (check one}:
Acquisition of State Assets Cash: Fund
Development of State Assets
X Maintenance of State Assets X __ Bonds: Tax Exempt __X Taxable
Grants to Local Governments
Loans to Local Governments DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
Other Grants (specify):
, X __ General Fund % of total _100
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply):
User Financing % of total
Health and Safety
Provision of New Program/Services Source of funds
X Expansion of Existing Program/Services
Other (specify): FUNDING SOURCE:
$ 350 Total Appropriation Request {1994 Session)
$ 350 State funding )
$__ Federal funding
$ Local govt funding
$ Private funding
Agency Data Prepared by: Steve Hirsch Fisheries Program Manager 612/296-0791 07/120/93
Name Title Telephone Date
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form G-3
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1994-99
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
STRATEGIC SCORE
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- .
tion. Criteria Points
. . . . Critical Life Safety - existing hazards 0
The Governor and the Legislature may wish to consider the Game and Fish
Fund as a source for debt service payments on this project. Critical Legal Liability - existing liability 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Loss of Function or Services 0
Prior/Legal Commitments 0
The Governor recommends capital funds of $250,000 for this project. Also ;
included are preliminary recommendations of $350,000 in 1996 and $350,000 User/Non-State Financing 