
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Strategic Planning Summary {Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form A 

COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW: 

The Minnesota legislature adopted the accelerated CSO cleanup plan in 
1985 for the Twin Cities area with new state CSO funding and a statutory 
10-year deadline. The PCA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
and the city of Red Wing worked together to adopt a new state/federal 
discharge permit for the CSO discharges. The permit contains a schedule 
of completion of sewer separation projects that will eliminate CSO 
discharges. 

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

WATER QUALITY MONITORING SYSTEM: 

The first request for permanent monitoring stations was made in the 1 994 
capital budget. The legislature authorized $200 thousand for the 
construction of 10 stations. It was indicated that these would be placed 
in the Minnesota River Basin. 

Bond Counsel has determined that the $ 200thousand authorized for these 
first 10 stations should not have been tax exempt bonds. Language will 
be presented by the Department of Finance reducing this previous 
authorization. 

COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW: 

The Red Wing CSO program began in 1994 with a project completed at 
a cost of $250 thousand. Another project will begin in 1995 with an 
estimated cost of $1.5 million. 

In the last 6 years, the CSO program in Minneapolis, St. Paul and South 
St. Paul has completed approximately $1 79 million of sewer separation. 
The entire 1 0-year program in the Twin Cities involved the completion of 
more than 700 individual sewer separation projects at a total cost of about 
$282 million. 

LANDFILL CLEANUP: 

In July 1994, the Landfill Cleanup Act of 1994 took affect. This law 
charges the state of Minnesota through the PCA, with the responsibility 
for long term care and provision of response action at all qualifying 
facilities within the state. In order to qualify for the program, a facility 
must have ceased accepting mixed municipal solid waste (MSW} before 
4-9-94. For facilities which accepted both MSW and demolition waste, 
the facility had to cease accepting MSW by 4-9-94, and demolition waste 
by 4-30-95. Qualifying facilities are further required to complete closure 
activities, turn over all remaining financial assurance funds, and agree not 
to attemptto recover expenses related to response actions. The state has 
the ability to accept ownership of these facilities and to acquire properties 
other than landfills if necessary for public health or safety. 

The Act provides for the long term care and response actions required at 
the facilities, reimbursement of facility owner/operators, the federal 
government, and responsible parties, who under state or federal superfu­
nd, incurred expenses in performance of response actions at these 
facilities, through 2 funding sources: 

1. A solid waste fee of $0.60 per uncompacted cubic yard of waste for 
industrial, medical, demolition and commercial wastes, and a $2.00 
per household per year fee on residential waste. 

2. General obligation bonds for construction on municipally owned 
properties (ie., response actions such as cover and ground water/gas 
treatment system installations at county or state owned facilities). 

The fees and bonds are expected to generate approximately $300 million 
dollars over the next 10 years, with estimated costs for construction, long 
term care and program administration of approximately $270 million 
dollars over the same period. 

9. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE 

Elaine Johnson, Division Director, Administration Services Division, 
612/296-7224 
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AGENCY: Pollution Control Agency (PCA) 

Automated Water Quality 
Monitoring System 

Red Wing Combined Sewer 
Overflow 2 

Total Project Requests: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Projects Summary 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

200 -0- -0- 200 

3,349 -0- -0- 3,349 

$3,549 $-0- $-0- $3,549 

Form B 

360 200 -0- -0-

400 3,349 -0- -0-

$ 3,549 $ -0- $ -0-
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Pollution Control Agency 
PROJECT TITLE: Automated Water Quality Monitoring System 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $200 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

#_1__ of __ 2_ requests 

1 . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This proposal is for construction of the first 1 0 permanent monitoring stations 
of a statewide network to provide continuous water quality data at key river 
and stream locations throughout the state. Funding for these first 10 stations 
was appropriated in 1 994 capital budget. Bond Counsel has determined that 
these are not tax exempt bondable projects and that general fund monies must 
be used. 

Monitoring at these stations will provide measurements of both loadings and 
concentrations for biological oxygen demand, chemical oxygen demand, 
nutrients, and solids, and will identify patterns over time and under varying 
flow regimes. This will then allow the identification of types of sources and 
specific watersheds that are primary pollutant load contributors. 

Specific locations for the stations will be determined through a collaborative 
process with local resource managers, local units of government, and citizens 
groups and determined as part of the development of each subsequent Basin 
Monitoring Plan. Based on the findings of the Minnesota River Assessment 
Project and the recommendations of the Minnesota River Citizens' Advisory 
Committee, it is proposed that many of the 1 0 stations be sited in the 
Minnesota River Basin. 

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

A clean environment with fishable and swimmable waters and safe drinking 
water are long-term goals of the agency. A permanent water quality 
monitoring system will support these goals by: 

11111 Providing water quality data necessary both to identify areas of highest 
priority for pollution control efforts and to develop the most effective 
strategies for improving water quality; 

1111 Providing water quality data to measure the effectiveness of resulting 
environmental programs; and 

11111 Providing water quality data to aid the environmental decision-making of 
local governments and businesses. 

The MPCA is making a fundamental change in its approach to environmental 
·protection by moving towards water quality management on a watershed 
basis. Instead of being driven by the application of a standard set of legal 
requirements, it is an approach that focuses on the needs of the individual 
water resources themselves. This approach first identifies and prioritizes the 
most critical water quality problems in a basin and then determines the most 
cost-effective methods of resolving those problems. 

Sound water quality information, derived from sound water quality monitoring, 
is critical to this approach. It is an essential tool in allowing the state to make 
careful water quality decisions and, in a time of limited financial resources, 
targeting available dollars where they will do the most good. 

To ensure that our water quality monitoring program continues to meet the 
state's current needs, the Agency's Division of Water Quality has recently 
undertaken a thorough review of the program as a whole and developed a 
comprehensive strategy for all monitoring activities. This strategy coordinates 
the various elements of the overall program to best utilize the available tools 
and provide the needed water quality information as effectively and efficiently 
as possible. 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form D-1 

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

The automated continuous monitoring system is an important piece of this 
overall strategy. This is particularly true as the emphasis of the water quality 
program shifts from point source pollution to include both point source and 
nonpoint source pollution. Automated continuous monitoring will make it 
possible for the first time to cost-effectively provide pollutant concentrations 
and loadings for Minnesota rivers over a range of flows and seasons. This will 
allow the agency to better characterize nonpoint source pollution, the vast 
majority of which occurs during snow-melt and storm runoff. 

The agency will maintain responsibility for characterizing nonpoint source 
pollution contributions of major watersheds, while local organizations and units 
of government focus on contributions of local watersheds. 

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

Additional funding will be necessary for 1 ) the purchase of computers and 
flow-measurement equipment and 2) the continuing operational and mainte­
nance costs of personnel, travel, supplies and laboratory analysis. For each 
set of 1 0 stations, the cost for the first year will be approximately $1 67 
thousand and the cost for the subsequent years approximately $11 2 thousand 
per year on a continuing basis (both measured in 1996 dollars). 

For every 10 stations, 1 .5 additional FTE will be hired. In the first year of 
operation $60 thousand will be used to purchase laptop computers and 
software and flow measurement equipment. The second and subsequent 
years of operation include higher costs for laboratory analysis, less travel, and 
no equipment. 

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

Two hundred thousand was appropriated in the 1994 session for the 
construction of the first 10 automatic monitoring stations, and $1 65 thousand 
was appropriated in the 1995 session for the F.Y. 1997 operational and 
maintenance costs of those 1 0 stations. 

Bond Counsel in reviewing PCA's request for additional monitoring stations 
determined that the stations are not bendable projects. The Department of 
Finance is requesting PCA re-submit the original request and change the 

proposed method of financing from tax exemp bonds to General Fund 
financing. Future requests for additional water monitoring stations will be 
included in the next biennial budget request. 

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Peggy Adelmann, Administrative Management Director, Water Quality Division, 
61 2/296-8005 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont. 'd) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138} 

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply): 

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). 
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped 
access or legal liability purposes. 
Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. 

1_ Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or 
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): 

Safety/liability 
1_ Asset preservation 

Code compliance 
Handicapped access (ADA) 
Hazardous materials 
Enhancement of existing programs/services 

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: 

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: 

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE: 

Existing Building 
____ N....._/A_ Gross Sq. Ft. 

Project Scope 
------'-N'"'"'/A~ Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished 
_____ N ...... /A_ Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned 
_____ N ...... /A_ Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption 
____ ..;...N-...IA'"'"" Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction 

Final Project Size 
-----"-N-"'-1.....,,A Gross Sq. Ft. 

Form D-2 

1_ Expansion of existing programs/services 
New programs/services 
Co-location of facilities 

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this 
project? 

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies 
Other (specify): 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING: 

Information technology plan: 
submitted to IPO 
approved by IPO 

_yes 
_yes 

Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: 
submitted to IPO _yes 
approved by IPO _ yes 

no 
no 

no 
no 

~NIA 
~NIA 

~NIA 

~NIA 

Yes _X_No. 

If so, please cite appropriate sources: 

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note): 

F.Y. 1996-97 F.Y. 1998-99 F.Y. 2000-01 
Change in Compensation ....... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses .. . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in lease Expenses ...... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses ...... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs .. . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-

Other: 
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0 0 0 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont. 'd) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): 

1. Site and building preparation 
Site acquisition . . • • • . . • • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • • • • • .•• 
Existing building acquisition •••••••••.•••.•••..••••••••••• 
Other acquisitions costs: 

Environmental studies ••••.•••••.•••...••••••••••••••• 
Geotechnical survey ••••••••.•••••..•••..••••••••••••• 
Property survey ...••...••.••.••••...••..•••••••...•• 
Historic Preservation .••...•.•••••••••..•••.••••.•••.• 

Other (specify) • • • • • • • • • . • • • • •.••.••••••••••.• 
1. Subtotal 

2. Predesign fees . . • • • . . • . • • • • • • . • • • • • • . • • • . . • • . • 2. Subtotal 
3. Design fees 

Schematic design • . . • • . • • • • • • • . • • •••.•••.•••.•••••••• 
Design development . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••• 
Contract documents •...• ,• •••.••••.•••...••.•••••.•••• 
Construction • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••••••••• 

3. Subtotal 
4. Administrative costs and professional fees 

Project management by consultant • • • . . • • • • • . . • • • • • • • . • • ••• 
Construction management ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Construction contingency • • • • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••••••••• 
Other (specify) . . • • • . . . • • • • . • • • • . . • • . . . • • . • ••• 

4. Subtotal 
5. Sita and building construction 

On site construction ••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Off site construction .•••..••••••..•••.••••••••..••••••• 
Hazardous material abatement •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other (specify) •••••••••.••••....••••••..••••. 

5. Subtotal 
8. furniture. fixtures and Equipment • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • • • • . 8. Subtotal 
7. Occupancy ..•••...••.•••••••••••• , •.•.•..••.• 7. Subtotal 
8. Percent for art • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • . • • • . • • • • • • . • • 8. Subtotal 

Project Costs 
(all prior years) 

$ ____ _.-0.._-
$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -
$ _____ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -

Project Costs 
(F.Y. 1996-97) 

$ ____ _.-0.._-
$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ _____ -o .... -
$ _____ -o .... -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o.._-

$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ____ _.-0.._-
$ _____ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ _____ -o .... -
$ _____ -o .... -
$ _____ -o.._-

$ ______ 4 __ 0 
$ _____ -o __ -
$ _____ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ 4 ___ o 
$ ___ ___.1~6;.;:.0 
$ _____ -o __ -
$ _____ -o __ -

Project Costs 
(F.Y. 1998-99) 

$ ______ -o.._-
$ _____ -o_-

$ ____ _.-o.._-

$ ____ _.-o.._-

$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ____ _.-o.._-

Project Costs 
(F.Y. 2000 

and beyond) 

$ ____ -o_-
$ _____ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -

$ ______ -o __ -
$ _____ -o .... -
$ ______ -o __ -
$ ______ -o.._-

Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ -o- $ ___ .,...2 ..... 0 ..... 0 $ -o- $ -o-
Footnote: Bond Counsel has determined that the water monitoring stations should not have been bonded funds. Prior year projects will be cancele-a-.------
9. Inflation multiplier __ •.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 9. Subtotal $ N/A $ -o- $ -o- $ ____ _.-o.._-

Mid-poirit of construction (mo./yr.) 8/96 
Total with Inflation (1 through 9) $ -0- $ ___ -=2=0;.;:.0 $ ______ -o __ - $ _____ -o __ -

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs. all years) 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $13 7, 500 = $138} 

Form D-4 

FUNDING SOURCES: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years} ............ . $ 200 
State funding received ........................ . $ 200 
Federal funding received ....................... . $ -0-
local government funding received ................ . $ -0- • 
Private funding received ....................... . $ -0-

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97} 
State funding requested ....................... . $ 200 
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

For 1998 Session (F. Y. 1998-99) 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ -0-
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01} 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ -0-
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . $ 200 
State funding requested (all years) ................ . $ 200 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . $ -0-
local government funding {all years) .............. . $ -0-
Private funding (all years) ....................... . $ -0-

Footnote: Bond Counsel has determined that the water monitoring stations should 
not have been bonded funds. Prior year project costs will be canceled. 

_x_ Cash: $_--=2""'""0~0 Fund General 

Bonds: $ __ _ Tax Exempt __ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

General Fund % of total 

User Financing % of total 

Source of funds 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d} 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form D-5 

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

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: 

Projects of a non-building nature have been determined to not require 
predesign. The Automated Water Quality Monitoring System project covered 
by this request is not expected to present a predesign submittal but would 
require legislative review in accordance with M.S. 168.335. 

This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general 
scope of work, and schedule. This request is in general conformance with the 
capital budget requirements. 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

The strategic linkage of this request to state environmental goals is clear 
because baseline data collection and continuous monitoring are necessary for 
determining water quality in each major basin, setting priorities, allocating 
scarce resources, and measuring program effectiveness. Maximum points were 
also given for statewide significance and agency priority. Thirty-five points 
were given for safety concerns as these stations will monitor the water quality 
of rivers and streams. 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends a General Fund appropriation of $200 thousand for 
this project. This amount will replace a $200 thousand appropriation from 
general obligation bonds in the 1994 legislative session in Laws of 1994, 
Ch.643, Sec.24, Subd.3. It is recommended that the 1994 appropriation be 
repealed. 

Statewide Strategic Score 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

Critical Legal Liability 700/0 

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/1 20 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 

Schematic Design Const. 
Predesign Design Devel. Doc. 

Prior Funding: D D D D 
Agency Request: D D D D 
Governor's Recommendation: D D D D 
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0 

120 

35 

105 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail 

Form F-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138} 

AGENCY: Pollution Control 
PROJECT TITLE: Red Wing Combined Sewer Overflow 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $3,349 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Red Wing, Goodhue 

AGENCY PRIORITY {for proiects in the 1996 session only): 

#_2_ of _2_ requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Under M.S., Sec. 116.162, the state Financial Assistance Program for 
Combined Sewer Overflow was created. The purpose of this program is to 
financially assist eligible recipients to abate combined sewer overflow into 
the Mississippi River from its confluence with the Rum River to the 
easternmost boundary of the city of Red Wing. A municipality is eligible to 
receive financial assistance under the program if the city has a permit, 
stipulation agreement, consen..t decree, or order issued by the agency 
requiring construction to abate combined sewer overflow and if the city 
adopts an approved plan to abate combined sewer overlow. 

The MPCA issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit 
to the city of Red Wing on 4-21-93. The permit contains a compliance 
schedule, which requires the complete separation of the city's combined 
sewers. 

Combined sewer systems are those that carry sanitary sewage and storm 
water runoff in the same pipe. The combined sewer system does not have 
the capacity to carry all of the flow during the periods of heavy rainfall or 
rapid snow melt. The result is that the mixture of sanitary sewage and 
storm water overflow from the system and is discharged into a nearby water 
body. In Minnesota there are currently only 4 cities that have combined 

sewers in the system, Red Wing, Minneapolis, St. Paul and South St. Paul. 
The overflow from these combined sewers discharges directly into the 
Mississippi River. The Mississippi River and its associated environmental 
community are adversely impacted and public health is potentially threat­
ened. 

The Red Wing program will consist of the construction to provide separate 
storm sewers and sanitary sewers in the affected areas. This may include 
the construction of new storm sewers and using the existing system for 
sanitary sewer or the construction of a new sanitary sewer and using the 
existing system for storm sewer. Construction may also require the 
construction of separate new storm sewer and new sanitary sewers in some 
areas. 

The original CSO program was developed through a broad-based effort 
involving the 3 metropolitan cities, Metropolitan Council, the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), the state of Wisconsin, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. The state of Minnesota has placed those 
cities, plus Red Wing, under enforceable permits in order to ensure meeting 
their schedule. 

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

A clean environment with clean, clear odorless air; fishable, swimmable 
water; usable ground water; and uncontaminated soil has been the MPCA's 
goal for the past 25 years. One outcome of this goal was the establishment 
of the CSO program in 1 985. 

In 1985, the CSO program was established by the legislature to provide 
assistance to the cities of Minneapolis, St. Paul and South St. Paul for the 
purpose of separating their combined sewers. With the completion of the 
project the discharge of untreated waste water into the Mississippi River, 
during periods of heavy rainfall will be eliminated. 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form F-1 

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

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

The table below shows the total anticipated funding required to complete 
the entire project. 

Previous Appropriations (in $000) Local State Total 

1994 Session 125 125 250 
1995 Session 750 750 1,500 
This request 1996 Session 3,349 3,349 6,698 

Grand Total 4,224 4,224 8,448 

In the Laws of Minnesota for 1993, Chap. 371 the legislature directed the 
MPCA to study the feasibility and cost of including the city of Red Wing in 
the combined sewer overflow program under M.S., Sec. 116.162. The 
report examined different funding options and the impact that the program 
would have on residential user rates. The cost analysis determined that 
with the state funding half of the total estimated program costs the average 
monthly residential user charge would be from $16.58to $17 .08, depending 
on the terms of financing the city receives. For comparison, the average 
user rate in 1993 in the 3 other cities that have received CSO funding are: 
Minneapolis - $15.61; St. Paul - $15.60; South St. Paul - $16.31. The 
average user charge in 1 6 "outstate" communities with populations between 
10,000 and 25,000 based on the 1990 census (Red Wing population was 
14,467 in 1990) was within a range of $8.42 to $20.40, and averaged 
$13.60. 

The $3.349 million requested for F.Y. 1996 includes the state's basic 
commitment for the remainder of the CSO program. The program includes 
3 different projects, which will be completed sooner than required as a 
result of the funding assistance. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

Consequences: The requirements and dates for the completion of separa­
tion are outlined in the city's federal NPDES p~rmit. Failure to comply will 
subject the city to enforcement action by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the state of Minnesota and any citizens under provisions of the 
Clean Water Act. If no funds are appropriated for the CSO program by the 
state, the city would be required to bear the financial burden of meeting the 
13 year separation deadline. 

The previously mentioned study, finished in January 1994, provided an 
analysis of the estimated monthly user charge if Red Wing financed 100% 
of the project cost through the State Revolving Fund (SRF). This option is 
estimated to increase rates to between $19.33 to $20.42 per month. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Peggy Adelmann, Administrative Management Director, Water Quality 
Division, 61 2/296-8005 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
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 

_X_ Grants to Local Governments 
Loans to Local Governments 
Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
Expansion of Existing Program/Services 
Provision of New Program/Services 
Other {specify): 

PROPOSED METHOD(S} OF 1996 STATE FINANCING {check all that apply): 

Cash: 
_X_ Bonds: 

$ Fund ----------
$ 3,349 Tax Exempt _X_ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ General Fund % of total 100 
__ User Financing % of total 

Source of funds ------------

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years} ............ . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ....................... . 

For 1996 Session (F. Y. 1996-97} 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years} ....................... . 
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$ 1£750 
$ 875 
$ -0-
$ 875 
$ -0-

$ 3!349 
$ -0-
$ 3,349 
$ -0-

$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 8A48 
$ 4,224 
$ -0-
$ 4!224 
$ -0-



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.'d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

Two previous bond fund appropriations precede this third and final request for 
the Red Wing Combined Sewer Overflow project. $1 25 thousand was 
appropriated in the 1994 Legislative Session and an additional $750 thousand 
was appropriated in 1995. This project is directly linked to making Minnesota's 
waters fishable and swimmable by eliminating the mixture of sanitary and 
storm sewage which overflows into a nearby body of water causing environ­
mental and public health problems. The Department of Finance generally 
encourages local units of government to share project costs through at least a 
50% local funding match of the biennial request. An alternative funding source 
for consideration of this request is DTED's State Revolving Fund low-interest 
loans for wastewater infrastructure. 

Statewide Strategic Score 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $3.349 million for this 
project. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

70 

35 

75 

50 

0 

0 

50 

400 



STATE OF MINNESOTA 
FY 1996 -2001 
Capital Budget Requests 

Project Description 
Agency Strategic 
Priority Score 

Trade and Economic Development 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund 01 541 

Drinking Water Revolving Fund 02 464 

Wastewater Infrastructure Fund Grants 03 345 

Agency Request 

Funding 
Source FY96 FY98 

GO/UF/FF 7,900 12,200 

GO/UF/FF I 7,350 6,000 

GO 17,000 20,000 

Agency Totals $32,250 $38,200 

Funding Source 

GO = General Obligation Bonds 
GF = General Fund Direct Appropriation 

THF = Trunk Highway Fund 
UF = User Financing 

Governor's Recommendations 
(By Agency & Scores) 

(in $000) 

FYOO 

0 

6,000 

20,000 

$26,000 

Governor's 
Recommendation 

FY96 

4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

$8,000 

FF = Federal Funding 
LF = Local Funding 

PAGE B-289 

Governor's 
Planning Estimates 

FY98 FYOO 

4,000 0 

2,000 2,000 

2,000 2,000 

$8,000 $4,000 
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1. AGENCY: Trade and Economic Development, Department of (DTED) 

2. AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 

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

Primary clients of the department are businesses and communities. 

The department consists of the following divisions: 

Business and Community Development Division: The Business and 
Community Development Division provides comprehensive planning, 
technical and financial assistance to communities and businesses. 
Technical assistance and analysis is provided directly to businesses and 
communities to promote economic development, growth and healthy, self­
sustaining communities through marketing, publications and information 
services, training assistance and partnership activities. Financial 
assistance is provided by the division using the following programs: the 
Public Facilities Authority; the Rural Development Board and Urban 
Development Board (Challenge Grants Program); the Agriculture and 
Economic Development Board; and the Federal Small Cities Block Grant 
program. 

Office of Tourism: The Office of Tourism markets Minnesota's products 
and services that relate to travel, provides joint venture marketing 
partnerships with local and regional organizations and delivers tourism 
information through a statewide network of travel information centers and 
telecommunication systems. Clients are travel related organizations, 
tourism businesses and tourists. 

Minnesota Trade Office: The Minnesota Trade Office assists small and 
medium sized businesses and those new to expor~ing through general 
export and market specific education programs, a network of pub­
lic/private counseling, export financing, trade shows, foreign trade 

delegations, targeted market research and selected reverse investment 
strategies to identify and expand markets for Minnesota products. 

The department also has an administrative services unit that provides 
financial and management support to department operating divisions 
through policy development, management assistance, fiscal services, 
personnel and the department's communications office. This unit includes 
the commissioner's office. 

The department began soliciting ideas from the public and private sector 
for appropriate economic goals for the state. This process has become 
known as the "Economic Blueprint" and establishes the following 7 goals 
for Minnesota's economy through the year 2000: 

1111 Above average sustained economic growth consistent with environ-
mental protection. 

11111 Internationally competitive levels of productivity growth. 
1111 Personal incomes adequate to provide a quality standard of living. 
1111 Capital investment in the state sufficient to ensure economic renewal 

and competitiveness. 
1111 A business environment that stimulates new business creation and 

innovation. 
11111 Improved employment and economic opportunities for all citizens in all 

Regions. 
1111 A diversified industry mix to insulate the state economy from surprises, 

shocks and national business cycles. 

With shrinking revenues available for increasing demands on government 
services, the only option is to look to expanding the state's economic 
base. Minnesota currently ranks 44th in the nation for new business 
startups, and the department will focus on helping the state's home-based 
industries to expand and grow. Minnesota's economic development 
programs are based on the philosophy of empowering local units of 
government to develop their own economic base. This concept must 
evolve to a regional level, realizing that every community is interdepen­
dent on the economic vitality of other communities in its region. Critical 
to a community's development is adequate water and wastewate·r 
service. 
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The Public Facilities Authority (PFA) plays a critical role in improving the 
state's infrastructure and economic health by financing water resource 
management projects. The PFA is governed by a board composed of 
state agency/department commissioners, representing Finance, DTED, 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), Health and Agriculture. 

In conjunction with the MPCA, the PFA manages the state's very 
successful Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (or Wastewater SRF) 
and pooled bond program (M.S. 446A). The PFA has leveraged federal 
capitalization grant money to create a revolving fund adequate to finance 
all municipalities applying to the Program. This fund provides municipali­
ties with low interest loans to finance wastewater infrastructure 
construction and improvement projects. The Wastewater SRF Program 
allows municipalities to plan and build wastewater treatment facilities to 
meet community development needs. 

In addition to the Wastewater SRF, the PFA administers the Wastewater 
Infrastructure Funding Program (WIF), designed to assist communities 
with grant funding that are unable to afford loans under the Wastewater 
SRF. The WIF program generated several discussions during the 1995 
Legislature due to the fact that the PFA has not yet awarded a grant 
under the program. The PFA had been very successful leveraging other 
grant funding for projects in excess of $26 million in 29 different 
communities to respond to community needs. The legislature passed a bill 
requiring the PFA to report by 11-1-95 to the Legislative Water Commis­
sion on recommendations for statutory changes to WIF and report on 
capital expenditures expected during F.Ys. 1997 and 1998. The bill also 
mandates the PFA to lower its eligibility for WIF consideration from 1.5% 
of median household income used for O,M,R and debt service on an 
annual basis to 1 . 1 % . 

Due to the success of the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund, the 
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) is exploring additional efforts to fund 
other infrastructure needs such as public drinking water. 

In its reauthorization of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA), Congress 
has been expected to establish a state revolving fund program for public 
drinking water projects and provide capitalization funding. 

The 1994 legislature established the Drinking Water Revolving Fund 
(DWRF) as the state program to administer the federal drinking water 
state revolving fund and to finance public drinking water treatment and 
supply needs. The DWRF program would be jointly administered by the 
PFA and the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) in a manner similar 
to the current joint administration by the PFA and the MPCA of the Water 
Pollution Control Revolving Fund program. The MDH commissioner is a 
member of the PFA Board. PFA and MDH staff have been developing 
program procedures and writing rules for the program. 

As in the case with the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund, the state 
would be able to leverage federal program dollars with state dollars at a 
ratio of $1 state to $ 5 federal. Congress has not taken any action on the 
SOWA reauthorization. If Congress does not reauthorize the SOWA, the 
state matching funds requested will be targeted to small communities 
with populations under 3,300 (EPA definition of small systems) and the 
funds will be leveraged 2-3 times with revenue bond proceeds. Legisla­
tion will be needed to establish this program. 

The Department of Trade and Economic Development will continue to 
coordinate project financing with other programs within the department, 
state and federal agencies. Internally, the department uses the single 
application process to respond to community infrastructure needs and has 
assigned staff in regional teams to work. with clients to package project 
financing. Externally, the department will continue to work with agencies 
represented on the PFA Board and others that have interest in specific 
types of projects or have capital that can be leveraged to assist in 
financing projects. 

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

The Clean Water Act Reauthorization should extend the SRF program 
through F.F.Y. 2000. States are again required to provide $1 state match 
for every $5 of Federal Funding. Funding level projected by the State, 
assuming Congressional appropriations are in line with the Proposed Clean 
Water Act and Budget Resolution passed by the House in May, will be 
$30.5 million requiring a $6.1 million annual state match. 
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The need for state assistance in helping municipalities finance wastewater 
projects has continued to grow under the SRF Program. The state has 
been able to keep up with the demand for low interest loans through the 
SRF to finance the projects up to this year. The Intended Use Plan 
prepared by MPCA for the fiscal year 1995 has shown a sharp increase 
in high cost projects in need of grant assistance. 

There remains 1 91 unsewered communities, which when combined with 
rural residents, means that 27% of the housing units in Minnesota are not 
connected to a central sewer system. Unsewered communities can not 
afford to construct collection and treatment systems without grant 
subsidy. 

According the preliminary results of the 1995 Annual Evaluation and 
Planning Survey conducted by MPCA with 93.8% of the surveys returned 
(51 2 out of 546 surveys) the preliminary results show a tremendous pent­
up demand for financing construction of wastewater projects with 
potential for $ 61 5. 5 million worth of improvements over the next 5 years. 
This new information exceeds previous projects by nearly ten fold. 

Type of Construction 
New or Expansion Needs 
Upgrade or Rehabilitation 
Sewer Extensions 
Infiltration and Inflow 
Other Improvements 

No. of Facilities 
118 

99 
72 
69 
44 

Dollar ($ OOOs) 
$212,862 

185,248 
36,951 
32,050 

148,389 

Another telltale sign of the infrastructure problem is the age of the 
systems in the state. The design life of wastewater systems average 
about 25 years. The table below reflects the good progress made in the 
1 980s and so far in the 1 990s, but much needs to be done with the 
systems that are on the edge and falling behind. 

Decade of Latest Upgrade 
at the Facility 

1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 
1970 
1980 
1990 

Number of 
Facilities 

3 
4 

19 
94 

133 
232 
103 

In the 1994 survey, one third of the non-metro systems reporting 
indicated that bypasses and overflows occurred in their collecting systems 
between 1991 and 1993. While 1993 was a flood year (1991 and 1992 
were not), it gives a good indication of the problems occurring during 
periods of heavy flow and the need to address the inflow and infiltration 
problems systems have throughout the state. 

The Wastewater SRF has substantial financial capacity to continue its 
~verage loan volume over the past 5 years going into the future, it can not 
address the demand recently demonstrated from the current AEPS survey 
which reflects $615.5 million of demand. That level of activity will 
require much more than the SRF can be expected to handle. 

Even if the SRF was financially capable of lending that amount of funds 
to municipalities, the issue of affordability is still real and a serious local 
problem in many small communities. Although existing grant programs 
have been successful in addressing the very high cost projects in low 
income communities, there remains a very serious problem in moderate 
income communities that do not qualify for existing grant programs and 
low income areas that have such high cost the existing granting agencies 
are not willing to finance. 

The PFA is required to report to the Legislative Water Commission 
recommending modifications of the WIF program. The report will address 
problems faced by unsewered communities and moderate income 
communities with high cost sewer projects unable to obtain other grant 
funding and make recommendations on how to further improve coopera­
tion and coordination of existing programs to address the tremendous cost 
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of projects forth coming over the next 5 years. The report is due 11-1-95 
and is being prepared by the PFA staff with assistance from the MPCA 
and several organizations that have expressed interest in the WIF 
program. 

The work done to prepare for the Drinking Water Revolving Fund program 
has highlighted a number of critical needs. The need to provide financial 
assistance for small community public drinking water systems has been 
identified by the PFA and the MOH. Most small community supplies do 
not have the resources to comprehensively survey and assess their 
drinking water needs. Information has been obtained from a number of 
sources including the Small Cities Development Program, the Rural 
Economic and Community Development Program, the Minnesota 
Association of Small Cities and the MOH staff. 

Unfortunately, no comprehensive survey of small supply needs exists. 
The USEPA and the MOH have been cooperating on an assessment of 
needs for all community public drinking water supplies. Six small 
Minnesota community supplies were visited and their needs were 
assessed by USEPA personnel. These results will be used to establish 
small supply needs statewide. Unfortunately, no small community supply 
needs will be available until January of 1996. 

More than 75% of Minnesotans get their primary source of drinking water 
from a public drinking water supply. There are 965 community public 
drinking waster supplies (municipalities, apartments and mobile home 
parks) in Minnesota. Eighty five percent of these supplies serve popula­
tions of 3,300 or less. (The USEPA defines systems serving 3,300 or less 
people as "small public drinking water systems.") These small supplies 
face enormous costs just to enable them to maintain compliance with 
federal drinking water standards. 

Threats to drinking water can come from contamination such as bacteria, 
viruses or nitrates from animal or human activities or naturally occurring 
materials such as radon or arsenic. The federal SOWA regulates over 80 
different possible contaminants. Currently, 4 types of contaminants and 
their regulation are of primary importance to small public drinking water 
supplies. 

Microbiological contaminants: Microbiological contamination by water­
borne pathogens (bacteria and viruses) of a public drinking water source 
can cause of variety of illnesses including acute gastrointestinal illness, 
Legionnaire's disease, cholera, hepatitis and amoebic dysentery. Coliform 
bacteria is used as an indicator of the possible existence of organisms that 
could cause diseases. In order to comply with the SOWA, periodic water 
samples taken from public drinking water supplies must show the absence 
of coliform bacteria. Some public water supplies must filter and chlorinate 
their sources of water in order to provide protection from microbiological 
contamination. 

During the past year, there were 23 coliform bacteria contamination 
events in small community public drinking water supplies. 

A recent area of concern after the major outbreak of acute gastrointestinal 
illness in Milwaukee is cryptosporidium. Nationwide, it is estimated that 
approximately 1 55 million people are potentially at risk from cryptoporidio­
sis. The potential effect of this contaminant on Minnesota residents is 
being studied. 

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

Eight public drinking water supplies exceeded the SOWA established level 
for nitrates or nitrites during the past year. 

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

Data from the past monitoring period indicate that 49 small community 
supplies have exceeded the action level for lead. 

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

During 1995, the MOH identified in excess of $25 million in small 
community public drinking water projects that could not proceed without 
some type of financial assistance. Many public drinking waster supplies 
in Minnesota are 50-100 years old. These older systems are experiencing 
more difficulty in meeting existing drinking water standards. Aging 
systems should be upgraded or replaced. Deteriorating storage tanks and 
ruptured watermains can become entry points for contaminants. 
Treatment for contaminants such as viruses, giardia and nitrates must be 
added to many systems. Some systems need to expand their water 
storage and treatment capacity to meet the demands of residential and 
commercial growth. These needs do not include any new requirements 
that may be imposed in the reauthorized SOWA. 

New federal requirements will place a tremendous burden on small public 
drinking water supplies. The EPA is in the process of setting standards 
for a number of contaminants, including arsenic, sulfates and radon. 
Depending on the level at which EPA drinking waster standards are set, 
approximately 391 small systems will need to upgrade. Further analysis 
indicates approximately 120 small systems will have to upgrade for 
elevated arsenic levels, 65 small systems for sulfates and 206 small 
systems for radon. The vast majority of affected systems are very small 
projects and lack the financial resources to provide the necessary 
remediation. Remedial activities would vary from construction of new 
wells to contraction of full-scale water treatment plants. The EPA has 
estimated the costs of upgrading those small systems to be from $1 00 to 

$200 million over the next 5 to 7 years. In addition, Congress may 
impose additional requirements during. the reauthorization of the SWDA. 

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

Wastewater: The PFA's Wastewater SRF has considerable financial 
strength to finance wastewater projects that can afford loans and 
continue to utilize future federal capitalization grant funds to address the 
many nonpoint source pollution control activities that the state cannot 
issue General Obligation Bonds for. The "AAA" rating from Standard and 
Poors Rating Group of the PFA's Wastewater SRF reflects its financial 
strength as well as the financial management of the program by DTED. 
The ability to maintain a high bond rating and financial capacity will 
continue to minimize the cost of borrowing by communities for these 
expensive but critical facilities. 

There are several critical issues facing municipal wastewater financing 
that the state can address. The first issue is that of small unsewered 
communities, especially those that have income levels that exceed levels 
necessary to obtain federal grant funding through the small cities 
development program or the Rural Economic and Community Development 
Service's loan and grant program. Because these communities can not 
afford a 100% loan through the SRF, the WIF program needs to be 
modified to address these communities. 

Another significant issue is the elimination of inflow and infiltration 
problems facing over a third of the systems in the state. This is a public 
and private problem. The SRF can address publicly owned improvements, 
but the key problem area for the SRF is that it can not finance non­
municipality owned components of a wastewater system because the 
problems are caused by sump pumps, foundation drains and roof drains 
directly connected to the sanitary sewer system. These are also problem 
areas for the state, since general obligation bonds cannot be sold for 
improvement to private property to eliminate this problem. 

Drinking Water: Preliminary information from the ISOPIA/MDH Public 
Drinking Water Needs Assessment of 42 mid-size communities show the 
following needs: 
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Type of Need 
Wells and pumps 
Distribution 
Treatment 
Storage 
Lead and Copper 

Estimated Cost 
($ OOOs) 
$14,300 
141,400 

53,700 
30,200 

4,700 
$244,300 

In response to requests for data on small (under 3,300 population) public 

Additional staff will be needed to implement the Drinking Water Revolving 
Fund program only after Congress and the legislature approve final 
funding. DTED and MOH are committed to implementing a state only 
small system program with existing staff. The total cost of administering 
the program will be transferred to the state when federal funds expire. 
The department remains dedicated to maintaining its high level of 
customer satisfaction. 

6. AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

drinking water system needs, the MOH identified the projects that would 11 Discussions with staff from MOH and the MPCA, client groups and 
be ready to proceed if funding were available: surveys. 

Treatment plant (upgrade and new) 
Distribution system 
Water source needs 
Water storage 

Total 

Number 

9 
170 

24 

~ 
215 

Cost ($ OOOs) 

$ 21,900 
137,700 

10,300 
13,200 

$183,100 

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

11 Agency long-range strategic operating plans and capital budget goals 
(F.Y. 1996 - 2001) 

The Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund {SRF) has proven to be 
effective and efficient. The SRF can serve as a model for using state and 
federal funds to finance construction of needed infrastructure vital to the 
state's economy. The PFA remains committed to modifying its programs 
when needed to address infrastructure needs in the state. Modifications 
to the Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Program to address critical 
needs and affordability will remain an ongoing capital budget issue. As 
programs change at the federal level to assist communities to maintain 
and upgrade infrastructure, the department will be ready to implement 
them in an efficient, accessible, and coordinated fashion through pooled 
bond issues. 

The PFA's capital budget request is based on the grant amounts projected 
to be received from the federal government and projected WIF grant 
needs projected by MPCA and DTED. The request for state matching 
requirements addresses the proposed funding levels approved in the 
federal 1994 and 1995 budget. The actual requests will be modified 
based on congressional actions on the Safe Drinking Water Act this 
session. 

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

11 Significant capital projects or programs completed or underway 

The Authority made its first wastewater SRF loan in July 1 989 and has 
been successful in demonstrating that the state can minimize the amount 

· of grant funds needed and stil.1 continue an aggressive level of wastewater 
construction activity with average expenditures of more than $ 60 million 
per year. 

The following table shows the number of projects, loans and amounts 
made by leveraging the state match funds through 5-30-95. 
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State Match 
FFY Contribution 
Grant Year {in $000} 
1990 4, 130 
1991 7,544 
1992 8,055 
1993 7,075 
1994 4,384 
1995 2,962 

Total Amount of 
Loans Leveraged 
by State Match 

(in $000) 
73,842 
70,050 
61,808 
41,215 
59,538 
88, 195 
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Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Number of 
Loans/Projects 

10/14 
11 /15 
12/16 
16/22 
14/31 
32/50 

Peggy Adelmann 
Administrative Management Director 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota 551 55 
296-8005 

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

8. OTHER (OPTIONAL): 

9. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE 

Terry Kuhlman 
Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED 
500 Metro Square 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146 
296-4704 

Linda Prail 
Project Supervisor 
Minnesota Department of Health 
Suite 220 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 5 51 01 
215-0762 

Form A 
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Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Trade and Economic Development, Department of (DTED) 
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) 

;;lltll~rlltll., ,,, 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund 7,900 12,200 -0- 20,100 

Drinking Water Revolving Fund 2 7,350 6,000 6,000 19,350 

Wastewater Infrastructure Funding Program 3 17,000 20,000 20,000 57,000 

Total Project Requests: $32,250 $38,200 $26,000 $96,450 

Form B 

!llll!lllllll illl!liil~lll\ltlftl~!llilllllll 
541 4,000 4,000 -0-

464 2,000 2,000 2,000 

345 2,000 2,000 2,000 

$8,000 $8,000 $4,000 
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Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

AGENCY:Trade and Economic Development, Department of (DTED) 
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) 

PROJECT TITLE: Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $7,900 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $12,200 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# 1 of 3 requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The state is required to match the EPA Capitalization Grant $1 for every $5 
federal. Currently the federal funds are to be used to fund nonpoint source 
pollution initiatives through Agriculture, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 
(MPCA), and DTED as well as building on the financial capacity of the SRF 
to finance wastewater projects. The state match will be used for municipal 
wastewater projects. 

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE 
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN: 
Wastewater capacity provide the infrastructure foundation necessary tor the 
state to provide for an environment conducive to growth and expansion 
opportunities across the state. The Economic Blue Print goal of "above 
average sustained economic growth consist~nt with environmental 
protection" recognizes the fact that environmental infrastructure must be 
built to address the expansion needs throughout the state while preserving 
environmental quality. The natural resource of clean water throughout the 
state is a critical economic factor in the tourism trade and quality of life. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 
The Water Pollution Control Revolving fund has received state matching 
funds since F.Y. 1989. At present there is a balance of $4.3 million in the 
state match account for F.Y. 1997 and 1998 and the PFA will need a total 
of $1 2.2 million leaving short fall of $7 .9 million. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 
low-cost financing under the PFA is an important element in helping 
communities contain costs associated with wastewater service. The low­
cost financing is a critical component of the state ability to remain 
economically competitive. 

Without state matching funds the federal funds are distributed to other 
states. Under the proposed Clean Water Act passed by the House of 
Representatives in May the program will be funded through F.Y. 2000. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 
Terry Kuhlman 
Executive Director 
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority/DTED 
500 Metro Square 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2146 
296-4704 

Linda Prail 
Project Supervisor 
Minnesota Department of Health 
Suite 220 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
215-0762 

Peggy Adelmann 
Administrative Management Director 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
296-8005 
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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 

_X_ Loans to Local Governments 
__ Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
__ Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
_X_ Expansion of Existing Program/Services 
_X_ Provision of New Program/Services 
__ Other (specify): 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............. . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ........................ . 

For 1996 Session {F. Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F. Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 
Private funding ............................. . 

Cash: 
_x_ Bonds: 

$ Fund _______ _ 

$ 7,900 Tax Exempt _X_ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ General Fund % of total 100 
User Financing % of total 

Source of funds 

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01} 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years) ....................... . 
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$ 533, 100 
$ 42[500 
$ 190[600 
$ 300[000 
$ -0-

$ 7[900 
$ 61 [000 
$ 120[000 
$ -0-

$ 12[200 
$ 61 [000 
$ 120[000 
$ -0-

$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 915,200 
$ 62,600 
$ 312[600 
$ 540,000 
$ -0-



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138) 

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

Statewide Strategic Score 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $4.0 million for this· 
project. Also included is a budget planning estimate of $4.0 million in 1998. 

To the extent that federal funds are not available to match this appropriation, 
the Governor recommends that the appropriation be used to match federal 
funds available for the Drinking Water Revolving Fund project. If and when 
federal funds become available for both projects requiring state matching funds 
exceeding those recommended for those projects in this budget, the Governor 
will consider a supplemental capital budget request for the additional funding. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 

Critical legal Liability 700/0 

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/1 05 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

70 

105 

100 

96 

0 

0 

50 

541 



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail 

Form F-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Trade and Economic Development, Department of (DTED) 
Public Facilities Authority (PFA) 

PROJECT TITLE: Drinking Water Revolving Fund 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $7,350 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $6,000 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $6,000 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Statewide 1996 request will address 
federal fiscal years 1996 and 1997 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# 2 of 3 requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The state will be required to match the federal drinking water capitalization 
grant $1 for every $5 of federal funding. This new fund would be used to 
address drinking water improvements statewide with emphasis on address­
ing compliance with drinking water standards first. Minnesota is projected 
to receive $97 million between now and F.F.Y. 2001 requiring a state 
match of $19.4 million. The program may be extended beyond 2001. 

11 The Drinking Water Revolving Fund (DWRF) will be structured similarly to 
the Wastewater SRF by providing loans with interest rate subsidies based 
on financial need. 

11 The Authority will be responsible for the financial management of the 
fund, soliciting applications and addressing federal (non-technical) 
compliance issues (Davis Bacon, MBE/WBE, etc.) 

11111 The Authority will prepare the intended used plan (IUP) of eligible projects 
in conjunction with the Department of Health. 

11 The Department of Health will classify and prioritize projects based on 
need. 

1111 The Department of Health, like MPCA, will review and certify projects 
that appear to be technically feasible to the Authority for financing. 

The Public Facilities Authority's Capital budget request is based on the grant 
amounts projected to be received from the federal government. The request 
for state matching requirements addresses the projected funding for federal 
1996 and 1 997 budget. If Congress does not reauthorize the Safe Drinking 
Water Act the Authority will use the state matching funds to establish a 
small community revolving loan program for systems that serve under 3,300 
people (EPA defined small system). The PFA will leverage the appropriation 
through the issuance of revenue bonds on a 2 to 3 time ratio offering low 
interest loans for small systems. 

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

Drinking water is essential for growth. The costs must be kept affordable 
in order for businesses to remain competitive. Drinking water was largely 
ignored by state and federal government until the drinking water standards 
became too complex and expensive to be addressed adequately by smaller 
communities without help. The need for a drinking water financing program 
is long overdue. The Department of Health has identified more than $1 83 
million worth of projects ready to proceed in small communities. The 
DTED's Single Application Process continues to receive requests for funding 
of water related projects in 1 out of 3 applications received. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

Drafts of the Sate Drinking Water Act appropriation bills at the federal level 
have required states to implement state programs and provide the match or 
funds will be redistributed to other states. 

The Authority, working with other community development financing 
programs within the DTED will continue to work with communities to 
address their needs in a comprehensive and coordinated manner. The 
Authority intends that this program mirror the SRF and these funds will be 
used to leverage revenue bonds at a minimum of 2: 1. 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL}: 

Low-cost financing under the PFA is an important element in helping 
communities contain costs associated with water service. The low-cost 
financing is a critical component of the State ability to remain economically 
competitive. 

The PFA and the Department of Health are requesting funds to begin to 
address these severe drinking water needs. Due to the severity of the 
problems and scarcity of funding available for small communities we intend 
to target state bond funding for small community system, those under 
3,300 residents (EPA definition of small system). If the federal government 
provides funding for the Drinking Water Revolving Fund, the program 
funding will be made available to all communities and funding will be applied 
to the required state match. 

It should also be noted that these funds if appropriated can also serve as 
the required state match (each $1 of state funds would leverage $5 of 
federal funds) for the proposed USDA Capitalization Grant Program for 
water and sewer loan and grants and rural/small community -public facilities 
projects (but can't be double counted if both programs pass). 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Terry Kuhlman, Director, Public Facilities Authority 
Department of Trade and Economic Development 
296-4704 
500 Metro Square 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2146 

Linda Prail 
Project Supervisor, Dept. of Health 
Suite 220 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
215-0762 

Peggy Adelmann 
Administrative Management Director 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
296-8005 

Form F-1 

PAGE B-303 



TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): 

Acquisition of State Assets 
Development of State Assets 
Maintenance of State Assets 
Grants to Local Governments 

_X_ Loans to Local Governments 
__ Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
_X_ Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
__ Expansion of Existing Program/Services 
_X_ Provision of New Program/Services 
__ Other (specify): 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138) 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............. . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding receiv~d ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ........................ . 

For 1996 Session (F. Y. 1996-97} 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding . . . . . . . . . . . . ................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

PROPOSED METHOD($) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Cash: 
~Bonds: 

$ Fund ________ _ 

$7 ,350 Tax Exempt· _X_ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ General Fund % of total 1 00 
User Financing % of total 

Source of funds 

For 2000 Session {F. Y. 2000-01 } 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years) ....................... . 
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$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 7,350 
$ 36,750 
$ 65,000 
$ -0-

$ 6,000 
$ 301000 
$ 60,000 
$ -0-

$ 6,000 
$ 30,000 
$ 60,000 
$ -0-

$ 301!100 
$ 19,350 
$ 96,750 
$ 185,000 
$ -0-



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.'d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

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

Statewide Strategic Score 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $2 million for this 
project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $ 2 million in 1998 and 
$2 million in 2000. 

To the extent that federal funds are not available to match this appropriation, 
the Governor recommends that the appropriation be used to match federal 
funds available for the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund project. If and 
when federal funds become available for both projects requiring state matching 
funds exceeding those recommended for those projects in this budget, the 
Governor will consider a supplemental capital budget request for the additional 
funding. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

Critical Legal Liability 700/0 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

70 

105 

75 

94 

0 

0 

0 

464 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail 

Form F-1 

fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY:Trade and Economic Development, Department of (DTED) 
Public Facilities Authority {PFA) 

PROJECT TITLE: Wastewater Infrastructure Fund 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $17,000 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $20,000 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $20,000 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for proiects in the 1996 session only): 

# 3 of 3 requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Funds are used to supplement Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund loans 
when it is necessary to provide additional subsidy to keep wastewater 
projects affordable at the local level. Draft legislation will be proposed to 
include inflow and infiltration projects to address problems throughout the 
state, both public and private owned improvements are necessary to reduce 
ground water and rain water flow into wastewater treatment plants. 

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

The economy of the state can expand provided there is adequate environ­
ment infrastructure in place or ready to be built. in order to address the 
needs of people and businesses in the state, especially in communities in 
need of grant funding to supplement loans to keep the systems affordable. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

$3.9 million was appropriated by the legislature to create this gap financing 
program. Prior to F.Y. 1996 no funds have been used from this program. 
However, the 1996 Intended Use Plan prepared by Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency (MPCA) has several Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 
Program (WIF) eligible projects that exceed the funds available. Given the 

projected reduction in federal funding for community infrastructure the WIF 
program needs to expand. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

This program was designed to be a gap financing tool that will be used in 
conjunction with the SRF. Communities are required to seek grant 
assistance from other sources before becoming eligible. Given the projected 
demand for wastewater financing over the next 5 years and the lack of 
grant funding available, recommendations for modifying the WIF program 
will be forth coming. First, the program must be modified to leverage 
funding from the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Rural and Community 
Development (RECD) Loan and Grant programs to high environmental need 
projects while helping that program keep user fees at an affordable level. 
Currently, they require 1.7% of the median household be used for 0, M, & 
R and Debt Service before communities are eligible for grant funding. They 
will be increasing the threshold to 2% for F.F.Y. 1996 to spread out the 
funding, without coordination of funding. RECD is the second largest 
provider of low cost water and wastewater finance, (PFA provides the most 
funding) it is important to keep the programs affordable to small rural 
communities. The second change needed is to address the moderate 
income communities that do not qualify for various grant programs and the 
current formula for WIF funding may exceed the level of affordability, 
especially the unsewered communities that lack municipal water systems 
(treated). WIF funding will help keep sewer rates affordable ($30-$40 per 
month) in communities that are faced with very high costs. 

The program would continue to require communities that received WIF 
grants to set aside a minimum of $.10 per 1,000 gallons in a system 
replacement fund to reduce future reliance on the state for grant funding 
when the system needs major rehabilitation or replacement in the future. 

In modifying WIF the state should be able to leverage in excess of 50% of 
the RECD fund or between $8-$12 million annually for high priority 
environmental projects. The remainder of WIF funding would leverage SRF 
funds. 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) 

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

WIF funding would be eligible to be considered state match to address the 
20% state match requirement for the proposed USDA capitalization grant 
program under the Rural Development Reform Act of 1995. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE. AND PHONE: 

Terry Kuhlman, Director, Public Facilities Authority 
Department of Trade and Economic Development 
296-4704 
500 Metro Square 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Linda Prail 
Project Supervisor 
Minnesota Department of Health 
Suite 220 
1 21 7th Place East 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
215-0762 

Peggy Adelmann 
Administrative Management Director 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
296-8005 

Form F-1 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont'd.) 

fiscal Years 1996-2001 
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 

_X_ Grants to local Governments 
loans to Local Governments 

__ Other Grants {specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
Expansion of Existing Program/Services 
Provision of New Program/Services 
Other (specify): 

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Cash: 
_ X_ Bonds: 

$____ Fund--------
$ 17,000 Tax Exempt _X _ 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ General Fund % of total 100 
User Financing % of total 

Source of funds 

Taxable 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............. . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ........................ . 

For 1996 Session (F. Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding . . . . . . . . . . . . ................. . 

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested{all years) ................. . 
Federal funding {all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding {all years) ....................... . 
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$ 3[900 
$ 3[900 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 17[000 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 20[000 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 20[000 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 60[900 
$ 60[900 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.'d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

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

Statewide Strategic Score 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $2 million for this 
project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $2 million in 1998 and 
$2 million in 2000. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

70 

105 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

345 



STATE OF MINNESOTA 
FY 1996 - 2001 
Capital Budget Requests 

Project Description 
Agency 
Priority 

Water & Soil Resources Board 
RIM Reserve Program & Permanent 01 

Area II Minnesota River Basin Grant-in-Aid 03 
Erosion Control Cost Share 02 

Abandoned Well Sealing 04 

Strategic 
Score 

380 

315 
280 

160 

Agency Request 

Funding 
Source FY96 FY98 

GO/UF/FF 22,626 19,706 

GO/UF 1,650 2,175 
GO/UF/FF 1,200 1,500 

GO/UF 250 250 

Agency Totals $25,726 $23,631 

Funding Source 

GO = General Obligation Bonds 
GF = General Fund Direct Appropriation 

THF = Trunk Highway Fund 
UF = User Financing 

Governor's Recommendations 
(By Agency & Scores) 

(in $000) 

FYOO 

16,374 

1,575 
1,200 

250 

$19,399 

Governor's 
Recommendation 

FY96 

7,500 

750 

0 

0 

$8,250 

FF = Federal Funding 
LF = Local Funding 
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Governor's 
Planning Estimates 

FY98 FYOO 

7,500 7,500 

750 750 
0 0 

0 0 

$8,250 $8,250 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Strategic Planning Summary 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form A 

1. AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of (BWSR) 

2. AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 
The mission of the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) is to 
provide leadership enabling local governments to properly manage water 
and soil resources and to help all citizens be stewards of our irreplaceable 
natural resources. 

Although other agencies are involved in resource management, BWSR is 
unique in that it is the only agency that accomplishes its goals through 
increasing the capabilities of local government. This approach makes 
sense for a number of reasons. 

First, local ownership of natural resource management activities is an 
important component for the success of such efforts. State and local 
partnerships foster feelings of pride and local responsibility rather than 
resentment over another state mandate. 

Second, since resource management is primarily a land use issue and local 
government is the land use authority in Minnesota, it makes sense to 
focus resource management assistance at the local level. Local govern­
ments, through their widespread planning and zoning authorities, make 
the majority of land use decisions. Sound land use management at the 
local level will protect soil, lakes, rivers and streams, and will sustain 
agriculture, forestry and development. 

Finally, this is a time of increased environmental awareness but with 
fewer resources to address these concerns. Partnerships and strong 
working relationships are an effective way. to leverage our talents, 
resources, and finances to achieve the greatest results. 

Recognizing the advantages of local resource management, the 1987 
legislature created BWSR to facilitate the efforts of local government and 
to ensure coordination of state, local, federal and private resource 
management initiatives. BWSR's membership includes representatives 
from local government, citizens, 4 state agencies and the University of 
Minnesota Extension Service. The composition of BWSR ensures varied 
perspectives on current issues and resource management policy discus-

sions, and enhances the creation of state, local and private partnerships. 

To reach these objectives, BWSR: 

1111 promotes communication and partnerships between state, local and 
federal agencies, as well as private organizations; 

1111 administers a number of grant programs to local governments for 
resource management; 

111 conducts training sessions and provides technical assistance to local 
government; and 

11 coordinates the activities of state agencies as they affect local govern­
ment. 

· 3. TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR 
SERVICES, FACILITIES OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS: 
The following trends are shaping the development of policies and 
programs at BWSR: 

a. Reduced state and federal government funding for local govern­
ments, along with greater local responsibility. As more of the 
financial and administrative burdens of resource management fall to 
local governments, they need to increase their capability to handle 
those responsibilities, and be supported by capital programs such as 
those administered by BWSR. 

b. Increased awareness among the general public -- including landown­
ers -- of resource problems, and increased willingness to make 
reasonable efforts to conserve and protect resources. Minnesotans 
are concerned about our environment, particularly water quality. As 
citizens have noticed deteriorating conditions of their favorite lakes 
or fishing streams, more and more citizens are willing to make 
reasonable efforts and contributions to protect and improve the 
environment. 

c. Movement from planning to implementation phase of non-point 
source pollution prevention strategy. As Minnesota moves from the 
planning to the implementation stage of its non-point source 
strategy, BWSR's local government network increases in importance 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Strategic Planning Summary (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form A 

as the means to disseminate financial and technical aid to local 
governments. BWSR has the structure and the relationships needed 
to address non-point concerns at the local level. 

d. Federal Actions. Federal actions continue to affect BWSR's local 
government programs in a variety of ways. Some examples are the 
recent funding cuts to the Conservation Reserve Program and the 
Wetland Reserve Program. Decreasing federal participation in flood 
control means a greater need for state participation. BWSR must 
take this into consideration as it anticipates funding, program and 
staffing needs, and increased competition for state resources. 

4. PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE CONDITION, SUIT ABILITY AND 
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS OR 
ASSETS: 
Since the inception of the RIM reserve/permanent wetland preserve 
programs, landowner interest in conservation easements has consistently 
exceeded appropriations by a 4 to 1 margin. The board anticipates that 
this level of interest in the program will continue for the foreseeable 
future. 

The Area II Minnesota River grant-in-aid program administered and 
technically supported by BWSR has been an effective partnership for flood 
control, floodplain management, erosion control and water quality 
improvements. The member counties of the Area II joint powers board 
remain focussed on their mission and have the desire and capability to 
support an expanded state and local partnership in the Minnesota River 
basin. Existing studies by the Soil Conservation Service, Corps of 
Engineers and local governments have identified numerous potential 
project sites. 

In the past the streambank, lakeshore and roadside {SLR) and abandoned 
well sealing programs have not been funded directly through bonding. In 
recent years demand for these programs has exceeded available funding 
by more than 2:1. 

5. DESCRIBE THE AGENCY'S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND 
CAPITAL BUDGET PLAN: 
BWSR intends to use bonding to the extent possible to fund projects on 
public property and projects on private land that have a long term public 
benefit. Projects on private land that protect public interests will be done 
through the acquisition of easements. 

BWSR's Strategic Plan identifies resource management strategies and the 
agency's related goals. The resource management strategies specified are 
education, compliance incentives and regulation. The plan also identifies 
a number of goals that focus on assisting local governments and 
landowners in solving and preventing natural resource management 
problems. The projects outlined in this capital budget request utilize the 
"incentive strategy" as tools available to local government to enhance 
local program delivery. Incentives should provide opportunities to 
dissuade the harmful and encourage beneficial land and water use 
activities. Incentives should also encompass urban as well as rural values, 
and loans as well as grants. 

Some of the goals identified in BWSR's strategic plan that will be 
achieved through the capital projects include: 

11 Protecting or retiring existing marginal agricultural lands and highly 
sensitive lands. 

11 Targeting land retirement programs at high priority marginal agricultural 
lands and sensitive lands. 

11111 Retiring marginal agricultural lands and highly sensitive lands which 
then allows land managers to focus their stewardship efforts on more 
productive lands. 

11 Creating and protecting natural retention systems to aid in the manage­
ment of surface water runoff and enhance the groundwater recharge. 

1111 Striving towards a "net gain" of wetland resources. 

11 Installing best management practices on Minnesota lands. 
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11 Targeting land treatment cost-share programs to erosion-prone productive 
lands. 

111 Reducing soil loss to or below the soil loss tolerance level by the year 
2000. 

11 Managing runoff to minimize property loss and environmental damage. 

111 Reducing groundwater contamination by sealing abandoned wells. 

The requests included in this capital budget are a reflection of programs that 
have been successful in achieving the objectives outlined above. Wetland 
restoration, erosion control projects, well sealing and RIM have specifically 
been identified in local comprehensive water management programs as key 
incentives to realizing state and local water resource objectives. 

6. AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 
Budget requests were based on historic requests from local governments for 
financial assistance. 

All requests are a reflection of demands by local government and citizens 
for service or technical assistance. 

The county water plans and the work plans done by SWCDs, watershed 
districts and watershed management organizations were key sources for 
these requests. 

7. AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEAR 
(1990-1995): 
RIM reserve and permanent wetland preserve programs have received 
$45.3 million from bonding between 1986 and 1994. Please refer to the RIM 
reserve permanent wetland preserve project detail for its funding history. 

From 1990 to 1995, the Area II grant-in-aid program has received $2.695 
million from capital bonding for design, easements, acquisition and 
construction of multi-purpose flood damage reduction projects. 

8. OTHER (OPTIONAL): None 

9. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON. TITLE AND PHONE 
The capital budget request for the RIM reserve program was determined by Ronald D. Harnack, Executive Director 296-0878 
extrapolating acreage from the program's five year plan (attachment B). The 
acreage was derived through a collaborative effort by representatives of 
local government and BWSR's RIM planning committee. Collectively they 
estimated the amount of land eligible for the RIM reserve program and 
forecasted landowner interest. 

BWSR staff estimated the acreage eligible for the permanent wetland 
preserve program to arrive at that component of the funding request. 

Information was provided by the Washington County Soil and Water 
Conservation District for the St. Croix River SLR request. 

Area 11 requests were based on short and long range work plans that reflect 
project priorities and available capabilities. 

Abandoned well information was derived from local water plans. 
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AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of 

RIM Reserve/Permanent Wetland Preserve 

Erosion Control Cost-Share 2 

Area II - MN River Basin Grant-in-Aid Program 3 

Abandoned Well Sealing 4 

Total Project Requests: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Projects Summary 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

22,626 19,706 16,374 58,706 

1,200 1,500 1,200 3,900 

1,650 2,175 1,575 5,400 

250 250 250 750 

$ 25,726 $ 23,631 $ 19,399 $ 68,756 

Form B 

380 7,500 7,500 7,500 

280 0 0 0 

315 750 750 750 

160 0 0 0 

$ 8,250 $ 8,250 $ 8,250 
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AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of (BWSR} 
PROJECT TITLE: Reinvest In Minnesota (RIM) Reserve Program 

and the Permanent Wetlands Preserve (PWP) Program 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $22,626 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $19,706 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $16,374 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY}: Statewide 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for 1996 Session only): 

#_1_ of _4_ requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The RIM reserve program was established in 1986 (M.S. 103F.505 to 
103F.531) "to keep certain marginal agricultural land out of crop production 
to protect soil and water quality and support fish and wildlife habitat." 
Funds will be used to acquire from landowners conservation easements on 
marginal lands for the purpose of restoring wetlands and establishing 
permanent vegetative cover. Marginal lands include riparian lands, drained 
restorable wetlands, sensitive groundwater areas and some lands used for 
agricultural production. 

The permanent wetlands preserve {PWP) was created in 1991 {M.S. 
103F.516}. Funding from this request will be used to acquire perpetual 
conservation easements on existing type 1 (seasonally flooded basin or flat), 
type 2 (inland wet meadow), type 3 (cattail) wetlands, and type 6 (shrub) 
and adjacent lands, and for the establishment of permanent cover on the 
adjacent lands. 

In addition to conservation easement acquisition, the total amount of this 
request includes professional service costs associated with acquiring 
easements and conducting related engineering functions (12% for wetland 
restoration easements and 10% for non-wetland restoration easements). 

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

Project Rationale 

The RIM reserve and PWP programs conform with BWSR's long-range plan 
by providing an incentive that local resource managers can use to protect 
and improve their water and soil resources. The programs are implemented 
at the local level by soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs). 

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

11111 preventing groundwater contamination to aquifers by retiring cropland 
over the wellhead protection areas or in the immediate proximity of 
sinkholes; 

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

111111 enhancing fish and wildlife habitat by retiring riparian lands and marginal 
cropland to reduce sediment and nutrient loads; and 

111 enhancing upland game and nongame wildlife habitat with increased 
permanent vegetative cover. 

The PWP program was enacted during the same legislative session as the 
Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) of 1991. Both programs strive to protect 
the state's remaining wetland resources. The PWP program discourages the 
conversion of wetlands that are exempt from the regulatory restrictions of 
the WCA, and offsets the financial burden that may result when individuals 
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are denied a permit exemption from WCA rules. The PWP was created as 
the state waterbank program was sunsetted. Even though the two 
programs were not identical, the PWP program was intended to replace the 
state waterbank program. 

use such as crop production or grazing will undoubtedly re$ult in costly off­
site impacts such as sedimentation and water quality degradation. 

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

Anticipated Outcomes 

Target enrollment forthe RIM reserve program is 25,835 acres forthe 1996-
97. biennium. This includes 12,000 acres of marginal land (riparian and 
groundwater sensitive land}; 4,000 acres of drained wetlands; 5, 720 acres 
formerly enrolled in CRP; and 4, 115 acres previously covered by RIM 
limited-duration easements. 

Target enrollment for the PWP program for the 1996-97 biennium is 2,500 
acres. BWSR will give highest priority to enrolling those lands most 
susceptible to change such as wetlands currently in crop production and 
wetlands not protected by state or federal law. 

BWSR believes there is an urgent need to acquire easements on some of the 
lands that will expire from the USDA's Conservation Reserve Program (CRP} 
contracts and RIM reserve limited-duration easements. Converting CRP 
contracts and limited-duration easements to perpetual easements is efficient 
because the land is currently being used for conservation. Less than 1 % of 
the expiring acres have been targeted for acquisition. Typically these are 
the most environmentally sensitive lands that contribute significantly to the 
degradation of ground and surface water resources, lands that are most 
prone to erosion. 

While keeping these acres in conservation will require a significant financial 
commitment, it is important to recognize that lands returning to intensive 

Acres scheduled for release from CRP and RIM limited-duration easements: 

Year CRP 

1996 136,000 
1997 1,007,000 
1998 341,000 
1999 221,000 
2000 126,000 
2001 20,000 

Total 1,851,000 

Acreage enrollment goals: 

RIM Reserve 

RIM 
lmtd 
dur 

110 
8,120 

100 
100 

0 
0 

8,430 

Total 

136,110 
1,015, 120 

341, 100 
221, 100 
126,000 

20,000 

1,859,430 

PWP 

Marginal Expiring Expiring 
Year Lands Wetland CRP RIM Total 

1996 6,000 2,000 720 55 1,250 10,025 
1997 6,000 2,000 5,000 4,060 1,250 18,310 
1998 6,000 2,000 3,410 50 1,200 12,660 
1999 6,000 2,000 2,210 50 1,000 11,260 
2000 6,000 2,000 1,260 0 1,000 10,260 
2001 6,000 2,000 200 0 500 8,700 

Totals 36,000 12,000 12,800 4,215 6,200 71,215 
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Funds required to enroll acreage goal: 

RIM Reserve 

Year Marginal 
Lands 

1996 4,746 
1997 4,746 
1998 4,746 
1999 4,746 
2000 4,746 
2001 4,746 

Totals 28,476 

Average Cost/Acre: 
Marginal Land 
Wetland 
CRP/RIM 
PWP 

Wetland Expiring 
Restore CRP/RIM 

2,372 505 
2,372 5,907 
2,372 2,256 
2,372 1,474 
2,372 821 
2,372 130 

14,232 11,094 

$ 791 
$1, 186 
$ 652 
$ 791 

PWP 

Annual 
Total 

($in 000) 

989 8,612 
989 14,014 
949 10,323 
791 9,383 
791 8,730 
396 7,644 

4,905 58,706 

Achieving the enrollment goals will be dependent on: 

1 . The state's financial commitment to the program. 

Biennial 
Total 

($in 000) 

22,626 

19,706 

16,374 

58,706 

2. -The economic appeal of the program in relation to a landowner's 
management decisions. 

3. The degree to which other conservation agencies and organizations 
contribute to the protection of the identified acres. 

Project Alternatives 

BWSR acknowledges that alternative resource management techniques 
should be employed in conjunction with RIM reserve and PWP programs to 
protect environmentally sensitive lands slated to expire from other conserva­
tion programs. Comprehensive resource management techniques should 

include local adoption and enforcement of ordinances to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation, and to promote maintenance of flood plain hardwood forests. 
A model Agricultural Erosion Control Ordinance has been drafted to assist 
counties that want to adopt such a measure. A regulatory approach, such 
as adopting ordinances, will be successful only if implemented in 
conjunction with educating landowners and providing financial incentives. 

The agency also believes there is a role for limited-use conservation 
easements. Limited-use easements would only be allowed in a manner 
compatible with the program goals to protect water quality and enhance 
wildlife habitat. Because the state is acquiring fewer land rights with a 
limited use easement, acquisition costs are lower and consequently more 
acres can be protected. 

A limited use easement is most applicable to a managed grazing system or 
regulated mowing. Several tools exist to assist landowners with the 
management of their grazing lands. The Land Stewardship Project and the 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service {NRCS) have been promoting 
managed and holistic grazing systems. Both agencies are studying the 
compatibility of conservation easements and grazing. Acquiring limited-use 
easements requires frequent monitoring and consistent enforcement of ttle 
easement terms. 

In addition, SWCDs and counties must have enough properly trained 
technical staff to execute such alternative resource management strategies. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

Since its inception in 1986, $45.3 million for RIM reserve and PWP 
programs has been appropriated from the sale of bonds, and $1 .823 million 
has been appropriated from the environmental trust and the future resources 
funds. 

BWSR has solicited and received matching funds from federal partners for 
wetland restoration easements. In F.Y. 1994 BWSR received $850 
thousand for restorations in the Minnesota River basin from the North 
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American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA). In F.Y. 1996 the agency 
expects to receive $753 thousand for restoration projects in the Minnesota 
River and Heron Lake watersheds. BWSR continues to seek grants from 
NAWCA to fund conservation easements associated with special projects 
or within priority watersheds. This matching program requires a 2.5: 1 
match to be competitive nationally. 

It is anticipated that conservation groups such as Pheasants Forever, Ducks 
Unlimited, Isaac Walton League, Minnesota Waterfowl Association, Trout 
Unlimited and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will continue to leverage 
dollars towards the establishment of conservation practices on RIM 
easements. Since 1992these organizations have contributed approximately 
$200 thousand to the program, with additional donations in the form of 
grass seed and in-kind services. BWSR continues to seek funding from 
these groups. 

Amount Landowner 
Year ($000) Source Requests ($000) 

1986 $9,400 Bonding $25,500 

1987 $9,000 Bonding $5,500 

1988 $-0- Bonding $5,000 

1989 $1,500 Bonding $6,300 

1990 $750 Bonding $4,200 

1991 $6,900 Bonding $7,800 

1991 $1,000 Trust Fund 

1991* $7,000 Bonding 

1992 $1,250 Bonding $3,700 

1993 $500 Trust Fund $35,000 

$323 Future Resources 

$500 Bonding 

1994** $850 NA WCA (federal) $20,000 

$ 9,000 Bonding 

$47,973 Total 

* Appropriation specifically for PWP program. 
·**A fall/winter 1995 signup for landowners is scheduled. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

RIM reserve has been a popular program stemming from the 1984 citizens 
report to the governor to promote hunting and fishing in Minnesota. Many 
individuals and organizations praised the report for its insightful 
recommendations, and led to the passage of the landmark legislation 
creating RIM. To not fund this program would end a vital incentive used in 
promoting good land and water stewardship. In addition, establishing 
partnerships between public and private organizations would be greatly 
diminished. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON: 

Tim Fredbo, Easement Programs Manager; 296-0880 
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Acquisition of State Assets 
_X_ 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 
_X_ Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
_X_ Expansion of Existing Program/Services 

Provision of New Program/Services 
__ Other (specify): 

PROPOSED METHOD(S) Of 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Cash: 
_X_ Bonds: 

$ Fund --------
$ 22, 626 Tax Exempt ~ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_lL_ General Fund % of total 1 00 
User Financing % of total 

Source of funds 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years} ............. . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ........................ . 

For 1996 Session (F. Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State funding· estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

. For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding {all years) ....................... . 
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$ 48, 173 
$ 47,123 
$ 850 
$ -0-
$ 200 

$ 22,626 
$ 850 
$ -0-
$ 200 

$ 19J06 
$ 850 
$ -0-
$ 200 

$ 16,374 
$ 850 
$ -0-
$ 200 

$ 110,029 
$ 105,829 
$ 3AOO 
$ -0-
$ 800 
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Statewide Strategic Score 

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project 
qualification. 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $7 .5 million for this 
project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $7.5 million in 1998 
and $7.5 million in 2000. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/12 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

0 

105 

100 

5 

0 

0 

50 

380 
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Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
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AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of (BWSR) 
PROJECT TITLE: Erosion Control Cost Share 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,200 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $1,500 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $1,200 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Statewide 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# 2 of _4_ requests 

1 . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Eligible projects under BWSR's cost share programs include eroding sites on 
streambank, lakeshore and roadside areas. The primary focus of the 
program is to control erosion on lands that abut lakes and rivers. Sites on 
public land are eligible, as are sites on private property if access for 
maintenance and property use are restricted by easement. 

Funding requested in each of the 3 bienniums will be used for grants to 
SWCDs to share the cost of erosion control projects. Under current cost 
share programs the state pays 75% and the public or private landowner 
pays 25%. BWSR proposes that up to 20% of bond proceeds be used for 
the technical assistance necessary to survey and design the erosion control 
projects. This is consistent with M.S. 103C.501, which relates to cost 
share contracts. 

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

BWSR's strategic plan states that programs should be available to assist 
local government in correcting erosion problems on lakes and rivers. The 
sites to be addressed by this request have been identified by SWCDs as 
priority areas. 

BWSR allocates funds to SWCDs on a request basis. In F.Y. 1994, SWCDs 

requested $573 thousand for 29 projects. This trend where requests 
exceed funding by a 3.5: 1 ratio has continued for several years and is the 
basis for this part of the request. An additional $400 thousand per year is 
needed to fund SWCD project needs. 

The other component of this proposal relates to the St. Croix River south of 
Stillwater. Estimates provided by local government personnel suggest that 
there are about 1 00 sites that need stabilization of an average cost of $1 0 
thousand per site, which includes the cost of easements for access and 
restricted use. One million dollars is needed to complete these projects over 
the next 6 years. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

BWSR has provided grants to SWCDs for streambank, lakeshore and 
roadside projects since the late 1970s. The LCMR provided the initial 
funding of $150 thousand and $250 thousand per year, respectively, over 
two biennia. Since then, annual funding of about $160 thousand has come 
from BWSR's biennial appropriation. 

Historically, federal, local and private sources have combined with state 
funding to fund erosion control projects. To date, bonding has not been 
used to fund erosion control projects. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

Local governments and BWSR have used other funds to augment this effort 
(e.g., local water planning and federal USDA-ACP erosion control cost-share 
dollars). Lake Superior, Coastal Management, and EPA 319, Great Lakes 
Commission and state revolving funds are also leveraged by these requests. 
USDA-ACP funding has been reduced 75% from $6 million to $1.5 million 
in the last 3 years. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Greg Larson, Administrator, Water and Land Management Section; 
296-0882 
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): 

__ Acquisition of State Assets 
Development of State Assets 

_X_ Maintenance of State Assets 
_X_ Grants to Local Governments 

Loans to Local Governments 
__ Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
__ Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
_X_ Expansion of Existing Program/Services 

Provision of New Program/Services 
__ Other (specify): 

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Cash: 
__ X_ Bonds: 

$ Fund _________ __ 

$ 1 ,200 Tax Exempt _X_ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

__ X_ General Fund % of total 1 00 
__ User Financing % of total 

Source of funds ------------------

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............. . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ........................ . 

For 1996 Session (F. Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F. Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 2000 Session (F. Y. 2000-01) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years) ....................... . 
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$ 6[689 
$ 3[344 
$ 669 
$ 1[004 
$ 1[672 

$ 1 [200 
$ 240 
$ 360 
$ 600 

$ 1[500 
$ 300 
$ 450 
$ 750 

$ 1[200 
$ 240 
$ 360 
$ 600 

$ 14A89 
$ 7[244 
$ 1[449 
$ 2[174 
$ 3[622 



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project 
qualification. 

Statewide Strategic Score 

Criteria Values 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/1 05 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

0 

35 

75 

50 

0 

0 

0 

280 
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AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of (BWSR) 
PROJECT TITLE: Area II Minnesota River Basin Grant-in-Aid Program 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,650 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $2, 175 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $1,575 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY}: Five major subbasins of the Minnesota 
River between Ortonville and Mankato, Minnesota. 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only}: 

# 3 of 4 requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

In 1978 the legislature created a grant-in-aid program (M.S. 103F.171-187) 
to share the costs with local government of building floodwater retention 
structures in 5 major subbasins of the Minnesota River. The project area is 
characterized by broad upland and lowland plains connected by a steep 
transition known as the Coteau des Prairie, fertile soils, frequent flooding 
(including many interbasin floodwater overflows) and substantial erosion. 
These five subbasins were referred to as Study Area II in the Minnesota 
River Basin Study conducted by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service during 
the 1970s. A 10 county joint powers board was established in 1978 to 
coordinate local implementation and cost sharing for the program. 

The projects for which funds are requested include: reservoirs, both with 
and without permanent pools; road retention structures involving temporary 
floodwater storage upstream from public roads, typically constructed during 
bridge or culvert replacements; and other potential floodwater and sediment 
retarding measures such as buffer strips and wetland restorations. 

The projects covered by this program are components of a general plan for 
flood control and floodplain management. The Minnesota River Basin Study 
identified over 100 potential floodwater retention sites within the project 
area. A subsequent joint study conducted by the SCS and U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers during the 1980s documented recurring severe flood damage 
and soil loss within the five major Area II watersheds. The direct flood 
damages are estimated at $8 million annually. An average of 346 thousand 
tons of soil per year is estimated to erode from these watersheds into the 
Minnesota River. This soil loss is estimated to result in up to $20 million in 
annual productivity losses, with significant impacts on water quality. 

The joint SCS/COE study provided technical, environmental and economic 
analyses of the potential floodwater retention sites identified and set the 
basis for prioritizing projects. That study also recognized local project 
implementation as being the most cost effective. Road retention structure 
sites within Area II were identified in cooperation with county and state 
highway departments and have been prioritized based on the estimated 
costs and benefits of the sites. Capital funding requests for the next 3 
biennia include: 

Numerous road retention projects 
Redwood-22 Reservoir upstream of Marshall 
Lazarus Creek reservoir 
Peterson reservoir 
Lac Qui Parle 3 reservoir 

$000's 
$1,800 
$1,050 
$1, 125 
$ 400 

$1, 125 

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

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

BWSR's strategic plan states: "Runoff should be managed to m1rnm1ze 
property loss and environmental damage by moderating high flows and 
maintaining low flows of streams." Both state and federal floodplain 
management and flood control programs rely upon local partners and local 
implementation. To date the Area II partnerships between local, state and 
federal governments have resulted in the construction of 8 flood control 
reservoirs and 18 road retention projects. These partnerships have 
capitalized on the efficiencies of local implementation through focused 
efforts, mutual commitments and streamlined procedures. Numerous 
additional road retention projects, reservoirs and associated watershed 
management measures are planned within Area II. 

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

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

initiative. Area II will look to other agencies for support to achieve mutual 
objectives. The focus is expected to continue to shift from large floodwater 
retention dams to smaller strategically located road retention projects and 
wetland restorations or enhancements. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

Since F.Y. 1992, the Area II grant-in-aid program has received $189 
thousand per year from the general fund. These funds have been used to 
cost share design and construction of numerous road retention projects, as 
well as preliminary design and environmental analysis for the Redwood-22 
and Lazarus Creek reservoir projects. In addition, the following appropria­
tions have been from bonding: 

Redwood-22 Reservoir Project: 
ML93, Chapter 172; $250 thousand for land acquisition. 
ML94, Chapter 643; $800thousand for land acquisition only, contingent 
upon local match. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

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

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Al Kean, Chief Engineer; 297-2907 
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): 

Acquisition of State Assets 
Development of State Assets 
Maintenance of State Assets 

_X_ Grants to Local Governments 
Loans to Local Governments 

__ Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS {Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
__ Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
_X_ Expansion of Existing Program/Services 

Provision of New Program/Services 
__ Other (specify): 

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING {check all that apply): 

Cash: 
__ X_ Bonds: 

$ Fund--------
$ 1,650 Tax Exempt X Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS {Check all that apply): 

__ X_ General Fund % of total 1 00 
__ User Financing % of total Source of funds 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............ . 
State funding received ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
Local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ....................... . 

For 1996 Session {F. Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 2000 Session (F. Y. 2000-01 ) 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years} .................... . 
State funding requested(all years} ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years) ....................... . 
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$ 1[050 
$ 1,050 
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 1,650 
$ -0-
$ 550 
$ -0-

$ 2, 175 
$ -0-
$ 725 
$ -0-

$ 1,575 
$ -0-
$ 525 
$ -0-

$ 8,250 
$ 6A50 
$ -0-
$ 1,800 
$ -0-



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138} 

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

Statewide Strategic Score 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $750 thousand for 
this project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $750thousand in 
1998 and $750 thousand in 2000. 

Criteria Values 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 700!0 

Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0120140160 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

120 

0 

70 

50 

25 

0 

0 

50 

315 
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AGENCY: Water and Soil Resources, Board of (BWSR) 
PROJECT TITLE: Abandoned Well Sealing 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $ 250 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $ 250 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $ 250 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Statewide 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# 4 of 4 requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The requested funds will be used to share the cost of sealing high priority 
abandoned wells on public land owned by municipalities, townships and 
counties. The state share will be up to 75 % of the well sealing cost. Well 
sealing costs can range from several hundred to several thousand dollars. 
Using an average cost of five hundred dollars per sealed well, the requested 
funds will seal approximately 660 priority wells in each of the next 3 
biennia. 

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

Abandoned wells are those that are no longer used, or in such a state of 
disrepair that continued use is impractical or a health hazard. Unsealed 
abandoned wells are a potential source of groundwater degradation, and can 
pose a safety hazard. They can act as conduits for contamination to reach 

· the groundwater. Water from a contaminated aquifer may move through an 
unsealed abandoned well to contaminate another aquifer that is normally 
protected by an impermeable layer. 

The Minnesota Department of Health (MOH} estimates that approximately 
one million unsealed abandoned wells are located throughout the state. 
Some counties are estimated to have as few as one thousand abandoned 

wells, while others may have thousands. 

The Groundwater Protection Act of 1989 provided limited state funding to 
establish a cost share program to seal abandoned wells. This program was 
administered by BWSR. To date $1. 1 million has been allocated in grants 
to 39 counties to share the cost with landowners of sealing high priority 
abandoned wells. Over 3,400 wells have been sealed to date with these 
cost share funds. Program results have been summarized in a "Status 
Report on Abandoned Well Programs" submitted jointly to the legislature in 
September 1994 by BWSR and MOH. 

The well sealing cost share program has not addressed the problem of 
abandoned wells on publicly owned land. DNR has been charged with 
conducting inventories of abandoned wells on state land, and is separately 
seeking funding to seal priority wells on state land. 

This request will fund a cost share program that covers abandoned wells on 
non-state owned public land. The funds requested will complement an 
existing regulatory program that requires disclosure and sealing of unused 
wells at the time of property transfer. 

BWSR's strategic plan includes a goal of reducing groundwater contamina­
tion by sealing abandoned wells. BWSR, in cooperation with other agencies, 
has developed the capabilities and procedures to successfully implement 
well sealing cost share programs. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

In F.Y. 1990-91, $357thousand was appropriated from the general fund to 
BWSR for well-sealing cost share grants to counties. The 1991 legislature 
appropriated $750 thousand from the Environmental Trust Fund for well 
sealing cost share grants to counties in F.Y. 1992-93. The state received 
$500 thousand in federal funds in 1995 for well sealing cost share grants 
to counties. This $500 thousand, a grant from the Federal Centers for 
Disease Control to the Minnesota Department of Health, was transferred to 
BWSR to administer. Local funding for well sealing, mainly from counties, 
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has been approximately $1 50 thousand to date. Private landowners have 
contributed at least 25 % of well sealing costs, or approximately $450 
thousand. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

A concern in this type of program is setting priorities to ensure that the 
highest priority wells (those with the greatest potential to contaminate the 
ground water) are sealed with available funds. Setting priorities ensures 
that the most effective use is made of state funds and that the state gets 
the most groundwater protection for its money. In 1990, BWSR led an 
interagency advisory group with representatives from BWSR, MOH, DNR, 
MPCA, and local governments that developed a process for prioritizing wells 
for sealing. 

Priority wells, by virtue of their construction, depth, condition, location, 
aquifer characteristics, or proximity to contamination sources and other 
wells, have a high potential for groundwater contamination and contamina­
tion of drinking water. Examples include wells receiving surface drainage, 
wells penetrating confining layers, multi-aquifer wells near a zone of surface 
contamination, and wells in an aquifer where any unsealed abandoned wells 
are the main potential contamination source. 

BWSR and other agencies have extensive experience in setting priorities for 
· well sealing. The criteria developed as a part of the current well sealing 

cost share programs will be used to prioritize requests from local govern­
ment for well sealing funds so that the state maximizes its groundwater 
protection effort. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Greg Larson, Administrator, Water and Land Management Section; 
296-0882. 

Form F-1 
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TYPE OF REQUEST (Check all that apply): 

Acquisition of State Assets 
Development of State Assets 
Maintenance of State Assets 

_X_ Grants to local Governments 
loans to local Governments 
Other Grants (specify): 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply): 

_X_ Health and Safety 
Enhancement of Existing Programs/Services 
Expansion of Existing Program/Services 

_X_ Provision of New Program/Services 
Other (specify): 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

FUNDING SOURCES: 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years} ............ . 
State funding rec_eived ........................ . 
Federal funding received ....................... . 
local government funding received ................ . 
Private funding received ....................... . 

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97) 
State funding requested ....................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99} 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

PROPOSED METHOD{S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Cash: 
_X_ Bonds: 

$ Fund _______ _ 

$_£QQ_ Tax Exempt "'""'X __ Taxable 

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

_x_ General Fund 
__ User Financing 

% of total 1 00 
% of total 

Source of funds 

For 2000 Session {F.Y. 2000-01} 
State funding estimate ......................... . 
Federal funding ............................. . 
Local government funding ...................... . 
Private funding ............................. . 

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . 
State funding requested(all years) ................. . 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . 
Local government funding (all years) .............. . 
Private funding (all years) ....................... . 
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$ 2[207 
$ 1 107 
$ 500 
$ 150 
$ 450 

$ 250 
$ -0-
$ 83 
$ -0-

$ 250 
$ -0-
$ 83 
$ -0-

$ 250 
$ -o-· 
$ 83 
$ -0-

$ 3,206 
$ 1 ,857 
$ 500 
$ 399 
$ 450 



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

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

Statewide Strategic Score 

Criteria Values 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Critical Life Safety Emergency 70010 

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Critical Legal Liability 70010 

Prior Binding Commitment 70010 

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 
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Points 

0 

0 

0 

40 

35 

35 

25 

25 

0 

0 

0 

160 



STATE OF MINNESOTA 
FY 1996 - 2001 
Capital Budget Requests 

Project Description 

Zoological Gardens 
Roadways and Pathways 

Children's Farm 

Water Management 

Gateway to the Zoo 

Bird Holding 

Greenhouse 

Agency Strategic 
Priority Score 

01 420 

02 295 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Age_ncy Request 

Funding 
Source FY96 FY98 

GO 6,050 6,034 

GO/UF .1 1,750 0 

GO 0 700 

GO 0 6,000 

GO 0 780 

GO 0 0 

Agency Totals $7,800 $13,514 

Funding Source 

GO = General Obligation Bonds 
GF = General Fund Direct Appropriation 

THF = Trunk Highway Fund 
UF = User Financing 

Governor's Recommendations 
(By Agency & Scores) 

(in $000) 

FYOO 

391 

0 

0 

0 

0 

275 

$666 

Governor's 
Recommendation 

FY96 

750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

$750 

FF = Federal Funding 
LF = Local Funding 
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Governor's 
Planning Estimates 

FY98 FYOO 

750 750 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

$750 $750 
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1. AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) 

2. AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT: 

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

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

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

c. Serving as a statewide environmental and educational facility that 
provides a significant addition to the quality of life in Minnesota; 

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

The MZG operates in 3 major programmatic areas: Biological Programs, 
Enterprise Programs and Operations in order to achieve the following 
mission-related objectives: 
11111 To maintain the animal husbandry, animal health, animal records and 

research necessary for a healthy animal collection. 

11111 To provide people of all ages with a variety of zoo learning adventures 
which help foster an understanding and appreciation of wildlife and the 
environment. 

11111 To acknowledge a responsibility to provide leadership in conserving the 
biological diversity of our planet and in protecting the wild species living 
under our stewardship. 

11111 To assure the quality of the visitor experience. 

11111 To maintain the exhibits and grounds to assure the visitor an interest­
ing, safe and fun recreational experience. 

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

The MZG experienced steady growth since 1988, with record attendance 
set in F.Y. 1991 (1, 163,970), 1992(1,166,383), 1993 (1,215,245) and 
1994 (1,294, 183). According to market research, the attendance is 
predicted to increase 10% the first year of the Marine Education Center 
opening, with an annual increase of 2 % for the next 1 0 years. 

The MZG's long range exhibit planning addresses development for the 
next 10 years. A priority is the Marine Education Center. Groundbreaking 
took place in the summer of 1996 for this project. Other projects now in 
the planning process include the Children's Farm, Lion Exhibit, a Great 
Apes Exhibit, a new Gateway and Zoo Lab Academy. 

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

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

The MZG is more than 1 7 years old and showing the wear of 1 6 million 
visitors since it first opened. 

The MZG will continue to address the need of maintaining the infrastruc­
ture through the use of General Fund appropriations and CAPRA requests 
whenever possible. In addition, the 2 capital budget requests for the 
current biennium will address specific needs which the zoo faces. 
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The condition of our roadways and pathways is deteriorating due to the 
increased usage and there is a need for repair and upgrading to meet 
current standards. In addition, there is a need to upgrade our parking 
facilities to accommodate public demand. This request is a priority for the 
MZG. 

Our second priority is the Children's Farm Exhibit. Matching funds from 
our capital campaign will be used to finance the construction of the 
Children's Farm Exhibit, a replacement for the Children's Zoo. The Farm 
Exhibit will provide the public with an opportunity to experience a family · 
farm environment, to have hands-on contact with selected farm animals 
and to be acquainted with educational resources regarding various 
agricultural related topics. 

The MZG also plans to request capital budget funding for 5 projects in 
F.Y. 1998 and F.Y. 2000. 

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

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

The proposed new Gateway to the zoo will create a vibrant new public 
core for entry, visitor amenities, classrooms and animal exhibits. The 
components of this project will be the new upper lobby I central hall, lower 
level concourse, classrooms, Zoolab and animal exhibit and holding areas. 
Plans include an expanded retail area, office space and storage space. 

The original greenhouse constructed over 1 7 years ago no longer meets 
the needs of our Horticulture Program. A new facility that will enable staff 
to meet the demands of maintaining a tropical environment in our Tropics 
Building, the virgin hardwood forests contained within our 500 plus acres 
and a pleasant recreational setting is much needed. 

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

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

11 Create a magical experience 
11 Thrive as a special place for children 
111 Know our customers 
111 Manage visitor moments of truth 
• Link revenues to results 
111 Build a premiere service organization 
111 Invest to keep the existing zoo great 

The capital budget plan for the MZG is directly related to our strategies 
and goals. 

The plan must balance the needs of an aging facility that has not had 
adequate funding for preventative maintenance and is being stretched to 
the limits by ever growing public demand. 

Improvements to the infrastructure are critical to the continued develop­
ment of a comfortable and safe environment for visitors and staff. The 
roadways, parking facilities and pathways are over 17 years old and with 
increased public demand it is time to make major improvements and build 
for the future. 

The Children's Farm, which will replace the Children's Zoo, will provide 
the public with the opportunity for an educational and recreational 
experience centered on Minnesota farm life. 
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The water management plan is not only necessary to protect the 
investment the state has made in the infrastructure but also improves the 
overall appearance of the zoo and promotes our commitment to conserva­
tion of the natural environment. 

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

The Gateway to the zoo will provide the public with amenities and new 
exhibits, while providing MZG with much needed expansion space for 
retail and operations. 

6. AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS: 

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

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

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

1111 The Coral Reef Exhibit was successfully completed in 1 991 at a cost 
of $2.5 million. The sources of funding for this project were $750 
thousand from the General Fund, $750thousand from private gifts and 
the $1 million from the MZG special revenue funds. 

1111 The new Bird Amphitheater opened in 1992 at a cost of $2.6 million 
and was funded by $350thousand from the General Fund, $1.8 million 

from private gifts and $450 thousand from the MZG special revenue 
fund. 

11111 $1 .82 million was received in 1992 for roof replacement. That work 
was completed in F.Y. 1994. The MZG is paying 1 /3 of the debt 
service and state General Fund the remaining 2/3. 

11111 $20.5 million in bonding was approved for the Marine Education Center 
during the F.Y. 1994 legislative session. This facility will house our 
bottlenose dolphins, a large shark exhibit, classrooms and public space 
available for after hours rentals. The MEC is scheduled to open in May, 
1997. The MZG is repaying 100% of the debt service. 

111 $1 million was received in 1994 for infrastructure and maintenance. 
$392 thousand has been allocated to improving animal management 
areas and $608 thousand to addressing water management issues. 

1111 The MZG received CAPRA funds which totaled $ 211 thousand in F. Y. 
1991-96. These funds were used for code compliance and 
health/safety issues. 

8. OTHER (OPTIONAL): None. 

9. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE 

Connie J. Braziel, Director of Operations 
13000 Zoo Blvd. 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612) 431-9303 

PAGE B-339 



AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 

Roadways and Pathways 

Childrens Farm 2 

Water Management 

Gateway to the Zoo 

Bird Holdlng 

Greenhouse 

Total Project Requests: 

"Matching funds of $1, 750 to be funded through Capital Campaign. 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Projects Summary 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

6,050 6,034 391 12,475 

1,150• -0- -0- 1,750" 

-0- 700 -0- 700 

-0- 6,000 -0- 6,000 

-0- 780 -0- 780 

-0- -0- 275 276 

$7,BOO $13,514 $666 $21,980 

Form B 

420 750 750 750 

295 -0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-

750 $ 750 $ 750 
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AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF 
Facilities Summary 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

Gross Square footage of State Owned Buildings (in OOOs) 317,400 327,400 

leased Square Footage (in OOOs) 0 0 

Operating Repair and Betterment Account(s) $ 555 $ 512 $ 

Operating Maintenance Account(s} $ 3,281 $ 3,281 $ 

lease Payments $ -0- $ -0- $ 

Agency CAPRA Allocations (from Dept. of Admin.) $ 20 $ 26 $ 

HEAPRA Allocations (for higher education systems only) $ $ $ 

Form C 

327,400 367,400 372,400 

0 0 0 

510 $ 468 $ 468 

3,281 $ 3,281 $ 3,281 

-0- $ -0- $ -0-

165 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 
PROJECT TITLE: Roadways and Pathways 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $6,050 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $6,034 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $391 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

#_1__ of _2__ requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

In 1974 construction began on the Minnesota Zoo located on 500 acres of 
property in the suburb of Apple Valley. Over the past 20 years attendance at 
the Zoo has steadily increased to a situation today where the infrastructure is 
being used beyond its capacity. The Zoo has essentially become a small city 
with inherent operating, maintenance and capital investment needs that need 
to be metto continue the successful venture initiated in the mid-70s. Without 
an infusion of dollars to improve the infrastructure, serious deficiencies in the 
life safety and program expansion aspects of the Zoo will occur. The project 
that is being proposed within this budget request will focus on the roadways, 
parking lots, pathways, and public plaza areas that will handle 5 million people 
over the next 5-year period. 

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

Roadways 
Parking Lots 
Pathways 
Public plaza areas 

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

70,000 square feet 
100,000 square feet 

aver. 20-foot width 
2, 700 parking stalls 
aver. 10-foot width 

Because of limited funds for preventative maintenance and the intense use of 
these pavement areas for the past 2 decades, all of the asphalt needs 
corrective action taken in some form or another. There has never been a 
pavement maintenance program for this infrastructure during the life of the 
Zoo. As a result, improvements needing immediate attention include activities 
that vary from sealcoating and overlay to complete reconstruction. In many 
areas, widening of the pathways and roadways is necessary due to the 
increased volume of traffic using the infrastructure. 

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

As part of this project, concrete curbing needs to be installed in all areas 
visible to the public and where we are experiencing erosion to the roadway 
sub-base. This curbing is necessary and instrumental in protecting the asphalt 
edge from unnecessary deterioration, extending the lifespan of roadways for 
many years and channeling storm water runoff. With the exception of new 
construction, concrete curbing has not been used on the Zoo property in the 
past. Studies that have been completed by several cities throughout 
Minnesota indicate that concrete curbing will extend the pavement life well 
beyond the investment cost of the curb improvement. Additionally, mainte­
nance costs are significantly reduced and esthetics are improved. 

A key aspect of this proposal is to address the increasing demand for adequate 
public parking on the Zoo site. With the planned increase in attendance due 
to expansion of our exhibits, the need to provide parking will become acute. 
Attachment #2 is a table that includes the existing and required number of 
parking stalls based upon attendance at the Zoo, current and projected through 
the year 2016. The table shows the attendance by month, week and peak day 
so that the observer can view the vehicles entering the Zoo and correlate these 
numbers with the required parking stalls needed to service these visitors. 

Attachment #3 is a graphic that displays attendance at the Zoo based upon 
the table shown in Attachment #2. It also demonstrates the projected 
program expansion data in the next couple of years including the increased 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont'd.) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 

Form D-1 

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

program expansion data in the next couple of years including the increased 
parking capacity that will be needed to handle the attendance increases 
expected as the Marine Education Center and the large screen theater open in 
1997 and the Children's Farm opens in 1998. 

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

The $6.05 million requested in this biennium will provide for the design and 
construction necessary for improvements to roadways, parking lots, 
pathways, public areas, and lighting discussed within this narrative. Listed 
below in an estimated cost breakdown for this part of the project. 

Design 
Construction Management 
Roads, Paths and Lots 
Concrete Curbing 
Outdoor Lighting 
Construction Contingency 
Inflation Multiplier 

Total 

$ 490 
340 

3,300 
300 
650 
420 
550 

$6,050 

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

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

In addition, our sales department is projecting an ever increasing demand for 
after hours events. All of these efforts will result in an increase in the number 
of visitors to the Minnesota Zoo. This number of visitors will increase both 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic in our facility. This issue of improvements and 
additions to the roadways, parking lots, pathways, public areas and lighting is 
an integral part of our infrastructure, and must be addressed immediately to 
keep pace with this increased demand. Attachments #2 and #3 demonstrate 
the growth of the attendance and the need for additional capacity of facilities 
such as parking lot capacity. 

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

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

This project has not previously been funded. All repairs have been funded 
through the zoo's repair and betterment account. In 1995, funds to improve the 
pavements in the Zoo totaled less than $50 thousand. If these improvements 
are completed in 1 996 and 1997, the maintenance and operating expenses will 
be able to continue near this level of expenditures. Without this appropriation, 
it is expected that a significant increase in the maintenance funding of "stop­
gap" improvements will become necessary. Because of all the other Zoo 
demands over the past several years, the infrastructure improvements have 
been given a lower budget priority. Life safety, program expansion and 
maintenance conditions have raised these items into a position with a high 
degree of priority. 

Attachment #1 is a map which demonstrates the condition of the pavement and 
the year of the projected improvements. They have been prioritized to coincide 
with the program expansion and attendance increases expected during the next 
few years. Seven categories of existing pavement conditions are shown with 
the years of the projected improvements noted. Assuming the appropriations 
are granted, this priority schedule will guide the future improvements for the 
Zoo's pavement infrastructure. 
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4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont'd.} 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

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

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

Attachment #4 is a chart that breaks down the appropriation request into Life 
Safety, Program Expansion, and Maintenance funding categories. 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Connie J. Braziel, Director of Operations 
13000 Zoo Blvd. 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612)431-9303 

Form D-1 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

PROJECT TYPE {check all that apply): 

~ Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). 
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped 
access or legal liability purposes. 

~ Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. 
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or 
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS {check all that apply): 

~ Safety/liability 
~ Asset preservation 

Code compliance 
Handicapped access (ADA) 
Hazardous materials 

~ Enhancement of existing programs/services 
~ Expansion of existing programs/services 

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: 

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: 

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE: 

Existing Building 
____ N~/A_ Gross Sq. Ft. 

Project Scope 
_____ N...._/A_ Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished 
____ ...... N""'"/A__ Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned 
____ .._N....,/A;...; Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption 
____ ...... N"'""/A;...; Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction 

Final Project Size 
______ N ....... l ...... A Gross Sq. Ft. 

Form D-2 

~ New programs/services 
Co-location of facilities 

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this 
project? 

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies 
Other (specify): 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING: 

Information technology plan: 
submitted to IPO 
approved by IPO 

_yes 
_yes 

Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: 
submitted to IPO _yes 
approved by IPO _yes 

no 
no 

no 
no 

.K_N/A 
X'N/A 

.K_N/A 

.K_N/A 

Yes _X_No. 

If so, please cite appropriate sources: 

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note): 

F.Y. 1996-97 F.Y. 1998-99 F.Y. 2000-01 
Change in Compensation ....... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses .. . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Lease Expenses ...... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses ...... . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs .. . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-

Other: 
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 0 0 0 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS {ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES}: Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs 

1. Site and building preparation 
Site acquisition I• I I I I I It I It t I I I I I I I It I I I I I I I I It It I It 

Existing building acquisition I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

Other acquisitions costs: 
Environmental studies I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

Geotechnical survey I I I I I I It It I 41 I I I I I I" I I It It t I I I I I I I 

Property survey I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I It t I I I I I I I I I I 

Historic Preservation ..... ............................ 
Other (specify) ... I I I I I I I I I I I I I I. I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

1. Subtotal 
2. Predesign fees ........... t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 2. Subtotal 
3. Design fees 

Schematic design ................................... 
Design development I I I I I I I It It• t I I I I I I I I I I I I I It I I I It 

Contract documents It I. I I I It I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I. I I •• 

Construction .......................................... 
3. Subtotal 

4. Administrative costs and professional fees 
Project management by consultant ......................... 
Construction management .............................. 
Construction contingency ..... ••••I• I• I I I I I• JI••• I• I I I I 

Other (specify) . . . . . . ......................... 
4. Subtotal 

5. Site and building construction 
On site construction I I I• I I• I I .............. ' ..... ' .... 
Off site construction .................................. 
Hazardous material abatement I I I• I I I I I I I I I a a I I• I I I I I I I I I 

Other (specify) ................................. 
5. Subtotal 

6. Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment ...................... 6. Subtotal 
1. Occupancy ................ . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 7. Subtotal 
8. Percent for art ................................. 8. Subtotal 

Total without inflation (1 through 8) 

9. Inflation multiplier 0.100 . . . . . . .................. 9. Subtotal 
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) 7 /97 

Total with inflation (1 through 9) 

{all prior years) 

$ -0-
$ 27 

$ -0-

$ -0-

$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-
$ -0-

$ 27 

$ -0-

$ 27 

{F.Y. 1996-97} {F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

and beyond) 

-0-
-0-

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0- $ -0- $ -0-
-0- $ -0- $ -0-

-0-
490 

-0-
-0-

490 $ 471 $ 27 

-0-
340 
420 

-0-
760 $ 707 $ 41 

41250 
-0-
-0-
-0-

4,250 $ 3[979 $ 235 
-0- $ -0- $ -0-
-0- $ -0- $ -0-
-0- $ -0- $ -0-

5,500 $ 5,157 $ 303 

550 $ 877 $ 88 

6,050 $ 6,034 $ 391 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d} 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

Form D-4 

FUNDING SOURCES: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Previous Project Funding (all prior years} ............ . $ 27 Cash: $ __ _ Fund _______ _ 

State funding received ........................ . $ 27 
Federal funding received ....................... . $ -0- _X_ Bonds: $ 6[050 Tax Exempt _X_ Taxable 
local government funding received . . . . . ........... . $ -0- • 
Private funding received ....................... . $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97) _X_ General Fund % of total 100 
State funding requested ....................... . $ 6[050 
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0- User Financing % of total 
Local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0- Source of funds -------------
For 1998 Session (F. Y. 1998-99) 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ 6[034 
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
Local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

For 2000 Session (F. Y. 2000-01 ) 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ 391 
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

Total Project Costs {all years) .................... . $ 12[502 
State funding requested (all years) ................ . $ 12[502 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . $ -0-
local government funding (all years) .............. . $ -0-
Private funding (all· years) ....................... . $ -0-
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.'d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $13 7, 500 = $138) 

Statewide Strategic Score 

Criteria 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: Until the predesign work is 
completed and receives a positive recommendation, the information submitted 
is considered preliminary. The project scope, costs, and schedule could change 
following predesign completion. The schedule, as submitted, is dependent on 
space being vacated by the Science Museum. Therefore the projects are 
conceptually connected. 

Critical life Safety Emergency 

This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general 
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital 
budget requirements with the following observations: 1) Predesign costs (2.9%) 
are above the 0.25%-0.50%guidelines; 2) FFE costs were not indicated in the 
request. 

Critical Legal Liability 

Prior Binding Commitment 

Strategic Linkage 

Safety Concerns 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 

Form D-5 

Values Points 

70010 0 

70010 0 

700/0 0 

0/40/80/120 120 

0/35/70/105 0 

0/35/70/105 70 
The agency is asked to review their project request in association with these 
comments and make any appropriate amendments prior to legislative action on 
the bonding bill. 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100 
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Although this submission meets the 
Department of Finance criteria for project qualification, it is recommended that 
this project be deferred until the 1998 session. 

CAPITOL AREA ARCHITECTURAL AND PLANNING BOARD (CAAPB) REVIEW: 
The CAAPB has been involved for over eight years in the preliminary planning 
and siting of the labor Interpretive Center. We had been prepared to move into 
the design competition for the program at Cleveland Circle when a number of 
obstacles to a successful program and funding led us to reconsider as an 
alternative re-use of the Science Museum East Building, provided the Science 
Museum secures funding for a new riverfront facility. 

The CAAPB is thus supportive of the request for the new labor Interpretive 
Center, either as a re-use of the Science Museum building or, if necessary, at 
the original site, for which the budget would have to be increased. 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: The Governor does not recommend capital 
funds for this project for the 1996 session. As indicated in the agency request, 
construction would not begin until F.Y. 1999. Also, the availability of the 
preferred site, the East Building of the Science Museum, is uncertain at this 
time. The agency should resubmit its request for inclusion in the Governor's 
1998 capital budget. 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 

Schematic Design 

Predesign Design Devel. 

Prior Funding: 

Agency Request: D D D 
Governor's Recommendation: D D D 
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Attachment #2 

PROJECTED PEAK DAY PARKING REQUIREMENTS BASED UPON 
MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN ATTENDANCE PROJECTIONS; 1996-20161·> 

Projected Projected Projected 
fiscal flscalYear Peak Month Average Peak 
Year Attendancea.> Attendance Week Attendance 
1996 1,150,000 218,500 49,339 
1997 1,358,637 258,141 58,290 
1998 1,467,520 278,829 62,961 
1999 1,506,070 286,153 64,615 
2000 1,546,312 293,799 66,342 
2001 1,588,370 301,790 68,146 
2002 1,632,383 310,153 10;034 
2003 1,683,624 319,889 72,233 
2004 1,713,490 325,563 73,514 
2005 1,743,953 331,351 74,821 
2006 1,775,026 337,255 76,154 
2007 1,806,720 343,277 77,514 
2008 1,839,047 349,419 78,901 
2009 1,872,022 355,684 80,316 
2010 1,905,655 362,074 81,759 
2011 1,939,962 368,593 83,231 
2012 1,974,954 375,241 84,732 
2013 2,010,647 382,023 86,263 
2014 2,047,053 388,940 87,825 
2015 2,084,188 395,996 89,418 
2016 2,122,065 403,192 91,043 

1·> Based on the following assumptions: 
Peak month percentage of FY attendance = 19% 
Percentage of wee~ attendance on peak day = 26% 
Average peak day vehicle occupancy = 3.1 

Projected 
Average Peak 

Day Attendance 
12,828 
15,155 
16,370 
16,800 
17,249 
17,718 
18,209 
18,781 
19,114 
19,454 
19,800 
20,154 
20,514 
20,882 
21,257 
21,640 
22,030 
22,428 
22,835 
23,249 
23,671 

Percentage of entering vehicles on site at peak time (1:00 to 2:00 p.m.) = 55% 
2·> Source: Minnesota Zoological Garden. 

Projected Average 
Peak Day 

Entering Vehlcles 
4,138 
4,889 
5,281 
5,419 
5,564 
5,715 
5,874 
6,058 
6,166 
6,275 
6,387 
6,501 
6,618 
6,736 
6,857 
6,981 
7,107 
7,235 
7,366 
7,500 
7,636 

Required 
Number of 

Parking Stalls 
2,276 
2,689 
2,904 
2,981 
3,060 
3,144 
3,231 
3,332 
3,391 
3,451 
3,513 

. 3,576 
3,640 
3,705 
3,771 
3839 
3,909 
3,979 
4,051 

·4,125 
4,200 
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Attachment #3 

PROJECTED FISCAL YEAR ATTENDANCE AND PEAK DAY PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS AT THE MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN: 1996 - 2016 

Opening of Marine Education Center 
and the Large Screen Theater 

/ 
Opening of the Children's Farm ----- .. ----------------

-

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 

Fiscal Year 

Projected FY Attendance • - Projected Parking Requirements I 

--
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September 1995 

Attachment #4 

Minnesota Zoological Garden 

. (28.0%) Maintenance 

(24.0%) Program Expansion 

(48.0%) Life Safety 

Breakdown of Total Project Costs 
Capital Budget Request 
Fiscal Years 1996-1997 

$6,050,000 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) 
PROJECT TITLE: Children's Farm 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $1,750 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION {CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# __ 2_ of _2__ requests 

1 . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The Children's Farm exhibit will feature domestic farm animals in an 
interactive educational environment. The exhibit will be constructed as a 
family farmstead including a farmhouse, dairy barn, sheep and goat shed with 
contact yard, pig barn and chicken house as the main components, with 
additional features such as grainery, windmill, machine shed and grain elevator 
added as funding allows. 

The Children's Farm will be a place to learn about and appreciate the 
Minnesota family farm heritage and to develop a sense of stewardship for the 
land, its ecological systems and its creatures. The variety of experiences 
available will appeal to young children, school aged students and the general 
public. 

In the Spring 1995 the MZG completed the design development process for 
this exhibit. Groundbreaking for phase 1 of this exciting and educational new 
exhibit is anticipated to occur in 1996. Phase 2 will follow as funding allows. 

The $1 . 7 5 million requested in this biennium will be matched by $1 . 7 5 million 
from the MZG Capital Campaign. These funds will provide for the design and 
construction of the Children's Farm. Listed below is an estimated cost 
breakdown of this project. 

2. 

Design 
Construction 
FF&E 
Contingency 
1 % Art 

$ 307 
2,275 

603 
280 

35 

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE 
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN: 
The need to expand our facility, increase the educational and recreational 
opportunities and offer new exhibits is driving our request for funding the 
Children's Farm. We are creating a new learning experience for children of all 
ages. We are certain our visitors will be delighted with the chance to observe 
and interact with the farm animals, to learn of their lifecycles and to experi­
ence the Minnesota family farm heritage. 

The benefits of this project will be realized by all users of the zoo. This exhibit 
is another investment that will keep the MZG among the best zoos in the 
country. 

3. IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE): 
The MZG is projecting an $1 80 thousand increase in operating costs over and 
above the operating cost of the current Children's Zoo, which the farm exhibit 
is replacing. The zoo anticipates that this increase in costs will be funded 
through increased earned revenues. 

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: N/A 

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 
A design development document by architects contracted to research and 
develop the concept of the farm project is available from the Zoo upon 
request. This document will also be used by capital campaign fund raisers to 
solicit matching funds. 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: Connie J. Braziel, 
Operations Director, 13000 Zoo Blvd., Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612)431-9303 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.'d) 

fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply): 

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). 
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped 
access or legal liability purposes. 
Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. 

_LL_ Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded 6r 
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): 

Safety /liability 
Asset preservation 
Code compliance 
Handicapped access (ADA) 
Hazardous materials 
Enhancement of existing programs/services 
Expansion of existing programs/services 

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND#: Minnesota Children's Farm 

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: 

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE: 

Existing Building 
_____ o Gross Sq. Ft. 

Project Scope 
________ o Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished 
_______ o Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned 

-----~O Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption 
___ _.5.....,,""""0""""0 ...... 0 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction 

Final Project Size 
___ 5__.,_o __ o __ o Gross Sq. Ft. 

Form D-2 

_LL_ New programs/services 
Co-location of facilities 

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this 
·project? 

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies 
Other (specify): 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING: 

Information technology plan: 
submitted to IPO _yes 
approved by IPO _yes 

Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: 
submitted to IPO _yes 
approved by IPO _yes 

no .x N/A 
no .x N/A 

no .x N/A 
no .x N/A 

Yes _X_No. 

If so, please cite appropriate sources: 

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note): 

F.Y. 1996-97 F.Y. 1998-99 F.Y. 2000-01 
Change in Compensation ......... $ 140 $ 280 $ 280 
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses .... $ 40 $ 80 $ 80 
Change in Lease Expenses ........ $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . . . . . . . $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs ... $ 180 $ 360 $ 360 

Other: 
Change in F.T.E. Personnel 4 4 4 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.'d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS {All YEARS/All FUNDING SOURCES}: Project Costs Project Costs 
{all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) 

1. Site and building preparation 
Site acquisition ••••a••••••• a•• 0 •I I• I•• a•• e e •I a• a a a $ -0-
Existing building acquisition ........................... $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs: 

Environmental studies .............................. $ -0-
Geotechnical survey I a a a a a a I a a a a a I• a I a a a a a I a a a a I a a a $ -0-
Property survey a a a a I a a .. a a a a I a a a I a SI I a a a a a a a Sa a a Sa $ -0-
Historic Preservation ............................... $ -0-

Other (specify) Sa SS a a a a a I a I a I a a a a a I a a a a a a a a a $ -0-
1. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0-

2. Predesign fees a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a I a I I a a a a a a a a a a 2. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees 

Schematic design ................................. $ -0-
Design development SIS SSS I a a a a a a I a a a I a I a a a a I a a a I a a $ -0-
Contract documents ............................... $ -0-
Construction ..................................... $ 307 

3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 307 
4. Administrative costs and professional fees 

Project management by consultant a a I a a a a a I a I I I• IS Is I 1 Sa $ -0-
Construction management I a. IS I IS I Is a a a a I I I I I I I a I I I I I $ -0-
Construction contingency ............................ $ 280 
Other (specify} 1 I a a I I a I I I I I I a a I I• I I I I a I I I I I a $ -0-

4. Subtotal $ -0- $ 280 
5. Site and building construction 

On site construction ................................ $ 2!275 
Off site construction I I I I I IS I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement ......................... $ -0-
Other (specify) I I I I I I I I I I I I I a I I I I I I I I I I 1 1 1 I I $ -0-

5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 2l275 
6. furniture, fixtures and Equipment I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0-
1. Occupancy I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I II I I I I I I I I I I I 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 603 
8. Percent for art I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 35 

Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ -0- $ 3,500 

9. Inflation multiplier __ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) __ 

Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ -0- $ 3,500 

Project Costs Project Costs 
(F.Y. 1998-99) {F.Y. 2000 

and beyond) 

$ -0- $ -0-
$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-
$ -0- $ -0-
$ -0- $ -0-
$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0-

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d} 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137 ,500 = $138) 

Form D-4 

FUNDING SOURCES: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply): 

Previous Project Funding {all prior years) ............ . $ -0- Cash: $ __ _ Fund --------
State funding received ........................ . $ -0-
Federal funding received ....................... . $ -0- _X_ Bonds: $ 1t750 Tax Exempt __ Taxable 
Local government funding received ................ . $ -0-
Private funding received ....................... . $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply): 

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97) ~ General Fund % of total 100 
State funding requested ....................... . $ 1 t750 
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0- User Financing % of total 
Local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ L750 Source of funds 

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99) 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ -0-
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
Local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

For 2000 Session {F.Y. 2000-01) 
State Funding Estimate ........................ . $ -0-
Federal funding ............................. . $ -0-
Local government funding ...................... . $ -0-
Private funding ............................. . $ -0-

Total Project Costs (all years) .................... . $ 3t500 
State funding requested (all years} ................ . $ 1J50 
Federal funding (all years) ....................... . $ -0-
Local government funding (all years) .............. . $ -0-
Private funding (all years) ....................... . $ 1t750 
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DEPARTMENT Of ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: 

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail (Cont.' d) 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

Statewide Strategic Score 

Criteria 
This request is for design and construction. Until the predesign work is 
completed and receives a positive recommendation, the information is 
considered preliminary. The project scope, costs, and schedule could change 
following predesign completion. 

Critical Life Safety Emergency 

This request has been revie~ed with an emphasis on cost planning, general 
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital 
budget requirements with the following observations: 

1. Design costs (13.5%) are above the 6%-9% range for new construction. 
2. FFE costs were not indicated in the request. 
3. Inflation was not included and should be calculated. 
4. Construction contingency (12%) is above the 2%-3% guidelines. 

Critical legal Liability 

Prior Binding Commitment 

Strategic linkage 

Safety Concerns 

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 

Form D-5 

Values Points 

70010 0 

70010 0 

700/0 0 

0/40/80/120 80 

0/35/70/105 0 

0/35/70/105 70 

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 75 
The agency is asked to review their project request in association with these 
comments and make appropriate amendments prior to legislative action on the 
bonding bill. 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: 

This project would be constructed with matching funds and received points 
because of that and for its important customer service value. Overall, it did not 
score as high as the Roads and Pathways request. While it is an attractive and 
worthy project, it is considered to be of less strategic importance when 
compared to having adequate roadways and pathways. This project also would 
not rank as high as a project like the Marine Education Center which, when 
constructed, will become a major theme and focus for the zoo. 

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Instead, the 
Governor recommends the Zoo pursue this project with private funding sources. 

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0120140160 

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 

Total 

Schematic Design 
Predesign Design Devel. 

Prior Funding: D D D 
Agency Request: D D • 
Governor's Recommendation: D D D 
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50 

20 

0 

0 

295 

Const. 
Doc. Const. 

D D 

• • D D 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Non-Building Program Detail 

Form f-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands {$137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) 
PROJECT TITLE: Water Management 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $700 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY}: 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# N/A of N/A requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

The MZG is currently initiating a project concentrated on the Main Lake 
which will enable us to deal with the issues of lake level and water quality 
of this body of water. It is now crucial that we deal with issues of storm 
water runoff, water quality and the establishment of best management 
procedures to protect the remaining lakes, ponds and wetlands. The zoo 
also has a commitment to the Department of Natural Resources {MDNR) in 
the form of a MDNR permit to establish an overall wetland and hydrological 
comprehensive plan for all bodies of water on the zoo property. 

The MZG is also seeking partnership arrangements with other governmental 
bodies such as Dakota County to research common issues affecting all 
parties. 

The $700 thousand requested will allow the continuation of design and 
construction of the various water management projects needed to protect 
our resources. 

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

In order to achieve the MZG's mission to Strengthen the Bond Between 
People and the living Earth, we must manage our water resources 
responsibly. As a conservation leader, we are committed to providing a 
clean, healthy and safe environment for visitors, staff and our invaluable 
animal and plant collection. 

There is also a financial incentive for developing water management plans 
that will eliminate the need for disposing excess water through the sanitary 
sewer system, which is very costly. 

3. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

The 1 994 legislature authorized $1 million in bonding for infrastructure and 
maintenance. $600 thousand is dedicated to water management issues 
related to the Main Lake. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

None. 

5. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Connie J. Braziel, Director of Operations 
1 3000 Zoo Blvd. 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(61 2)431-9303 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 
PROJECT TITLE: Gateway to the Zoo 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $6,000 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# N/A of N/A requests 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed new Gateway to the Zoo will create a vibrant new public core 
for entry, visitor amenities, classrooms and animal exhibits. The components 
of this project will be the new upper lobby, central hall, lower level concourse, 
classrooms, Zoolab and animal exhibit and holding areas. Plans also include 
an expanded retail area, office space and storage space. 

The new second level entries will welcome visitors at the convergence of 2 
pathways from the public parking areas. The current circuitous and confusing 
nature of the altered main entries will be addressed by providing a direct 
pathway to drop-off guests. Parking areas will serve as a plaza-like transition 
area between the outdoors and the remodeled upper and lower levels. 

The new upper level will include admissions, guest services, first aid, 
restrooms, stroller and wheelchair rental and lockers. The upper and lower 
level will be connected by a newly enclosed ramp providing a broad vista of 
the Main Lake and the planned African Lion Exhibit. 

The new lower level concourse will be anchored at each end by the Tropics 
Building and the new Marine Education Center. This area will include an 
expanded space for retail to enhance the zoo's entrepreneurial mission, 
classrooms, an expanded Zoolab, restrooms, enhanced animal exhibit areas, 
office and storage spaces and spaces for other support staff. 

This project will provide improved visitor amenities, expanded opportunities for 
education and recreation and create much needed space for support services. 

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

The need to expand our facility, increase the educational and recreational 
opportunities, and offer new visitor amenities is driving our request for funding 
the Gateway to the Zoo. We are certain our visitors will be delighted with the 
improvements in our service and facility. 

The benefits of this project will be realized by all users of the zoo. This exhibit 
is another investment that will keep the MZG among the best zoos in the 
country. 

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

Impact on the agency operating budget is being analyzed currently and specific 
data is unavailable at the present time. 

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

None. 

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): 

None. 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Connie J. Braziel, Director of Operations 
13000 Zoo Blvd. 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612)431-9303 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ( $137 ,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden (MZG) 
PROJECT TITLE: Bird Holding 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $780 
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# N/A of N/A requests 

1 . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

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

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

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

3. 

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

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE): 

There will be increased annual operating costs for this facility totalling 
approximately $25 thousand. There will however, be staff efficiencies 
generated also as a result of this facility which we are unable to calculate at 

·the present time; but we are confident they will occur. Tremendous time will 
be saved instead of traveling to numerous locations throughout the zoo site to 
care for various birds in make-shift holding areas. Because incubator and 
brooder areas will be designed more efficiently, staff also will reduce their 
time, again, instead of working in less than desirable conditions for both them 
and the avian collection. 

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: 

No previous funding. 

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): None. 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: 

Connie J. Braziel, Director of Operations 
13000 Zoo Blvd. 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612)431-9303 
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST 
Building Project Detail 

Form D-1 

Fiscal Years 1996-2001 
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138) 

AGENCY: Minnesota Zoological Garden 
PROJECT TITLE: Greenhouse 

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $275 
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): 13000 Zoo Boulevard, Apple Valley, 
Dakota County 

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): 

# N/A of N/A requests 

1 . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Since the opening of the Minnesota Zoo 1 7 years ago the Horticulture 
Department has found it increasingly difficult to keep pace with needs of the 
Animal Management and Public Services staff. Services that were never 
planned for including annual flower beds in public areas, browse production for 
animals such as red pandas and increased production of tropical plant material 
for use in the 1.5 acre Asian Tropics exhibit have strained the existing 
greenhouse facility to the point where the plant collection is at a standstill. 
The present Lord and Burnam greenhouse, while considered a beautiful and 
unique structure, has proved inadequate and impractical because of its site and 
setup, for the production-like growing which is required by the ever-expanding 
zoo. At the same time it was cited by Boarman and Associates (although not 
included in its report: The Minnesota Zoo Maintenance and Improvement 
Study) as a structure that should be replaced because of the deterioration of 
the cement block base. Little or no maintenanc.e has been done to the 
greenhouse over the last 1 7 years and the wear to the high-maintenance 
structure is making it difficult for staff to keep pace with increasing horticul­
ture demands. 

The $275 thousand request will allow the expansion of a new 11,250 square 
feet growing facility. The increase in actual growth space from the existing 
2,800 square feet to 9,000 square feet will allow adequate space for animal 
food production, increased floral production and collection improvements and 
enlargement. 

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE 
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN: 
To achieve the Minnesota Zoo's mission to Strengthen the Bond Between 
People and the living Earth, the zoo's strategic plan calls for the zoo to be a 
1) conservation leader, 2) educator and 3) a recreational resource. A new 
greenhouse/growing facility would help meet all these needs, in a number of 
ways. 

In the area of conservation, a new growing range would provide more room for 
our collection of endangered Southeast Asian orchids for which we are 
designated a Plant Rescue Station by the Department of the Interior. At this 
time there are plants which we are unable to accept because of space 
limitations. As an education provided, the zoo has many programs including 
Zoomobile and Zoolab which advocate a habitat-based conservation approach 
to their curriculum and are using a variety of zoo-greenhouse plants in their 
programs. These plants, such as tropical bromiliads and orchids require special 
care because of their variety and intensive use. As a recreational resource, the 
zoo is committed to providing a 4-season experience and a new greenhouse 
facility would provide ever-changing blooming plant material, both indoors and 
outdoors which will enhance the visitor experience. 

3. IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE): 
We anticipate that there would be some increase in energy usage with a new 
greenhouse facility, although not as much as might be expected. The existing 
structure is a single-pane glasshouse with very high heating costs and the 
improvements in greenhouse design and technology, over the past 17 years 
will show up as a lower per-square-foot operating costs. In addition, the 
increased size of the plant collection and production demands would probably 
require the hiring of a full-time greenhouse horticulturist. 

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING: N/A 

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL): None. 

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE: Connie J. Braziel, DirectoL 
of Operations, 13000Zoo Blvd., Apple Valley, MN 55124, (612)431-93-08 
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