Agenda Item: 12.

Memo to the Programs, Projects and Operations Subcommittee

Subject: Fiscal Year 2012 Long Range Implementation Plan
Date: September 23, 2011 Updated 11-3-11
From: Gerry Bowen

State statutes (see below) require NRDs to prepare and submit a “Long Range Implementation
Plan” (LRIP) each year. A current LRIP needs to be on file with the state to make the District
eligible for certain state cost share programs.

“2-3277 - Districts; long-range implementation plans; prepare and adopt; contents; review; filing;
department; develop guidelines. Each district shall also prepare and adopt a long-range implementation
plan which shall summarize planned district activities and include projections of financial, personnel, and
land rights needs of the district for at least the next five years and specific needs assessment upon which the
current budget is based. Such long-range implementation plan shall be reviewed and updated annually. A
copy of the long-range implementation plan and all revisions and updates thereto as adopted shall be filed
with the department, the Governor’s Policy Research Office, and the Game and Parks Commission on or
before October 1 of each year. The department shall develop and make available to the districts suggested
guidelines regarding the general content of such long-range implementation plans.

Source: Laws 1978, LB 783, §3; Laws 1979, LB 412, §3; Laws 2000, LB 900 §61. Operative date July 1,
2000.”

The draft LRIP (attached) is intended to summarize the planned activities in FY 2012 in terms of
the various programs and projects and the intended accomplishments during the fiscal year.

The draft LRIP has been revised to include only one expense table (5.5) and one revenue table
(6.5) which represents current tax levy of $0.032/§100 and the current $75 million bonding
authority. Attached is a summary that demonstrates the possibilities for increased funding to
projects if the following scenarios were implemented:

1. Scenario 1 — increased tax levy to $0.045/$100 valuation, with the current $75 million
Bonding Authority
2. Scenario 2 — increased Bonding Authority to $150 million, with the current tax levy

($0.032/$100 valuation), and
Scenario 3 - increase the tax levy to $0.045/§100 valuation and increase Bonding

Authority to $150 million.

(O8]

One or all of the scenarios could be included in the FY 12 LRIP for planning purposes.

e Management recommends that the proposed Fiscal Year 2012 Long Range
Implementation Plan be approved.



Summary Tables (comparison to Table 5.5 — Projected Expenditures included in Draft
2012 Long Range Implementation Plan FY 2012 to FY 2016 (all numbers x$1,000)

Scenario 1: Tax levy increased to $0.045/$100 valuation; current $75 million Bonding

Authority.

Program or Project FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16

Papio Reservoirs +$2,700
Dam Sitel 5SA +$1,250 +$3,200 +$8,300
Pigeon Jones 15 +$4,500 +$1,850 -$7,200
Mo River Levee Cert. +$500 +$500

Urban Drainageway +$1,750 $+2,750 +$2,750 +$2,750
Papio Trails +$1,000 +$1,000 +$1,000 +$1,000

Scenario 2: Tax levy at current level ($0.032/8§100); increased Bonding Authority to $150

million. :
Program or Project FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16
Papio Reservoirs +$3,100 +$13,800 +$12,800
Dam Sitel1SA +$4,300 +$8,500

Pigeon Jones 15 +$2,000 +$200 -$2,200
Mo River Levee Cert. +$500 +$600

Urban Drainageway +$150 +$1,100
Papio Trails

Bond Payment +$118.5 +$925.3 +$1,885

Scenario 3: Tax levy increased to $0.045/$100; increased Bonding Authority to $150

million.

Program or Project FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16
Papio Reservoirs +$3,100 +$13,800 +$15,800
Dam Sitel 5A +$4,300 +$8,500

Pigeon Jones 15 +$4,500 +$1,850 -$7,200
Mo River Levee Cert. +$500 +$500

Urban Drainageway +$2,150 +$4,450 +$5,100 +$9.,400
Papio Trails +$2,000 +$2,000 +$2,000 +$2,000
Bond Payment +$118.5 +$925.3 +$1,885
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I. INTRODUCTION

In recognition of the need to orderly develop and manage the State’s natural resources, the 80
session of the Nebraska Legislature enacted LB 1357 creating natural resources districts (NRD).
On July 1, 1972, over 150 special purpose districts were combined to form 24 NRDs covering
the entire state (see Figure 1). These districts, bounded predominantly along hydrologic lines, are
empowered to provide for effective planning, development, and management of natural
resources.

The Papio-Missouri River NRD was created on January 5, 1989 when the Papio and Middle
Missouri Tributaries NRDs merged, leaving 23 NRDs in the state.

This Long Range Implementation Plan has been prepared according to state statutes (see below)
to explain the District’s programs and projects, activities planned for FY 2012, and activities
planned for the next five fiscal years.

“2-3277 Districts; long-range implementation plans; prepare and adopt;
contents; review; filing; department; develop guidelines. Each district shall also
prepare and adopt a long-range implementation plan which shall summarize planned
district activities and include projections of financial, personnel, and land rights needs of
the district for at least the next five years and specific needs assessment upon which the
current budget is based. Such long-range implementation plan shall be reviewed and
updated annually. A copy of the long-range implementation plan and all revisions and
updates thereto as adopted shall be filed with the department, the Governor’s Policy
Research Office, and the Game and Parks Commission on or before October 1 of each
year. The department shall develop and make available to the districts suggested
guidelines regarding the general content of such long-range implementation plans.

Source: Laws 1978, LB 783, §3; Laws 1979, LB 412, §3; Laws 2000, LB 900 §61.
Operative date July 1, 2000.”






II. DESCRIPTION OF THE DISTRICT

Located in eastern Nebraska, the Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District
consists of all of Washington, Douglas, Sarpy, and Dakota Counties, the eastern two-thirds of
Burt and Thurston Counties, and a small portion of southeastern Dodge County (see Figure 2).

The District is bounded on the east by the Missouri River, and by the Platte River on the
south and a portion of the West. Three major river basins (Missouri, Platte, and Elkhorn) are

represented.

1. Board of Directors

The District is governed by an elected Board of Directors. There are currently 11
members on the Board representing 11 subdistricts (see Figure 3) each containing approximately

the same number of people.
Current Board Members are:

a. Rick Kolowski, Chairperson
b. David Klug, Vice-Chairperson
c. Richard Tesar, Secretary

d. John Conley, Treasurer

e. Larry Bradley

f. Fred Conley

g. Gus Erickson

h. Tim Fowler

i. Scott Japp

j.  Dorothy Lanphier

k. James Thompson

Subdistrict 9
Subdistrict 10
Subdistrict 5
Subdistrict 4
Subdistrict 3
Subdistrict 2
Subdistrict 11
Subdistrict 8
Subdistrict 1
Subdistrict 7
Subdistrict 6



















































the lower Platte and Elkhorn Rivers. In 2010, an amendment to the interlocal agreement was
approved increasing the account balance to $150,000 to meet provisions of the current contract.

17. Conservation Assistance Program

This program is administered by the District and was established to provide financial assistance
to landowners in the construction of soil and water conservation practices. These practices help
to prevent soil erosion, control gullies, reduce downstream sedimentation, and help to control
non-point pollution. Technical assistance for the design and construction inspection of projects is
provided by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

a. SPORT (Special Project for Omaha’s Recreation of Tomorrow) provided special
assistance in the watersheds of Cunningham, Standing Bear, Zorinsky, Wehrspann, and
Candlewood Lakes from 1987 to 1993. This assistance helped to establish best
management practices and reduce sedimentation to these lakes. At the conclusion of the
program, erosion protection was accomplished on 73% of the land in the watersheds.
Assistance under SPORT continues in the watersheds of the Papio Lakes to further
improve water quality in the lakes.

b. Special assistance was also provided in the New York Creek Watershed in northern
Washington County to establish best management practices. At the conclusion of the
effort, an increase from 30% to 50% of the watershed was adequately protected from
erosion.

c. The Hanson’s Lake Special Project is located in Sarpy County and was initiated to
improve water quality and reduce sedimentation in the lake. Funds were initially
expended to establish best management practices in the watershed, and concluded in
2001, with the installation of a large sediment basin.

d. The Pigeon-Jones Creek Watershed Project was approved in 2001. The District and
NRCS developed a work plan to reduce sedimentation in this Dakota County watershed.
The work plan includes the construction of twenty (20) flood control and grade
stabilization structures. The first structure was completed in 2003. Six sites have been
completed. Additional sites, as identified in the work plan will be constructed in the
future.

18. Nebraska Soil and Water Conservation Program

In cooperation with the Nebraska Department of Natural Resources, financial assistance is also
available from the state to encourage installation of best management practices. Funds are
apportioned to NRDs, which administer the program on a local basis. Technical assistance is
provided by NRCS.

The District will continue to utilize this funding source to provide cost share assistance to
landowners applying conservation practices.
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training on environmental conservation, continuing the day-camps offered at Chalco Hills, and
working with the M.O.R.E. Nature Initiative to offer natural resources programming to the
greater Omaha area.
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Table 1: FY 2012 Land Rights Needs.

Project Type Estimated Cost
Papio Trails Fee Title/Easement $1,275,000
Project Levee & Channel Maintenance Easement $205,000
West Branch Channel Project Fee Title $1,000
Project Maintenance - Dams Easement $5,500
Papio Reservoirs Fee Title $14,050,000
Western Sarpy Dike Project Fee Title/Easement $563,900
Wetlands Mitigation Bank Fee Title $370,000
Papillion Creek PL566 Easement $10,000
Pigeon/Jones Creek Watershed Site 15 Fee Title/Easement $5,200,000
Floodway Purchase Program Fee Title/Easement 435,000
Zorinsky Basin #1 Fee Title $2,000,000
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V. PROJECTED NEEDS

Projections of personnel needs (Table 4), projected expenditures (Table 5.5), and
projected revenues (Table 6.5) for the next five fiscal years are included.

Table 5.5 shows projected expenditures allowable under the current bonding
authority.

Table 6.5 shows projected expenditures allowable under the current bonding
authority.

This material has been developed in an attempt to project activities of the District
over the coming years. Undoubtedly, many new program ideas will be presented
in this time frame through specific requests to the Board, new state or federal cost
sharing programs, or other methods, which will result in new activities not
presently anticipated.

As shown in Table 6.5, it is anticipated that general property tax will continue to
be the primary source of revenues for District programs and projects. It is
projected that property tax revenues will increase each year reflective of changes
in property values in the District.

The information presented in these tables does not reflect budgetary obligations of
the District. It is presented as a means to quantify District involvement with
various programs and projects.
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