REMSEVHAE
REQUEST FOR COUNCILACTION

Date: February 8, 2016

Item No.: 11.b
Department Approval City Manager Approval
P f Frmpor
Item Description: Review Scope, Duties, and Function of the Human Rights Commission,

Community Engagement Commission, and Ethics Commission

BACKGROUND

On November 30 the City Council directed the Human Rights Commission and Community
Engagement Commission to review the scope and functions found in the commission chapters of City
Code. The minutes from the November meeting can be found as *Attachment A.”

Human Rights Commission (HRC)

Per the direction of the City Council, the Human Rights Commission reviewed the Scope, Duties and
Functions in City Code and have made suggested changes. Suggested changes to the chapter can be
found as ‘Attachment B’ and are intended for clarity and better functionality.

The Human Rights Commission seeks guidance on whether efforts should be concentrated in an
‘advisory’ role or in a role providing a platform for advocacy and education on human rights issues.

Wayne Groff, Chair of the Human Rights Commission, will be present to discuss and answer questions.

Community Engagement Commission (CEC)

The Community Engagement Commission discussed the Scope, Duties and Functions in City Code and
agreed that no changes were necessary, that the Code as it relates to the Community Engagement
Commission is clear an in alignment with the actions of the Commission to this point. The Commission
also submitted a list of 2016 work items and goals for discussion (Attachment C).

Ethics Commission

The City Council directed staff to explore alternative compositions of the Ethics Commission.
Suggested changes to the commission chapter (Attachment D) include utilizing existing commission
chairs from each advisory commission to form the Ethics Commission on an ‘as needed’ basis. The
Ethics Commission currently plans the Ethics Training each year, and an annual meeting may need to
be established for this purpose.

Frequency of Human Rights Commission and Community Engagement Commission.

The City Council also asked the HRC and CEC to look at the frequency of meetings. They both meet
on a monthly basis. Both commissions discussed the matter and feel there is a need to continue to meet
monthly.

From the City Manager’s perspective, the current level of support that the Administration Department
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provides to both commissions may be unsustainable in the long term without additional resources.
Unlike other Departments, the Administration Department currently serves three commissions
(depending on the outcome of the Ethics Commission). Given the level of importance that staff and the
City Council attaches to each commission, there is a significant amount of time put in each month
working with commission members, preparing agendas, attending commission meetings, and
implementing the work initiated by the commissions. As the staff of the Administration Department is
tasked with many different duties (as are all City staff), it is often a fine balance of taking care of the
commission’s priorities and needs while completing the other necessary and important daily tasks.

To be clear, the City Manager is not suggesting Administration staff stop supporting the HRC or the
CEC. Nor is the City Manager suggesting that either commission isn’t important or less of a priority
than any other commission. However, assuming that no additional resources are forthcoming in the
near future, one option to consider is lessening the frequency of the meetings of both commissions to
better distribute work load. In regards to the CEC, the relatively recent beginning of the Commission,
as well as the recent turnover of Commission members, will require a lot of work on behalf of the staff
to help advance its work. The reduction in meetings may allow the City Manager to become more
directly involved with working with these commissions.

If the City Council is open to considering changing the frequency of these commission meetings, the
City Manager suggests the commissions meet every other month (6 times a year). There would also
still be the ability to hold special meetings of these Commissions as needed.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
A financial impact would result in changes to meeting frequency. Current costs associated with
commission support include minute preparation and staff time.

REQUESTED COUNCILACTION
Review scope, duties, and function of the Human Rights Commission, Community Engagement
Commission, and Ethics Commission.

Prepared by: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager

Attachment A:  November 30 City Council Meeting Minutes

AttachmentB:  Human Rights Commission Suggested Code Changes

Attachment C:  Community Engagement Commission 2016 Goals andWork Items
Attachment D:  Suggested Code Changes to Ethics Chapter

AttachmentE:  Minutes fromJanuary 14 Community Engagement Commission Meeting
AttachmentF:  Minutes from January 20 Human Rights Commission Meeting
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Recess

Councilmember Willmus asked staff to provide something about proposed com-
pensation for a paid Intern position.

Councilmember McGehee cautioned that the Reception Desk served as the face of
the City of Roseville; and didn’t think it should be provided by an Intern or volun-
teer position.

Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 8:53 p.m., and reconvened at approximately

9:00 p.m.

14.

Business Items (Action Items)

a.

b.

Approve/Deny Pawn America License Renewal
Approve/Deny Farrington Estates Easement Vacation
Approve/Deny Creation of Economic Development Authority (EDA)

Advisory Commission Review for 2016

Mayor Roe introduced this discussion subsequent to the City Council’s joint
meeting in October with its advisory Human Rights Commission (HRC) directing
staff to schedule a more comprehensive review of all advisory commissions, cur-
rently before the City Council, and as a result of the Uniform Commission Code
adopted earlier this year. While initially scheduled to address the three vacancies
on the HRC not yet filled, Mayor Roe noted that this discussion could include
roles and responsibilities of each standing council advisory commission and po-
tential shifts. Mayor Roe noted this discussion was also in conjunction with the
related topic of the newly-created advisory Community Engagement Commission
(CEC) and broader commission discussions and thoughts.

HRC

Specific to the HRC, Councilmember Etten expressed his personal interest in re-
turning that advisory commission to its full force. Councilmember Etten recog-
nized the positive activities and robust work currently being undertaken by the
HRC even with their limited membership available, and their return to a strong
regular versus sporadic meeting schedule. Councilmember Etten stated he
thought the HRC should return to full strength to allow them to operate more ef-
fectively.

Councilmember McGehee agreed with Councilmember Etten, opining she was
impressed with their presentations and their well-attended and well-led efforts
when appearing before the City Council at those joint meetings. Councilmember
McGehee further opined that this was proving to be a successful advisory com-
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mission and a good addition to Roseville, and a necessity for the community the
size of Roseville.

Councilmember Willmus noted one thing touched upon during previous discus-
sion was the charge within the function and duties of the HRC, including their
programming aspect. Councilmember Willmus advised that he had spoken with
the current Chair of the HRC, noting their real focus over the last few years had
become presentations or gatherings versus the programming and advisory role,
which is currently the role the HRC is charged with by the City Council. Coun-
cilmember Willmus questioned if the same understanding was in place with what
is actually occurring and what was actually on the ledger; seeking to call attention
to that disconnect in their charge and expectations of the City Council on their ad-
visory role.

From a broader perspective, Councilmember Willmus expressed his interest in
looking at all advisory commissions and staffing those commissions including
questions such as: Do we have too many?; Are existing commissions being
properly utilized?; Are tweaks needed to improve efficiencies of existing commis-
sions?; Is it necessary for all commissions to meet monthly or would the city be
better served by a quarterly or semi-annual meeting schedule for some commis-
sions (e.g. Ethics and HRC)?.

Specific to the HRC, Mayor Roe opined they had a distinct role, and suggested
perhaps the City Council needed to do more to clarify that distinction and define
the focus of the HRC and CEC in their respective roles. Mayor Roe stated he
continued to support the City Council’s expectations as outlined in the CEC’s en-
abling ordinance. Regarding the HRC enabling ordinance, Mayor Roe suggested
an immediate review before the next round of appointments, to reconsider its
scope, duties and functions. Mayor Roe opined that he found some listed in the
ordinance to be unclear or some overlapping with those of the CEC (e.g. assisting
the State Human Rights Commission in implementing the Human Rights Act)
questioning whether that was even a viable expectation of the City Council. As
an initial starting point, Mayor Roe suggested charging the HRC to provide feed-
back to the City Council on their suggestions to improve language of that ordi-
nance when they return to full membership. As part of that, Mayor Roe stated he
would be open to considering meeting frequency or simply establishing a base
minimum number of meetings through ordinance language or other City Council
action. Mayor Roe stated that he was more concerned in dictating a specific
number of meetings as a City Council, especially in defining roles and responsi-
bilities; and suggested that language may be added to other advisory commissions
as well related to a minimum standard number of meetings, allowing them to meet
more as they felt appropriate.

Councilmember McGehee stated she liked the idea of minimum meetings and
specific policies to determine that frequency. Councilmember McGehee used the
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Police Civil Service and Ethics Commissions as examples. Councilmember
McGehee agreed with seeking input from the HRC. In terms of advisory versus
performance, Councilmember McGehee noted there were differences depending
on their general function in the community and whether or not it was applicable
for them to advise the City Council or perform certain duties or functions as ap-
propriate. Councilmember McGehee opined that some of that failure to clarify
that was a failing on the part of the City Council in being more specific.

Councilmember Etten agreed with the comments of Councilmember McGehee.

Councilmember Laliberte expressed her concern in setting a minimum versus
monthly or quarterly meeting schedule was in a lack of consistency for the benefit
of the public on specific areas of importance or interest to them. Councilmember
Laliberte questioned how the community could be expected to engage with advi-
sory commissions if they were meeting randomly, and suggested some base or
consistent time requirement.

Mayor Roe noted that another piece of the discussion was the Uniform Commis-
sion Code and requirements included requiring commissions to establish a meet-
ing schedule for each year. Mayor Roe opined that this put some onus on those
commissions to provide that consistent public information.

Mayor Roe suggested consideration by the City Council as to whether or not to
fill the HRC vacancies as part of the January 2016 application process.

McGehee moved, Etten seconded, filling the three vacancies to the HRC.

City Manager Trudgeon clarified the motion, whether to fill those three vacancies
now or in April 2016 with the next round of appointments.

By consensus, the City Council confirmed that the intent was to fill the positions
on the HRC for appointment in April of 2016.

Roll Call
Ayes: McGehee, Willmus, Laliberte, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None.

Without objection, Mayor Roe directed staff to charge the HRC to begin a review
of their current ordinance and role, and provide a recommendation to the City
Council at their earliest convenience.

Broader Discussion
Councilmember Laliberte sought information on how many advisory commis-
sions staff could sufficiently or realistically support.
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Councilmember Willmus suggested starting with defining the charge and scope
for the HRC and CEC and how to clarify their specific roles, as well as how they
functioned related to a meeting schedule.

City Manager Trudgeon advised that staff could better help advisory commissions
if not meeting monthly.

Councilmember Willmus asked staff to provide their recommendation, with con-
currence by Mayor Roe, for meeting frequency of various commissions, and any
other ideas or desires they wished to share with the City Council at this time.

Ethics Commission

Mayor Roe advised that since he’d been serving on the City Council in 2007, only
one ethics complaint had been received and subsequently withdrawn, or at least
with no formal action being taken. Therefore, Mayor Roe stated he had mixed
emotions in appointing citizens to serve when not receiving complaints or no
changes are indicated to the Ethics Code. Mayor Roe opined that staff could per-
form the training without a commission, but noted the process was in place in
code that the Ethics Commission review complaints as they were received and
help consider those complaints and their resolution. Mayor Roe stated he had
given consideration to recommending demoting the Ethics Commission from a
standing committee to an ad hoc committee, staffed by one member from each
commission if and when a complaint or issue needed addressing based on the Eth-
ics Code. Mayor Roe noted that direction could be provided to them at that time
to seek their input and would serve as the reality of how the Ethics Commission
could function and what serving residents actually received from their service on
that Commission.

Councilmember Laliberte stated that her observations from the last two joint
meetings with the Ethics Commission was a sense of frustration from them; and
no charge to do anything other than enact monthly ethics tips and annual training
put on by staff and the City Attorney. Councilmember Laliberte stated she shared
Mayor Roe’s concern in appointing people who in turn become disappointed or
frustrated by a lack of meaningful work.

For the benefit of the public, Mayor Roe clarified that his comments in no way in-
tended to suggest he was advocating getting rid of the Ethics Commission or not
have a complaint process in place, but simply rethinking how it operated.

Councilmember Willmus noted that, using Mayor Roe’s idea for members serving
from standing commissions, they would still review complaints as currently done
by the standing Ethics Commission.
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Mayor Roe concurred, noting complaints would be received from the City Man-
ager or City Attorney as applicable to pass on to the ultimate decision-maker, still
the City Council.

Councilmember Etten asked if Mayor Roe still envisioned the Ethics Commission
meeting annually to discuss their responsibilities as an educational piece as they
understand their role in this situation or how they still functioned within the city.

Mayor Roe stated that wasn’t a bad idea; and that would provide some orienta-
tion, unless that information was provided to commissions ahead of time to de-
termine commissioner interest in volunteering for that role. Mayor Roe stated it
would need defining what that role was if such a process was undertaken, such as
a one-time meeting to get to the basics or mechanics of that role.

Councilmember Laliberte stated she envisioned it as something added to the Uni-
form Commission Code for annual appointment by each commission to appoint
one person to serve in that capacity.

Mayor Roe suggested amending the Ethics Commission Code language to address
establishment and membership and potential term, but deferred comment on that
to staff or the City Attorney as to whether or not the Uniform Commission Code
was the appropriate place.

Councilmember McGehee stated her agreement with the orientation idea and
Councilmember Laliberte’s idea whereby each commission packet would define a
process with members coming from those various commissions to provide that
function, along with a straightforward statement of how the City handled ethics
complaints and the process for doing so. Councilmember McGehee opined that
an additional benefit would be familiarizing one additional person on each com-
mission with ethics issues and the process involved.

Mayor Roe agreed that was a good point.

Councilmember Willmus stated he was intrigued by the idea and could find no
reservations at this time.

Mayor Roe suggested the next step would be to direct staff to return with pro-
posed code language.

City Manager Trudgeon duly noted that directive, requesting additional thought
on staff’s part in how to translate that intent to code.

Without objection, Mayor Roe directed staff to review code language and recom-
mend a process related to the concept of a standing Ethics Committee as outlined.
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Public Safety Commission

Mayor Roe noted his long-time goal of getting more residents involved in public
safety policy, which served as the biggest part of the City’s public face and staff-
ing. Mayor Roe noted previous discussions related to establishment of a Public
Safety Commission, for which he remained an advocate, but without coming to
fruition.

From his personal perspective, Mayor Roe suggested a good way for that to
evolve would be from the existing Police Civil Service Commission and continu-
ing their role with the Police Department staffing as a subcommittee. Mayor Roe
clearly advised that he was in no way speaking to any role for them in public re-
view of police officer complaints. In conjunction with the Fire Department’s
conversion from its current structure to paid on-call structure, Mayor Roe opined
that having a public safety commission role may have proven helpful during that
process, as well as in considering staffing levels of the Police Department and re-
cent discussion for community service officers, and even back as far as the fire
station study and other issues involving public safety. Mayor Roe stated that he
continued to view that as a missing part of the process, even in dealing with traffic
safety aspects and issues with city streets such as speed concerns.

Mayor Roe also suggested a role in the Public Works function and other depart-
ments, including nuisance code (junk and debris in yards) and general public safe-
ty and welfare issues for residents of and visitors to Roseville.

In light of that, Mayor Roe distributed his initial concept to initiate discussion via
that he had prepared and entitled, “Chapter 203 Public Safety Commission (11/15
— Roe draft) replacing existing Chapter 203 Police Civil Service Commission,
Based on her preliminary review, Councilmember McGehee stated she didn’t
agree with this serving as another Commission, since those functions listed were
all task force jobs. Councilmember McGehee opined that the City Council had al-
ready gone overboard with commissions, and a task force could just as well ad-
vise them on traffic on residential streets, to look at full-time paid on-call fire-
fighter staffing, or any number of things without having another standing com-
mission. Councilmember McGehee stated there was a segment of Roseville’s
population having a considerable amount of interest and skills to share related to a
specific interest or expertise that would be willing to share if not required to sign-
up for three years of meetings, but only for short-term task forces for project-
specific issues.

Councilmember Willmus expressed his willingness to look at the possibility, stat-
ing his support would hinge on the focus of such a commission’s charge, or scope
of their duties. Councilmember Willmus recognized that Mayor Roe had long
had something like this in the back of his mind and frequently brought it forward
for discussion. Councilmember Willmus stated he would not say “no” at this
point, and would like to further explore it and define the scope, charge and duties.
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Councilmember Laliberte agreed with Councilmember Willmus’ comments, stat-
ing she was open to look at it and talk it through. Councilmember Laliberte fur-
ther stated that she liked the idea of task forces, but if ideas within the scope and
duties and function of such a commission could be clearly defined, she stated her
preference to appoint a commission versus constantly putting out the call for an-
other task force. Councilmember Laliberte noted one caution, stating that she
thought the Police Civil Service Commission was subject to State Statute, and
sought to make sure combining it with other duties would not be a conflict. If a
commission could be structured in such a way to mandate statute and other advi-
sory work, Councilmember Laliberte stated she would be interested in looking at
it.

Councilmember Etten stated he was open to entertaining discussion for revising
the Police Civil Service Commission, using the Variance Board to the Planning
Commission as a model or example of how that might work. Councilmember Et-
ten opined that sometimes a task force could work, but questioned if it took so
long cycle their creation that it may slow down the actual discussion needed in a
timely manner. Councilmember Etten agreed with Mayor Roe and expressed his
lack of any interest in creating a civilian review board, and stated he would not
consider entering that area at all, but expressed his interest in considering a stand-
ing Public Safety Commission.

Councilmember Laliberte suggested taking a broad look at staffing for such a
commission and if put in place how it would change the Ethics function; and
sought staff input on how that may play out and if they were supportive of the
idea, with ideas for organization and other issues as part of their feedback.

Mayor Roe noted this touched on a minimum of two departments, and if the City
Council was interested in a review, clarified that it was not his intent that it be up
and running for April 1, 2016 appointments, but noted further discussion at City
Council Work Sessions would be required if the City Council chose to pursue the
possibility. As staff considers his initial proposal as presented in this bench
handout, Mayor Roe asked staff to also review it for further discussion and dis-
semination later in 2016.

Without objection, the preliminary document drafted by Mayor Roe was provided
to staff and City Councilmembers for their comment.

Councilmember McGehee opined that the City didn’t have a good track record to-
date in managing its commissions already in place; and expressed concern with
other areas this might stumble into, suggesting considerable caution in consider-
ing such a commission.

Mayor Roe stated he was supportive about using caution, but asked for feedback
from individual Councilmembers and staff for further consideration in 2016.
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Community Engagement Commission (CEC)

Councilmember McGehee questioned if the City Council was going to look at its
charge to or possibly reigning in the CEC or refocusing them more in line with
what was originally intended when that charge was laid out. Absent that review,
Councilmember McGehee opined there seemed to be a problem.

Councilmember Willmus asked Councilmember McGehee for more specifics on
the problems she perceived to have with the CEC.

Councilmember McGehee opined that the CEC problem was that many things
historically done by the HRC as they finished getting their website up and run-
ning, had now spread out into other areas for the CEC beyond getting citizens in-
volved in civic government and was engaging them in things other commissions
were already doing.

Based on his observation of their recent meetings, Councilmember Willmus
opined their focus of late was regarding neighborhood associations, and therefore,
he didn’t know if he could share the same concern as Councilmember McGehee
that there was an issue with neighborhood associations and the HRC in that re-
gard.

While that may be true, Councilmember McGehee questioned if the City Coun-
cil’s charge was to have the CEC aggressively form neighborhood associations.

Councilmember Willmus questioned if that was what the CEC was doing, opining
that from his observation they were looking into that and crafting recommenda-
tions to bring to the City Council, as had been discussed at the last joint meeting
with them.

Mayor Roe agreed that had been discussed the last few times the CEC had met
with the City Council. Mayor Roe opined that from his perspective he saw the
challenge for the CEC was not with their scope, duties or functions or that they
were wrong but there was an expectation issue. Mayor Roe opined that the chal-
lenge appeared to be members wanting to be more involved in engaging residents
versus advising the City Council on processes and policies, even though that mes-
sage had been relayed repeatedly. Mayor Roe questioned if there was more the
City Council needed to do or how that directive may look. However, Mayor Roe
opined that the CEC’s review of neighborhood associations was exactly what they
reported they were working on and the City Council gave them the go ahead to do
so. Mayor Roe advised that he was not aware of the CEC aggressively seeking to
form neighborhood associations, but stated his expectation anticipated their return
to the City Council with their recommendations.
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Councilmember Laliberte stated, at this point, she thought the CEC was finding
its way as a new CEC; and noted the City Council’s original intent was clearly de-
fined in the CEC’s charge in their enabling ordinance. While considering that sta-
tus, Councilmember Laliberte did not that the one thing the City Council had spe-
cifically asked the CEC to work on was the comprehensive plan update process
and to bring specific recommendations back for that process, a very important
piece for them to provide advice on. Councilmember Laliberte stated she was
looking forward to the CEC completing some of their preliminary work and ad-
dress that important issue. From her observation of the CEC meetings to-date,
Councilmember Laliberte noted some conversations about planning or hosting
some events to make recommendation to the City Council on how they should be
done; and advised that was an area of concern that there may be some overlap oc-
curring between the HRC and commission, with planning events or programs part
of the same group or an off-shoot and not yet taking place. Councilmember
Laliberte noted the importance to check-in and make sure those efforts were not
being duplicated.

Mayor Roe agreed that made sense.

Councilmember McGehee agreed with Councilmember Laliberte and specific as-
signments, such as the process of engagement or the comprehensive plan update
process as something the City Council could use help with, noting that was a big
topic coming up in the very near future, with many options of how best to do han-
dle the process. Councilmember McGehee stated the need to be clear that the
City Council expected a periodic check-in for at least those two very specific
charged when first enabling the CEC. While agreeing with Councilmember
Laliberte that the CEC is still finding its way, Councilmember McGehee stated
the City Council needed to mark the pathway more clearly to facilitate their ef-
forts.

Mayor Roe agreed that was well-stated by Councilmember McGehee, and noted
the CEC had also been charged with observing the SE Roseville process and how
to engage people in that. Mayor Roe suggested perhaps an early 2016 joint meet-
ing and presentation by the CEC of their respective work plan was needed to pro-
vide that check-in.

Councilmember McGehee noted part of the human rights is the diverse communi-
ty piece, not just community engagement.

Mayor Roe opined that the difference was human rights not looking specifically
to engage people in city activities, but viewing the broader community.

Mayor Roe reiterated the next step to schedule a joint meeting early in 2016.
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Councilmember Etten suggested sitting down with the HRC and review their
charge and that of the CEC as part of the anticipated recommendations from the
HRC as previously noted, and before meeting with the CEC to allow the City
Council to have that discussion among themselves to find clarity and ideas with-
out crisscrossing that process and ramifications to each commission.

To be fair to the CEC, Mayor Roe suggested asking the CEC to also review their
scope or function, as previously directed to the HRC, to allow the City Council to
take that into consideration during their discussions as well.

Councilmember Laliberte agreed to have both the HRC and CEC review their re-
spective enabling ordinances, sooner rather than later, and to plan on more fre-
quent check-ins with the CEC rather than only once or twice annually.

Without objection, Mayor Roe asked staff to include the CEC along with the HRC
directive in charging them to look at their scope and functions and to provide their
feedback to the City Council.

City Manager Trudgeon duly noted that revised directive.

As part of this broader review, Councilmember Willmus asked that City Manager
Trudgeon also consult with commission staff liaisons as assigned and provide
feedback on whether those positions were good fits, and a sense from staff on
their level of commitment. Councilmember Willmus opined that aspect could
have great impact on the success of an advisory commission.

Consider Purchase of Transit Shelters

Written comment was provided as a bench handout, attached hereto and made a
part hereof, via email dated November 25, 2015 from Roger Hess, Jr., 1911 Rice
Street, generally in opposition to expend taxpayer dollars of any amount over
$1.00 each for purchase of the bus shelters.

Public Works Director Marc Culver initiated discussion of the current transit shel-
ter franchise expiration at the end of 2015; and provided a presentation to detail
those aspects, and substantially included in the RCA dated November 30, 2015.

As recommended by the Public Works, Environment and Transportation Com-
mission (PWETC), by unanimous vote at their November 24, 2015 meeting, rec-
ommended to the City Council that the City not purchase the shelters; that they
authorize staff to examine the potential removal and related costs of the concrete
pads at a future date; that staff be authorized to consult with the firm(s) having the
bus bench franchise for their interest in movement or replacement of those bench-
es near or on those pads; and that staff be directed to make site-specific recom-
mendations on those sites they feel should be maintained as concrete slabs or nat-
ural restoration.



CHAPTER 205
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

SECTION:

205.01: Establishment and Membership
205.02: Scope, Duties and Functions

205.01: ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP:

There is established a human rights commission of the city, which shall consist of seven members
appointed by the City Council and which shall be subject to Chapter 201 of the City Code. (Ord.
566, 2-19-1968)

205.02: SCOPE, DUTIES AND FUNCTION:
The purpose of the commrssron istoe encourage seeureieea“—ert&en&equal—eppermmtwn

partrcrpatron in the affalrs of thls communlty by assisting the state department of human rights in
implementing the Minnesota Human Rights Act and by advising the City Council on long range

programs to improve community relations in the city. Additionally the commission will work to

increase the sense of community by providing educational and social opportunities, and support

around the toprcs and issues of human rlqhts reaeMngoraPteaiLmember&eHheﬂeommumt%anel

understandabteuand—respens’rvetee”—(Ord 566 2- 19 1968; amd 1995 Code Ord 1324 08-08-
2005) (Ord. 1381,

04-27-2009)

In fulfillment of its purpose, the commission's duties and responsibilities shall be to:

A. Enlist the cooperation of agencies, organizations and individuals in the community in an
active program directed to create equal opportunity and eliminate discrimination and
inequalities.

B. ]Formulate a human relations program for the city to give increased effectiveness and
direction to the work of all individuals and agencies addressing themselves to planning,

policy making and educational programming in the area of civil and human rights.r __ | Comment [kc1]: The HRC was uncertain about
: H H ine nf the Anvernment af hiiman the intent around a ‘human relations program’ and
C. Advise the mayor, the City Council and other agencies of the government of human would like Council input into the functionality of

relations and civil rights problems. Act in an advisory capacity with respect to planning or this responsibility.

operation of any city department on issues of civil and human rights and recommend the
adoption of such specific policies or actions as are needed to provide for full equal
opportunity in the community.

D. Develop such programs of formal and informal education as will assist in the
implementation of the Minnesota state act against discrimination, and provide for the
commission's assumption of leadership in recognizing and resolving potential problem areas
in the community. (Ord. 566, 2-19-1968; amd. 1995 Code)

E. Monitor statistical and other data trends in our city and identify and recommend to the city
council ways to encourage mutual understanding among our citizens about the community’s



diversity through, but not limited to:
1. connecting and partnering with neighborhood, community, educational, business
and social services groups and organizations;
2. co-sponsoring citywide neighborhood or facilitating community events which
would include opportunities for heritage and cultural events; and
3. programs for engaging citizens and community leaders in a holistic approach
including dialogues, education and training about diversity issues.
F. Partner with various commissions on new ways to bring the community together.
(Ord. 1381, 4-27-2009)
(Ord. 1481, 07-20-2015)







Attachment C

Community Engagement Commission

e Status update on 2015 priority projects

O Assist and encourage the formation of Roseville neighborhood
associations

O Create learning events on community engagement in Roseville

O Joint task force with Planning Commission to study notification
issues and formats

© Online civic engagement module for new city website

O Assist in the resumption of Roseville U

O Involvement of renters in Roseville decision-making and civic
affairs

e Overview of adopted 2016 priority projects
O Complete remaining active 2015 priority projects

O Assist in alignment with community vision

O Start community visioning work prior to 2017 comprehensive plan
© Align with community aspirations in 2025 visioning document
© Expand city learning/engagement opportunities

O Implement a City "Open House" (in part a replacement of the Living
Smarter Fair), including opportunities for learning about
commissions, volunteering, the budget process, and other
civic/community engagement topics
Re-establish some form of a welcome "packet"

Evaluate format/content of Roseville U, especially with respect to
what is adopted via the above

© Drive additional engagement via the Rosefest Party in the Park
O Formstrategies for outreach to under-represented groups



© Including, for example, renters, seniors, youth, and businesses
O  Plug into ongoing SE Roseville work
O Continue engagement "infrastructure" work
O Catalog types of engagement processes and advise as to which to
use in what circumstances
O Define process for how to identify stakeholders
o Identify engagement stages and define tools to use at each stage

o Accomplish select items from 2014 Community Engagement

Commission Recommended Policies & Strategies
O (Those that are not otherwise aligned with the above priorities)

© 1.1: The City should work to enrich and strengthen civic
engagement at city hall, and encourage employees and elected
officials to appreciate civic engagement as an asset.
= p) The City Council should hold one regularly scheduled town-
hall style meeting each year, with topics solicited from the
eight City commaissions.

© 2.1: The City should foster public participation at both the council
and commission level.
® a) Encourage each commission to hold community meetings.

©  4.1: The City should make available administrative support to
foster more effective volunteerism and public participation.
® g) Repurpose an existing or create a new City position to
support effective community and civic engagement across all
departments. This position would coordinate neighborhood
and community relations; he/she could develop procedures
and methods to improve, track, and provide clear and
consistent two-way communication between City government
and residents and businesses, and find opportunities for more
effective civic engagement. We recommend that this position
also work with the Community Engagement Commission.

O 6.3: The Citvshould make readilv available Citv Council and
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Commission agenda items, minutes, and recorded meetings
through its website and CTV cable television.
= q) Publish approved city council and commaission meeting
minutes on the city website in a timely manner, such as within
one (1) week of approval.

O i) If public meeting minutes are not approvedin a timely
manner, such as within one month, publish draft minutes on
its website until minutes are finalized.

= p) Offer the full text of meeting agendas in the body of email
alerts and meeting notices rather than requiring the extra step
to click a link to learn of the full agenda.

= ¢)Include a link to the specific recorded televised city meeting
on the same page as the meeting minutes and/or agenda



CHAPTER 207
ETHICS COMMISSION

SECTION:

207.01: Establishment and Membership
207.02: Scope, Duties and Functions

207.01: ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP:

There is established an ethics commission of the City which shall consist of five-Chair members

from all other City advisory commissions. appeinted-by-the-City-Counc-and-which-shall-be
: I  the Ci o

The ethics commission shall meet on an as needed basis or when an ethics complaint is filed.

207.02: SCOPE, DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS:

The duties and functions of the Commission shall be as follows:

A. Serve in an advisory capacity to the City Council on matters involving any ethics code
adopted by the City Council.

B. Administer any ethics code adopted by the City Council.

C. Perform other duties and functions or conduct studies as specifically directed or delegated
by the City Council. (Ord. 1338, 6-12-2006) (Ord. 1481, 07-20-2015)
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City of

REMSEVHEE

Minnesota, USA

Minutes Excerpt

Roseville Community Engagement Commission (CEC)

Thursday, January 14, 2016 - 6:30 p.m.

New Business

a.

Discuss Commission Ordinance Scope/Duties

As part of reviewing the scope, duties and functions of commissions at
that upcoming joint meeting with the City Council, Chair Becker provided
a copy of Chapter 209 (Attachment 7a) to inform tonight’s discussion,
seeking any other adjustments identified by his colleagues.

Discussion included past City Council discussions and a comment from a
Councilmember related to “reining in” the CEC; how much programming
versus advising was involved in the CEC’s scope; and how any
misconceptions can be alleviated.

Commissioner Gardella noted it was hard to sometimes differentiate when
to facilitate things and demonstrate process, how to model those processes,
and where they should start and stop. Commissioner Gardella suggested
that be part of the joint meeting discussion, and noted her past comments
based on an understanding that the CEC had no intention of being a
programmatic body from a time or interest basis, while also recognizing
that could come into play with the partnership proposal for the
listening/learning sessions.

Commissioner Sanders suggested more clarity was needed in determining
what was the role of the CEC and what information from residents was
produced, if the CEC was to remain advisory in nature.

Commissioner Grefenberg commented on Commissioner Gardella’s
statement, opining that listening sessions were not programs, and in that
manner he agreed with the thinking of some council members.
Commissioner Grefenberg stated that he saw the listening sessions as an
opportunity for staff and the City Council to hear back on those issues, but
not to program them. However, Commissioner Grefenberg clarified that
he didn’t fault Commissioner Gardella in pursing the grant, and noted the
process should provide that desired public input.

Specific to Chapter 209, Section 209.02, Item F, Commissioner
Grefenberg sought clarification on what the City Council intended by the
“community visioning process.” Similar to the distinctions provided by
Commissioner Gardella on civic and community engagement,
Commissioner Grefenberg suggested that the mayor means more than this
states, and noted his personal interpretation of this is broader than the
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Roseville Community Engagement Commission (CEC) Meeting Minutes
Page 2 — December 10, 2015

Imagine Roseville 2025 community visioning document and extended to
the comprehensive plan updates. Commissioner Grefenberg asked that
this be clarified when meeting jointly with the City Council as to that
terminology issue, with that request duly noted by Chair Becker.
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1/20 DRAFT HRC MINUTES
Old Business
a. Review Human Rights Commission, “Scope, Duties, and Function” in City Code

Commissioner Carey stated “reaching out to all members of the community” implied the
Commission was contacting all members of the Community and the Commission has not
proactively contacted all members of the Community. She reviewed the changes she
recommended in section 205.02

Commissioner Christiansen stated the first sentence in Section 205.02 made it sound like the
Commission was partnering with the Minnesota State Human Rights Commission. This is
something she has asked about in previous meetings.

Commissioner Carey stated the word “secure” implied it was the Commission’s responsibility to
make sure all residents had a job ad home. She stated the Commission’s role was to advise the
City Council and provide education and social opportunities to cultivate civic engagement and
civil rights.

Commissioner Christiansen added the Commission provides a platform or avenue for people in
Roseville who have issues, so they have a safe place to voice their concerns.

Commissioner Carey stated “assisting the Minnesota Human Rights “ is stronger than
“supporting the Minnesota Human Rights”.

Ms. Collins stated the City does not have any enforcement agency so they cannot secure housing
for any organization or entity but they can recommend policy changes to the City Council and
provide informational sessions. She cautioned the Commission about using the words “civic
engagement” because this is a focus for a different Commission.

Ms. Collins suggested editing the first sentence of the paragraph of 205.02 to read “The purpose
of the commission is to encourage full participation in the affairs of this community by assisting
the state department of human rights in implementing...” and the second sentence to read
“...will work to increase the sense of community by providing education and social opportunities
and support around the topics and issues of human rights.”

Commissioner Carey recommended adding 205.02.F. to partner with the Community
Engagement Commission.

Commissioner Christiansen suggested changing the wording to allow for partnering with all of
the Roseville Commissions.

Ms. Collins suggested changing it to “other commissions™ and striking * ...as one”. She stated
the Commission would have to have a draft prepared for consideration by the City Council at
their February meeting.
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Chair Groff suggested using the wording *“various commissions” rather than “other
commissions”.

Commissioner Slade asked if the idea behind “formulate a human relations program” is to create
a curriculum and if so who would be the intended audience.

Commissioner Slade stated her interpretation would be that the City Council would provide
direction on what they would like the Commission to focus on, such as the mental health
dialogues.

Commissioner Christiansen suggested changing “human relations” to “human rights” in Section
205.02.B.

Chair Groff stated 205.02B. and 205.02.D. both involve formulating programming.
Commissioner Christiansen asked if they should strike 205.02.B.

Ms. Collins stated 205.02.B. specifies programming for the City versus 205.02.D., which
specifies the community.

Commissioner Carey stated her interpretation of 205.02.B. was the Commission would support
and direct individuals and organizations in the community in implementing human rights as
opposed to 205.02.D. which spells out providing education to the community. She
recommended the Commission ask for clarification on 205.02.B.

Mr. Collins suggested adding a comment in the recommended changes for the City Council to
clarify these items for the Commission.

Commissioner Carey moved and Commissioner Christiansen seconded a motion to
approve the recommended changes to Section 205.02 Scope, Duties, and Function of the
City Code and present these changes to the City Council. The motion carried

unanimously.




Attachment G

CHAPTER 209
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT COMMISSION

SECTION:

209.01: Establishment and Membership
209.02: Scope, Duties and Functions

209.01: ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP:

There is established a Community Engagement Commission of the City which shall consist
of seven members appointed by the City Council and which shall be subject to Chapter 201
of the City Code..

209.02: SCOPE, DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS:

The City Council has created the Community Engagement Commission to serve in an
advisory capacity regarding the effective and meaningful involvement of Roseville residents
in their community. The Commission shall make recommendations, review policies, and
suggest strategies that will help to improve City communication and increase a sense of
community.

The duties and functions of the Commission may include:

A. Review and recommend opportunities to collaborate with neighborhood, community,
educational, business, and social services groups and organizations.

B. Recommend strategies for and actively promote and encourage effective and
meaningful volunteerism as well as participation on advisory boards, task forces,
commissions, and other participatory civic activities.

C. Review and recommend ways to improve the City’s public participation process and
policies, identify under-represented groups, remove any barriers, and engage and
promote increased participation of all residents (both homeowners and rental
populations), businesses, and community and neighborhood organizations.

D. Review and recommend ways to improve the City’s communication efforts, both printed
and electronic, to facilitate effective two-way communication between the City and its
residents, businesses, community and neighborhood organizations including making
information available in multiple languages.

E. Collaborate with City staff to explore and inform the City Council regarding other
government efforts in the area of community engagement, as well as the latest trends,
technologies, tools, methods, and information used to facilitate community engagement,
communication, and volunteer efforts.

F. Advise the City Council on the community's visioning process.

iOrd 1462, 2-10- 2014i iOrd 1481, 07-20- 2015i
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