
 

Be a part of the picture...get involved with your City...Volunteer! 
For more information, stop by City Hall or call Carolyn at 651-792-7026 or check our website at 
www.cityofroseville.com. 
 
Volunteering, a Great Way to Get Involved! 
 

Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission  

Meeting Agenda 
 
 

Tuesday, September 25, 2012, at 6:30 p.m. 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Roseville, Minnesota 55113 
 

 
 
6:30 p.m. 1. Introductions/Roll Call  
 
6:35 p.m. 2. Public Comments 
 
6:40 p.m. 3. Approval of August 28, 2012 Meeting Minutes 
 
6:45 p.m. 4. Communication Items  
 
6:55 p.m. 5. Pathway Build Out Plan Committee Appointment and Schedule 
 
7:10 p.m. 6. Watermain Lining Presentation 
 
7:35 p.m. 7. Public Works Strategic Plan Overview 
 
7:55 p.m. 8. Asset Management Update 
  
8:15 p.m. 9. Possible Items for Next Meeting – October 23, 2012 
 
8:20 p.m. 10. Adjourn 
 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  3 
 
 
Item Description: Approval of the August 28, 2012 Public Works Commission Minutes 
 
 
Attached are the minutes from the August 28, 2012 meeting. 
 
Recommended Action: 
 
Motion approving the minutes of August 28, 2012, subject to any necessary corrections or 
revision. 
 
 
August 28, 2012 minutes 
 

Move:      
 
Second:      
 
 
Ayes:       
 
Nays:       
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Roseville Public Works, Environment 
 and Transportation Commission  

Meeting Minutes 
 
 

Tuesday, August 28, 2012, at 6:30 p.m. 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Roseville, Minnesota 55113 
 

 

 
1. Introduction / Call Roll  1 

Chair Jan Vanderwall called the meeting to order at approximately 6:30 p.m. 2 
 3 
Members Present:  Chair Jan Vanderwall; and Members Steve Gjerdingen; Jim 4 
DeBenedet; Dwayne Stenlund; and Joan Felice  5 
 6 
Staff Present:  City Engineer Debra Bloom 7 
 8 
Others Present: Ron Leaf, Sr. Water Resources Engineer and Rebecca 9 
Nestingen, PE, Water Resources Engineer with SEH 10 
Public Comments 11 
 12 

2. Public Comments 13 
Tony Anderson, 1935 Victoria Street 14 
Mr. Anderson requested information on the Victoria Street reconstruction project, 15 
which had been delayed several times.  Mr. Anderson commended City Engineer 16 
Bloom on her efforts to keep neighborhoods and the community up-to-date on 17 
upcoming projects through the Community Forum website; but questioned how 18 
and when scheduling decisions were determined. Mr. Anderson reviewed the area 19 
on Victoria and discussed neighborhood character, with six (6) private homes off 20 
a private drive; Roselawn Avenue currently has asphalt curbing and the proposed 21 
project will include concrete curbs.  Mr. Anderson questioned the need to update 22 
the street now.  Mr. Anderson opined that, in his review of Lexington Avenue 23 
with concrete curbs on either side, it didn’t look any different or have more 24 
integrity than Victoria currently does with the asphalt curbs.  Mr. Anderson 25 
cautioned that if the road was raised any higher, they would be unable to access 26 
their driveways. 27 
 28 
In response to Mr. Anderson and for the PWETC’s information, Ms. Bloom noted 29 
that Victoria Street is a Ramsey County turnback road from County Road B to 30 
Larpenteur Avenue; and is one of the City’s lower rated streets based on the 31 
Pavement Condition Index.  Ms. Bloom further clarified that Lexington Avenue is 32 
managed by Ramsey County, not the City; and that Victoria Street had also been 33 
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managed by the County, and their typical maintenance process is to overlay their 34 
streets, thus the raising of the pavement elevation, sometimes causing drainage 35 
issues for properties. 36 
 37 
City Engineer Debra Bloom advised that the project delays were due to a lack of 38 
Municipal State Aid Funds, but the project was now scheduled for 2014.  Ms. 39 
Bloom noted that one of the reasons for the delay was also due to staff being 40 
directed by the City Council to move forward with the County Road C-2 41 
connection, causing a shift from focus on Victoria Street to County Road C-2 and 42 
use of State Aid funds for that project.  Ms. Bloom advised that the City sets the 43 
street capital improvement plan by using a number of factors; the street Pavement 44 
Condition Index; this indicator helps staff determines the life cycle of streets; 45 
working with Capitol Region Watershed District on existing drainage issues; and 46 
any other issues that have come forward.  Ms. Bloom advised that it was typically 47 
a one (1)-year long public input process for reconstruction projects, with this 48 
project initiated in June of 2013 to begin discussions of the project.  Ms. Bloom 49 
anticipated that the final road elevation would probably be lower to address 50 
drainage concerns in the area.  Staff worked with Ms. Gale Pedersen on the 51 
Reservoir Woods trail project to try to address drainage issues.  Ms. Bloom 52 
advised Mr. Anderson that the stretch immediately adjacent to his home was 53 
repaved as part of that Reservoir Woods trail project, so it was in better condition 54 
than the other segments areas of Victoria.  However, Ms. Bloom reiterated that 55 
the pavement condition drove a project’s timing; as well as needed safety 56 
improvements for pedestrian/ bicycle access. 57 
 58 
Ms. Bloom noted that the City’s current Assessment Policy was followed for any 59 
assessable costs from reconstruction projects, as well as other funding as 60 
applicable, such as Municipal State Aid funds.  In reviewing the current Policy, 61 
Ms. Bloom noted that affected residential properties were typically assessed 25% 62 
of the total cost, based on frontage served.  Ms. Bloom noted that Victoria Street 63 
is a high priority on the Pathway Master Plan for safety concerns, as well as to 64 
connect the existing east/west pathway on Roselawn up to County Road B.  Ms. 65 
Bloom noted that the City would also partner with Capitol Region for three (3) 66 
areas for water quality and drainage improvements as part of the McCarron’s 67 
system; but clarified that there would be no storm sewer or pathway assessments 68 
to property owners. 69 
 70 
Mr. Anderson noted that of the six (6) homes, only three (3) fronted Victoria 71 
Street even though they all had Victoria Street addresses. 72 
 73 
Ms. Bloom advised that in the case described, the street frontage of the homes that 74 
abut Victoria would typically be divided by six (6), consistent with the standard 75 
assessment formula for homes served by private drives.  In response to Mr. 76 
Anderson’s question of one (1) extra lot, Ms. Bloom advised that the actual 77 
frontage and assessment footage assigned to each property would be determined 78 
based on who was served by the private drive.  Ms. Bloom indicated that she 79 
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would be unable to address all aspects of the project at this time without more 80 
information before her, but these items would certainly be part of the future 81 
Feasibility Report, Ms. Bloom offered her willingness to meet with the 82 
neighborhood even before the project informational meetings are scheduled and 83 
the proposed Feasibility Report is approved by the City Council. 84 
 85 
Member DeBenedet noted, as part of the decision-making processes, the 86 
community or Roseville continues to rate community-wide curbed streets as a 87 
high priority, thus the 25% assessment to benefitting properties.  Member 88 
DeBenedet noted that the rest of the City picked up the remaining 75% of the 89 
costs; and that this Policy applied to all residential properties, whether they were 90 
actually benefitting from an improvement at that time or not.  Member DeBenedet 91 
opined that the entire community benefited from well-maintained streets. 92 
 93 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall, Ms. Bloom confirmed that the Assessment 94 
Policy was based on a standard residential street, whether a road was an MSA 95 
road, such as Victoria Street, with everyone assessed on a thirty-two foot (32’) 96 
width and 7-ton strength; artificially lowering the cost even when roads, such as 97 
Victoria Street, are constructed to a 10-ton standard. 98 
 99 

3. Approval of July 24, 2012 Meeting Minutes 100 
Member Gjerdingen moved, Member DeBenedet seconded, approval of the July 101 
24, 2012, meeting as amended. 102 
 103 
Corrections: 104 
• Page 3, Lines 117, 121, 124 (Gjerdingen) 105 

o Line 117: Correct to read “…option to build a bridge across Highway 106 
36 in the vicinity of Snelling Avenue, but stymied…” 107 

o Line 121: Correct to read “…bridge across Highway 36, specifically in 108 
the area of Hershel Street, along the Snelling Avenue right-of-way, but 109 
taking into…” 110 

o Line 124: Correct to read “…further east, near the Rosedale Mall…” 111 
• Page 7, Lines 284, 294 (DeBenedet)  112 

o Line 285: Correct to read “…resurface County Road C from Long 113 
Lake Road…” 114 

o Line 294: Correct to read “…alignment of the NE Diagonal Pathway 115 
…” 116 

Ayes: 5 117 
Nays: 0 118 
Motion carried. 119 

 120 
4. Communication Items 121 

City Engineer Debra Bloom advised that many projects were wrapping up for the 122 
2012 construction season; and noted that updates on various construction projects 123 
were included in tonight’s meeting packet or available on-line at the City’s 124 
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website at www.cityofroseville.com/projects, and as detailed in the staff report 125 
dated August 28, 2012. 126 
 127 
Discussion included the Terrace Drive water main lining project and others based 128 
on the age of the water main and road conditions; County Road D reconstruction 129 
meeting with residents held on August 7 was very well-attended by Roseville 130 
residents, with minimal support for a sidewalk along the south side; the 131 
consistency of a County Road D sidewalk with the Pathway Master Plan and City 132 
Council goals, and remaining as a project recommendation to the City Council at 133 
the future Public Hearing. 134 
 135 
Member DeBenedet asked that a future agenda include an overview of the lining 136 
technologies as an area of interest of the PWETC; as well as to inform the public 137 
on this cost-saving process. 138 
 139 
Member DeBenedet asked that staff provide the PWETC with a copy of the 140 
Strategic Plan recently adopted by the City Council to review any changes with 141 
the addition of the new CIP and staffing responsibility changes in place; along 142 
with the changes based on the asset management program. 143 
 144 
Chair Vanderwall opined that there were a number of property owners unable to 145 
attend the County Road D meeting; and suggested the PWETC make an 146 
opportunity to meet with them. 147 
 148 
Member DeBenedet noted that this (County Road D Sidewalk) remained a high 149 
priority project due to safety concerns and kids accessing area schools along that 150 
route. 151 
 152 
Ms. Bloom discussed the safety of children, currently having to walk on the street 153 
in a school zone; as well as public safety with the numerous crosswalks needed  to 154 
access the school. 155 
 156 
Member DeBenedet and Chair Vanderwall were of the consensus that it would be 157 
good for the PWETC to facilitate such a meeting with residents to discuss safety 158 
issues. 159 
 160 
5. Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan (CWSMP) 161 
Ms. Bloom introduced Ron Leaf, Sr. Water Resources Engineer and Rebecca 162 
Nestingen, PE, Water Resources Engineer with SEH; who presented DRAFT #2 163 
(dated August 16, 2012) of the Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan 164 
(CSWMP), originally developed in 1990 and last updated in 2002. 165 
 166 
Mr. Leaf reviewed the intent for tonight’s feedback to be incorporated into Draft 167 
Plan #3 for distribution by a target date of September 5, 2012 for agency review 168 
(45 days) and then to the Metropolitan Council and Watershed Districts for their 169 
comments (60 days); followed by the City’s response to those comments (11 170 
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days) by approximately November 15, 2012, and ultimate City Council adoption 171 
in December of 2012. 172 
 173 
Ms. Nestingen reviewed the Table of Comments and highlighted those sections 174 
with significant revision or additional content based on input received at the last 175 
presentation to the PWETC. 176 
 177 
Several typographical and formatting issues were noted, with Ms. Nestingen 178 
advising that the final PDF document would be corrected once the next draft was 179 
updated. 180 
 181 
Section 1.2 Organization and Scope (page 2) 182 
Member DeBenedet noted that 2003 was inconsistent with the staff memorandum 183 
stating 2002; with Ms. Bloom advising that the staff memorandum date was 184 
incorrect, as that was when the process initially started. 185 
 186 
Section 2 Physical Environment (page 4) 187 
Member Stenlund questioned where the “Roseville Complete Streets” was 188 
included; with Ms. Bloom responding that it was included as a bullet point in the 189 
Goals section. 190 
 191 
Member Stenlund suggested that it also be included in Section 2.3 under the 192 
Sustainability area, as he preferred that it be introduced fairly early in the verbiage 193 
before it became lost in the reading of such an extensive document. 194 
 195 
Mr. Leaf and Ms. Nestingen suggested that it be included in the Introduction area 196 
or as a topic of the Executive Summary as a sustainability theme to call out.  Mr. 197 
Leaf noted that the Executive Summary had yet to be completed and/or presented 198 
to the PWETC. 199 
 200 
Member DeBenedet concurred with Member Stenlund, opining that it was also 201 
worthwhile to specifically state how this document ties into the Comprehensive 202 
Plan and the prior Imagine Roseville 2025 community engagement document.  203 
Member DeBenedet opined that that should be brought in and developed as a goal 204 
or aspiration, not simply because a higher authority is making the City of 205 
Roseville do it, but having the support of the community and its residents. 206 
Member DeBenedet concurred that this needed to be addressed early in the 207 
document before a reader lost interest. 208 
 209 
Chair Vanderwall, with concurrence by Member DeBenedet, suggested adding 210 
language similar to that found in it to that found in Section 8.10 of the 211 
Comprehensive Plan (Purpose/Sustainability). 212 
 213 
Ms. Bloom noted that it was also addressed under sustainability issues in Section 214 
4.7 of this plan. 215 
 216 
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Member Stenlund questioned how and where to include new rain data (updated 217 
TP-40) rather than the old numbers, noting that they were available, even though 218 
not yet official. 219 
 220 
After some discussion, Ms. Bloom and Mr. Leaf suggested that, another table or 221 
tickler be used to reference including the updated rain event data; updating these 222 
numbers is also included in the implementation portion of this document.  223 
Member Stenlund suggested a footnote. 224 
 225 
Member DeBenedet opined that his concern is if the old TP-40 data is used for 226 
development and design plans, with money spent on that predication but knowing 227 
it was already outdated, it would make the City look short-sighted. 228 
 229 
Member Stenlund concurred; and opined that the document needed to deal with 230 
the kinds of rain events currently being experienced.  Member Stenlund sought to 231 
make sure when the City Council adopts this and others review it, that those 232 
significant design changes are acknowledged. 233 
 234 
Ms. Bloom suggested an additional column be added to Table 1 (page 5) to 235 
include anticipated 2013 numbers. 236 
 237 
Members concurred, with Member Stenlund noting that this would be prudent, 238 
since this document will be used as a planning document in the future, not for past 239 
planning scenarios. 240 
 241 
Member DeBenedet opined that it made sense to put an Appendix in the 242 
document with a one-page discussion on what may happen, with a footnote in this 243 
section to reference that appendix, rather than creating a document that would 244 
become out-of-date as soon as or before published; particularly acknowledging 245 
that the website would need to be continually updated. 246 
 247 
Mr. Leaf addressed broader policy issues than can currently be anticipated as the 248 
pond and easement design storms are updated and what that meant for City 249 
policy; or if Best Practices should be designed for 5.9 inches today and analyzed 250 
for larger storms, as long as any overflow was addressed; whether large or small. 251 
 252 
Chair Vanderwall opined that this was more than simply a statistic; and suggested 253 
that overdesign may need to be part of the process rather than something we don’t 254 
yet know. 255 
 256 
Ms. Bloom read the design standards in the Implementation Plan (page 33) and 257 
suggested it be highlighted with a hyperlink; with Member Stenlund suggesting 258 
referencing Footnote #1 to check data as updated. 259 
 260 
Mr. Leaf suggested either a blank column or including an additional column. 261 
 262 
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Member DeBenedet noted that dealing with emergency overflow and high water 263 
was also necessary for property protection and public safety. 264 
 265 
Member Stenlund used Cleveland Avenue as an example for consideration, and 266 
planning ahead for designing for significant rain events. 267 
 268 
Section 2.3 Soils and Geology 269 
Member Stenlund addressed getting down to percentages specific to Roseville to 270 
assist in design; and opined that, while all accurate, this section needed to be more 271 
to the point. 272 
 273 
Mr. Leaf concurred that this was a good point, and suggested a table could help 274 
summarize that data. 275 
 276 
Sections 2.4 and 2.5 277 
In Section 2.4 (pages 6 – 7), Member Felice suggested education not only at 278 
established center, but out in the community as an additional bullet point. 279 
 280 
Member DeBenedet shared a photograph he’d recently taken in St. Louis Park 281 
showing laminated graphic signage along ponds and explaining native vegetation 282 
surrounding the pond; suggesting that this would be a good way to educate and 283 
make people aware of those amenities. 284 
 285 
Chair Vanderwall asked that Member DeBenedet provide an electronic copy of 286 
the sample graphic for staff to include as part of the record. 287 
 288 
Ms. Bloom noted that Section 4.4 (Public Education and Outreach) was also 289 
included in the implementation plan; and suggested it be expanded upon there. 290 
 291 
Throughout the document, Member Stenlund noted that “dual use” opportunities 292 
(e.g. soccer fields and storm water runoff areas) be addressed as “active green 293 
space.” 294 
 295 
Ms. Nestingen noted that this was addressed as an implementation item. 296 
 297 
Member Stenlund spoke favorably of including Table 5 (page 10 showing MPCA 298 
impaired water bodies’ summary. 299 
 300 
Ms. Bloom noted that, at their recent presentation to the City Council, the 301 
Ramsey-Washington Metro Area Watershed District had advised that Bennett 302 
Lake TMDL was on their upcoming work plan.  Ms. Bloom opined that Mr. 303 
Aichinger did a good job of starting to incorporate issues from the former 304 
GLWMO area. 305 
 306 
Member DeBenedet expressed appreciation, opining that the area didn’t get much 307 
attention in the GLWMO. 308 



 

Page 8 of 15 

 309 
Chair Vanderwall opined that he thought Section 2.6 would include more bullet 310 
points; and suggested that it be entitled, “Select Group” or “Sample;” duly noted 311 
by Ms. Bloom; as well as her noting that the proper title for McCarron’s Lake 312 
needed to be verified. 313 

 314 
As a way to maintain things in the future, Member Stenlund suggested an “Adopt 315 
a Pond” or similar program for storm water infrastructure similar to “Adopt a 316 
Highway” programs to engage the community and educate them on and address 317 
areas for how engineer green infrastructure and its impacts on everyone. 318 
 319 
Mr. Leaf noted it certainly impacted wildlife habitat areas; with Ms. Nestingen 320 
noting collaborative efforts were discussed later in the plan, to involve service 321 
groups, and it could be revised to include such a program as well. 322 
 323 
In noting the many lakes with homes surrounding them, Member Stenlund 324 
questioned if there were any natural lake edge communities remaining, with Ms. 325 
Bloom advising that there was a section around Lake McCarron’s with shoreline 326 
and no homes; but that the homes across the street owned the shoreline and 327 
beaches.  Member Stenlund opined that there were a lot of lake resources and 328 
when looking at natural communities, the lake edge served as a wetland, but to the 329 
typical layperson, they were not necessarily seen as shallow water habitats of 330 
buffers, but should be captured as a wetland component.  Member Stenlund noted 331 
that the next phase of the EPA permit is to have a much larger buffer component. 332 
 333 
Ms. Bloom noted that another natural area is North Central park, east of County 334 
Road C and Victoria Street, which was basically an untouched area of Lake 335 
Owasso shoreline. 336 
 337 
Member Stenlund noted parts of Lake Owasso’s shoreline were also natural, with 338 
that vegetated area part of the forest and wetland community; but opined that 339 
those buffers and edges remained special. 340 
 341 
Mr. Leaf concurred. 342 
 343 
Section 3.1 County, State and Federal Agencies (page 12) 344 
Member Stenlund suggested that in Metropolitan Council’s bullet point, sewage 345 
be listed last, not first in order not to lose potential readers, since that is only a 346 
portion of all the things they did. 347 
 348 
Ms. Bloom and Mr. Leaf suggested starting out with “monitoring.” 349 
 350 
Mr. Leaf noted the need to reference documents at that point as well 351 
 352 
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Chair Vanderwall noted the need to reference or link to other documents beyond 353 
the MPCA; with Mr. Leaf concurring and the intent to have this electronic 354 
document available in a user-friendly format. 355 
 356 
Member Stenlund asked that Section 3.1 include MnDOT as an agency, since the 357 
specific standards that everyone was to follow originated with them; and while 358 
regulated, they provided resources and state-wide specifications for the 359 
engineering community to use, especially Roseville with several large regional 360 
roadways intersecting the community. 361 
 362 
Mr. Leaf concurred. 363 
 364 
Member DeBenedet concurred, noting that MnDOT and the Ramsey County 365 
Highway Department managed a significant portion of impervious surfaces in 366 
Roseville; and how they managed that storm water was vital. 367 
 368 
Member Stenlund questioned if it was sufficiently clear in the MPCA bullet point 369 
in this section of the minimum measures and permits required for documentation 370 
to ensure compliance, noting the importance of this compliance when new permit 371 
requirements are updated. 372 
 373 
Ms. Bloom noted that it was called out in Section 2.5, but could be repeated in 374 
this section as well. 375 
 376 
Member Stenlund noted that it was embedded in the NPDES Section, but post 377 
construction was on the MS4 side. 378 
 379 
Chair Vanderwall noted the TMDL acronym, noting that it was talking about the 380 
amount of water taken out by this facility, but questioned if this was also 381 
applicable coming into water.  Chair Vanderwall noted the need to better define 382 
TMDL to remove confusion. 383 
 384 
Ms. Bloom referenced a similar explanation (page 10) discussing impaired waters, 385 
but suggested expanding the description of impairments. 386 
 387 
Sections 3.2 Watershed Districts, Section 4 and Section 5 388 
Ms. Nestingen noted that in the Goals and Policies, an introductory section had 389 
been added to each, including sustainability. 390 
 391 
In referencing Policy, Mr. Leaf suggested adding the 2013 updated rainfall data in 392 
Section 4.1 again. 393 
 394 
In Table 7 Watershed District Standards Summary (page 18), Member DeBenedet 395 
addressed Item 4 (freeboard) and suggested a better explanation was needed for 396 
the general public’s understanding. 397 
 398 
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Chair Vanderwall concurred that a better explanation and definition would be 399 
helpful; with Mr. Leaf concurring, and suggesting that some graphics may also 400 
help in that explanation. 401 
  402 
With Mr. Leaf explaining the calculations in determining those freeboard 403 
elevations, Member DeBenedet opined that he wasn’t confident that they were all 404 
that conservative.  While there was always the potential that a rainstorm would 405 
exceed those estimates, Member DeBenedet opined that once the new storm 406 
design numbers were released next spring that would become even more evident. 407 
 408 
Ms. Bloom advised that this challenge had been a discussion internally, regardless 409 
of changing a table to comply with new rules; and current infrastructure designed 410 
around previous designs storm numbers and concepts.  Ms. Bloom opined that the 411 
challenge was the ripple affect; creating the need for an updated plan.  Ms. Bloom 412 
advised that enforcing freeboard calculations with existing numbers created no 413 
compliance issues; however, with the new numbers, it created a lot of issues in the 414 
community; and would need considerable review. 415 
 416 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall regarding creating liability issues for the City, 417 
Ms. Bloom noted this was why staff was currently hesitant to address the issue at 418 
this time, since there were bigger policy issues once those numbers were 419 
published. 420 
 421 
Member Stenlund noted the “grandfather clause” and differing rules based on 422 
which plan was in effect at a given time; and making sure future plans are well 423 
aware of the updated data. 424 
 425 
Discussion ensued regarding 100 year events; emergency overflow (Item 6) and 426 
undeveloped modeling at this time; and designing of facilities based on best 427 
available information at the time. 428 
 429 
Based on liability concern issues, Member DeBenedet suggested, with review and 430 
approval by the City Attorney, that Policy #6 be revised to read: “For newly 431 
constructed storm water retention ponds, the City shall require an emergency 432 
overflow spillway to safely convey flows in excess of the 100-year (1% 433 
probability) event.[…to the maximum extent practicable.]” 434 
 435 
While most lift stations throughout the City work just fine under typical events, 436 
Ms. Bloom noted that things, such as mechanical failures, could happen. 437 
 438 
In response to Chair Vanderwall’s question as to whether words become 439 
meaningless under practicable application, Member Stenlund noted that 440 
“Maximum Extent Practicable” was a legally defined term at the EPA level. 441 
 442 
Section 4.0 Goals and Policies (page 17) 443 
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Member Stenlund suggested that “Surface Water Management” be clarified, as 444 
well as “plan” and “SWWP” to define which actual plan is being discussed to 445 
avoid redundancy and/or confusion by the reader. 446 
 447 
Mr. Leaf advised that he would review the document to ensure consistency 448 
throughout. 449 

 450 
Ms. Bloom clarified that the City of Roseville consistently used “Comprehensive 451 
Surface Water Management Plan” in other documents.  452 
 453 
Section 4.3 Groundwater Protection (page 20) 454 
 455 
On Table 9, Member DeBenedet noted that the PWETC had previously asked to 456 
include ground water monitoring for commercial sites. 457 
 458 
Ms. Nestingen advised that this was added to the implementation plan to consider 459 
such a policy. 460 
 461 
Member Stenlund questioned the term “explore” and suggested that the City 462 
should have an actual “policy.” 463 
 464 
Ms. Bloom clarified that the term “explore” was used throughout, as discussions 465 
ensued regarding what it would take (e.g. staffing) and how to pull it together, 466 
steps involved, similar to the recognition program also brought up by the 467 
PWETC, and also included in the implementation plan. 468 
 469 
Member Stenlund suggested that Table 10, Goal 4, identify the purpose to prevent 470 
the spread of noxious, aquatic vegetation for Goals 4 or 5. 471 
 472 
Ms. Bloom suggested adding it as an additional bullet point to Section 4.5 and 473 
incorporating it into Table 11. 474 
 475 
Member Stenlund asked that it be included in pollution prevention/maintenance, 476 
not just recreational, but public works and residential as a decontamination 477 
protocol. 478 
 479 
Mr. Leaf noted that this was also a required standard for contractors working near 480 
lakes or other water bodies. 481 
 482 
Member Stenlund opined that this was an emerging issue that needed to be 483 
addressed.  Member Stenlund noted that, by adding this to Table 11 (Pollution 484 
Prevention and Maintenance), it emphasized that the City was not only trainers, 485 
but trying to be leaders. 486 
 487 
Chair Vanderwall noted while it may not be as specific as Member Stenlund was 488 
referencing, it was included in the Coordination/Collaboration Section.   489 



 

Page 12 of 15 

 490 
Member Stenlund strongly emphasized the need for the City to be educated and to 491 
be leaders; and to try to teach others and add to that knowledge. 492 
 493 
Table 13, Goal 7 Sustainability (page 26) 494 
Member Stenlund suggested a need to reward someone using site materials to 495 
stabilize controls (e.g. recent building project next to Lake Johanna) rather than 496 
considering them a nuisance and having them hauled away.  Member Stenlund 497 
suggested this be included in sustainable ways that could celebrate and recycle or 498 
re-use items rather than throwing them away, and could also be a beneficial soil 499 
use.  Member Stenlund opined that it was a shame not to use trees to celebrate 500 
sustainability of site conditions. 501 
 502 
Chair Vanderwall questioned if it added to the cost to make sure things were not 503 
contaminated; whether this was a water quality issue or a sustainable practice. 504 
 505 
Member Stenlund opined that the forest floor could be used to manage 506 
construction; and best management practices minimizing silt and clay throughout 507 
Roseville as part of subsoil management. 508 
 509 
Ms. Bloom opined that this was more of a practice than a goal; and suggested that 510 
it be considered as a sustainable construction practices. 511 
 512 
Member Stenlund concurred; however, he opined that it was part of Policy to take 513 
advantage of site materials versus importing word; and using organics to make 514 
fluffier soils (Policy #2, Table 13, Goal 7). 515 
 516 
Chair Vanderwall suggested language addressing “take advantage of site 517 
materials;” with Ms. Bloom noting that Policy #2 stated “incorporating 518 
construction practices.”  519 
 520 
Mr. Leaf advised that language would be revised in Policy #2 on Table 13 to 521 
address the City encouraging that practice. 522 
 523 
Ms. Bloom suggested that the language also be incorporated in the narrative 524 
immediately above the table. 525 
 526 
After further discussion, Chair Vanderwall opined that the plan language needed 527 
to be sensitive to not putting too many things in that would make it hard for 528 
anyone to do anything. 529 
 530 
Member DeBenedet opined that the plan was simply stating that it was 531 
“encouraged” and people were “discouraged” from bringing in other materials by 532 
truck. 533 
 534 
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Ms. Bloom noted that Table 12, Policy #5 also addressed this; and would further 535 
enhance this effort for water quality and landscaping efforts. 536 
 537 
Ms. Nestingen noted that Policy #5 in Table 12 also addressed multi-use green 538 
space as noted by Member Stenlund for dual use areas. 539 
 540 
Section 5 Issues Assessment (page 27) 541 
In Section 5.1, Mr. Leaf suggested additional pictures to show past examples; 542 
with Member Stenlund offering examples of before/after pictures from the South 543 
Owasso Boulevard project that he had monitored. 544 
 545 
In Section 5.2, Member Stenlund noted the ongoing issues, such as unfunded 546 
pond clean out and what to dredge.  Member Stenlund advised that there could 547 
potentially be millions of dollars in liability depending on out the sludge is 548 
classified. 549 
 550 
Mr. Leaf noted that Section 5.2.3 discussed this, and since it was so significant, 551 
suggested that it be modified to further highlight that potential. 552 
 553 
Member DeBenedet suggested that something more descriptive be used about the 554 
cost difference. 555 
 556 
Mr. Leaf suggested obtaining information from the City of White Bear Lake as an 557 
example of the potential cost. 558 
 559 
Member DeBenedet suggested that Mr. Leaf contact Mike Thompson at the City 560 
of Maplewood for their detailed study he completed as part of his Capstone 561 
Project. 562 
 563 
Member Stenlund suggested including examples of problem areas as well. 564 
 565 
In Section 5.2.4 Education and Outreach, Chair Vanderwall suggested a different 566 
title, since other agencies could also be involved, and to emphasize collaboration 567 
to imply that people need to work together. 568 
 569 
Member Stenlund reiterated his idea for partnering with watershed districts, and 570 
getting the High School curriculum involved in these efforts as well. 571 
 572 
Section 6 Implementation Program and Funding (page 29) 573 
Chair Vanderwall noted the need for table column headers to be reformatted. 574 
 575 
In response to Member Gjerdingen’s question on Table 14, Policy #8 regarding 576 
the Rosedale Mall area, Ms. Bloom clarified that this would need to be explored 577 
with the Rice Creek Watershed District for a project similar to that built at the 578 
Maplewood Mall.  Ms. Bloom noted that this would be a future collaborative 579 
effort. 580 
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 581 
Ms. Bloom encouraged PWETC members to the Open House at Maplewood Mall 582 
scheduled for September 15, 2012, being hosted by the Ramsey-Washington 583 
Metro Watershed District. 584 
 585 
Regarding Member Gjerdingen’s concerns with regional zoning and borders, Ms. 586 
Bloom noted that each area was different, and when approached, staff was happy 587 
to consider options. 588 
 589 
Mr. Leaf noted that the reason the Maplewood Mall area project was able to 590 
proceed was due to the planned upgrades on the property, all under one owner, 591 
and cost savings to incorporate landscape and storm water improvements as part 592 
of that project. 593 
 594 
Member Stenlund expressed appreciation for including shoreland in the Surface 595 
Water Protection portion of the implementation plan (page 34). 596 
 597 
Section 7.0 Plan Adoption and Amendments (page 35) 598 
Chair Vanderwall noted that the process was well-defined, as further noted in 599 
Section 7.2.2 Staff Review (page 36), providing for a process with some 600 
flexibility.  However, in Section 7.2.1 Request for Amendments (page 36), Chair 601 
Vanderwall questioned who could bring forward a request for an amendment, and 602 
how time-consuming this potential could be for staff. 603 
 604 
Mr. Leaf reviewed the actual process, and noted that staff’s response would 605 
determine whether or not a request would move beyond the PWETC or City 606 
Council; and legal requirements for administrative appeals and a process yet to be 607 
defined. 608 
 609 
Ms. Bloom concurred, noting that this was under discussion and would be further 610 
reviewed at the staff/consultant level; based on legal considerations and 611 
requirements.  Ms. Bloom advised that she didn’t envision an amendment to the 612 
plan without it first coming before the PWETC. 613 
 614 
Mr. Leaf reviewed the remaining process in developing Draft #3, based on 615 
tonight’s feedback, opining that he didn’t see any changes of substance in the 616 
plan; and would confer with staff on edits to get the next draft out for agency 617 
review and keep the process moving forward toward adoption by year-end.  Mr. 618 
Leaf noted that additional graphics could be added at any time, not necessarily 619 
during the review process.  Mr. Leaf thanked the PWETC for their hard work in 620 
reviewing this document and providing good feedback. 621 
 622 
Chair Vanderwall thanked Mr. Leaf and Ms. Nestingen as well. 623 
 624 

6. Possible Items for Next Meeting – September 25, 2012 625 
• Pathway Master Plan Build-Out Discussion 626 



 

Page 15 of 15 

Ms. Bloom sought direction from the commission on whether to bring in 627 
outside groups (e.g. Sierra Club) for their input to the full commission or 628 
whether they wished to create a subcommittee; with further discussion 629 
suggested with Public Works Director Duane Schwartz.  Ms. Bloom noted 630 
that Parks and Recreation Commissioner Doneen had expressed interest in 631 
having a pathways subcommittee; and suggested a cross-over discussion at 632 
some point in the near future. 633 

• Master Plan process. 634 
• Complete Streets Policy Discussion 635 

Ms. Bloom advised that this Policy was in final format, with the addition of 636 
further edits by Commissioner DeBenedet as discussed at the previous 637 
meeting. 638 

• Water main lining 639 
Information item 640 

• Updated strategic plan 641 
Information item 642 

• Lighting Item (October 2012?) 643 
Member DeBenedet suggested having SEH make a presentation on streetlight 644 
options versus Xcel Energy. 645 

• Outdoor Field Trip(s) 646 
Member Stenlund suggested outdoor field trip(s) before the weather changed 647 
(e.g. Josephine Woods Lift Station; Turn lanes, and/or other examples 648 
recently completed). 649 

 650 
7. Adjourn 651 

Member Stenlund moved, Member DeBenedet seconded, adjournment of the 652 
meeting at approximately 8:37 p.m. 653 
 654 
Ayes: 5 655 
Nays: 0 656 
Motion carried. 657 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  4 
 
 
Item Description: Communication Items 
 

• Projects update-  
o Josephine Woods– The public improvements are all complete with the exception 

of the wear course and two short segments of sidewalk along County Road C-2.  
We anticipate that this work will be completed this fall.  

o Josephine Lift Station– The City’s contractor, Minger Construction, is waiting for 
Xcel and Century Link to finish up their private utility work.  Once this work is 
complete, they will begin the lift station construction work.  Right now, it is 
anticipated that work will begin the week of 9/24/12. 

o Rice Street Reconstruction Phase 2- The project has been delayed to at least 2016 
due to MnDOT’s proposed work on 35E from 2013-2015. Ramsey county will 
continue to work on ROW needs and project development. 

o 2012 Pavement Management Project- Work on this project is substantially 
complete.   

o Fairview Pathway, Phase 1-  Work on this project is substantially complete. 
o Fairview Pathway, Phase 2-  Construction has started on the pathway work on 

Fairview between County Road B-2 and County Road B.  The project is expected 
to be complete by October 26.   

o Skillman Drainage improvements-    
o Waterman lining project- this project is currently out for bids.       
o Staff is working on the following projects: 

 County Road D Reconstruction 
 2013 Pavement Management Project 
 County Road B-2 Pathway Construction        

• Maintenance Activity 
o 3rd Street Sweeping citywide completed 
o Sidewalk reconstructed on Fairview Ave. from Oakcrest to Co. Rd. C 
o Preventative Maintenance surface treatments on trails and parking lots completed 
o Cracksealing and patching completed for next season’s sealcoat areas   

 
Attachments: 
A. Fairview Avenue newsletter 
B. County Road D Meeting notice 
C. Leaf Program info 



 

  

 

 
Project Description 
Over the last year, City staff completed a 
drainage study of the Fairview storm sewer 
system. Areas were identified where 
improvements would reduce the level of 
flooding within the system. The City and the 
Roseville School District have partnered to 
implement a flood reduction project on the 
southeast corner of the Fairview Community 
Center property.  

As a part of the project, a rate control storm 
water pond will be constructed at the southeast 
corner of the Fairview Community Center 
property, near the Skillman cul de sac. The 
pond will be constructed on non-play areas; no 
field use will be lost. This pond will hold water 
during rain events only; it will not be designed 
to hold a permanent pool of water.  

Storm water will be retained until the storm 
sewer pipe drains to a level where it can 
accept more water. The pond will then drain 
into the storm sewer (similar to draining a bath 
tub.) The existing storm sewer on Skillman 
Avenue will be extended to the end of the cul 
de sac to connect the pond to the storm sewer 
system.  A drain tile system will be installed 
beneath the pond to facilitate drainage.  

Holding back water will delay the storm water 
from reaching the system, making the system 
better able to accommodate the storm water 
and reduce the depth of the street flooding.   

The project also includes the construction of a 
small berm and swale along the eastern edge 
of the fields. This will direct storm water runoff 
from the field toward the rate control pond, 
instead of into residents’ backyards.  

 
 
Project Schedule 
The Skillman Avenue Drainage project was 
awarded to G.F. Jedlicki, Inc., at the August 
13, 2012 City Council meeting.  

The Contractor will be on site late the week of 
September 10th; however, construction will not 
begin until the week of September 17th. The 
project should take about three weeks to 
complete. The project schedule and updates 
will be posted on the project website: 
http://www.cityofroseville.com/2012Drainage 

Survey Markers  
In order to perform the project construction, 
Engineers place a series of survey markers for 
the Contractor to measure from.  Typically 
these markers are offset several feet from the 
object or point they refer to so that they are not 
disturbed during the construction process.  As 
a result, these offset markers are often placed 
well into resident’s yard.  Please notify Dan 
Turner, Project Coordinator, of any stakes that 
have been moved accidentally. 

Utility Flags 
To protect against underground utility damage, 
the Contractor will be calling in utility locates.  
This is required by anyone digging a hole, 
whether it is for planting a tree or removing 

Fairview Area 
Drainage 

 August 30, 2012 



 

   

curb.  Underground phone, cable, electric and 
gas lines will be located by spray painting and 
placing flags in the boulevard.   

Access 
A portion of the western 200 feet of the 
roadway will be removed to construct the storm 
sewer extension into the cul de sac. The 
Contractor is required to keep the street 
passable and provide driveway access 
whenever possible.  The project will be staged 
so that residents and emergency vehicles will 
be able to drive on the streets at all times. If 
you have special access needs, please let us 
know.   
 
 

Project Funding 
The project will be funded with storm water 
infrastructure funds; there will be no 
assessments for this project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Area is shaded in yellow 

Project Contacts: 
 
Dan Turner, Project Coordinator 
(651) 792-7045 
dan.turner@ci.roseville.mn.us 
 
Kristine Giga, P.E., Civil Engineer  
(651) 792-7048 
kristine.giga@ci.roseville.mn.us  

 
Project website: 
http://www.cityofroseville.com/2012Drainage 
 



 
 

2660 Civic Center Drive  Roseville, Minnesota 55113 
651-792-ROSE  TDD 651-792-7399 www.ci.roseville.mn.us 

 
 
 
 
 
September 20, 2012 
 
 
RE:   County Road D Reconstruction- between Lexington Avenue and Victoria Street 
 Open House- Thursday, October 4, 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 Shoreview City Hall, 4600 Victoria Street 
 
 
Dear Resident: 
 
In 2013, the City of Roseville is proposing to reconstruct County Road D.  Since County Road D 
is a city street on the border of Shoreview and Roseville, this will be a joint project between the 
two cities.  We would like to invite you to our second information meeting for this project on: 
 

Thursday, October 4, 5:00 p.m. - 7:00 p.m. 
Shoreview City Hall 

Open House 
 

This meeting will be an Open House.  There will not be a formal presentation.  We will have 
preliminary plans that show the new street location, pathway, and storm sewer.  This is your 
opportunity to review these plans and talk to us about any concerns and questions you may have 
about the project.   
 
We encourage you to attend this meeting, if you cannot, please consider sending us an e-mail or 
calling to discuss your thoughts.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Debra M. Bloom, P.E. 
City Engineer 
651-792-7042 

deb.bloom@ci.roseville.mn.us 



2012 Roseville Residential Leaf Pickup Program Oct. 31 -  Nov. 16 

Before Registering 
Consider the tree species on your property; some trees hold 
their leaves much longer than others. Keep in mind that all 
your leaves may not fall in time for us to pick them up. 

Pre-Registration 
Complete, sign, and return the attached postcard to the City 
no later than Friday, October 26.  All participants will be 
billed $50 on their water bill. 
 
Please have your leaves raked into piles no more than 3 ft. 
from the curb by 7AM on the first day of scheduled 
pickup (see map).  Do not rake leaves into the street; 
they clog storm drains – a violation of City Code.  Keep 
leaf piles away from mailboxes, trees, and other obstruc-
tions. 
 
Register Online at www.cityofroseville.com/leaf.  
 

Save this card for your records!  

The City is divided into four areas.  The sched-
ule is rotated annually. 
 
In order for the City to remove all leaves 
within the scheduled time, NO return trips 
will be made after an area is completed. 
 
For other options to get rid of your leaves, visit 
http://www.co.ramsey.mn.us/ph/hy/index.htm or 
call 651-633-3279. 
     
Department of Public Works 651-792-7004 



2012 Roseville Residential Leaf Pickup Program Oct. 31 -  Nov. 16 

Name (print) ____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Property Address (where you want leaves picked up)____________________________________________________________ 
 
Contact Phone Number ___________________________ Email ______________________________________ 

By Signing & returning this card, I acknowledge and agree to the following: 
 
• I will be billed $50 from the Roseville Finance Department on my quarterly water bill 
• The $50 fee covers pickup of only those leaves raked to the curb during my pickup time (see map) 
• I am responsible for the entire fee of $50, even if some leaves remain on my trees or in my yard 
• In order to adhere to the schedule, the City will not make any return trips once an area is completed 
• I give the City of Roseville authorization to certify unpaid Leaf Pickup fee amounts to my property taxes  
• I must complete, sign, and return this card NO LATER THAN FRIDAY, OCTOBER 26 to participate 
 
Signature________________________________Date______________________________ 

Go Green! 
Recycle this card and save time & postage by registering online at www.cityofroseville.com/leaf. 

IMPORTANT:  If you register online, please DO NOT mail in your card. 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  5   
 
 
Item Description: Pathway Build Out Plan Committee Appointment and Schedule 
 
 
Background:   
The City Council has asked for a Pathway Build Out Plan so they can better understand future 
capital funding needs.  The Commission previously looked at the Pathway Master Plan priorities 
and suggested additional detail on the individual segments.  This plan needs to be consistent with 
the Parks and Recreation Master Plan and Renewal Program.  The funding for pathway 
construction in the next three years is limited to Park renewal program funds and MSA funds on 
programmed MSA reconstruction projects.  Parks and Recreation has requested a subcommittee 
of the PWETC and their groups be formed to work on this plan in conjunction with staff and 
their renewal team.  We would anticipate the subcommittee would come back to both 
Commissions with initial recommendations in 2-3 months.  Their work would include 
prioritization, framing of build out timeframe, identifying additional neighborhood connections 
to Park Constellations, and identify construction costs. 
 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
Appoint 2 members to Pathway Build Out subcommittee. 
 
 
Attachments: 
A.  

 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  6   
 
 
Item Description: Watermain Lining Presentation 
 
 
Background:   
The majority of the city’s water main pipes were originally constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s, utilizing 
cast iron pipe.  In the 1970’s, the pipe materials used in construction changed from cast iron to ductile 
iron.  This older infrastructure is nearing the end of its useful life.  The aging pipe is becoming more 
brittle and prone to water main breaks.  There is an average of 30 water main breaks in Roseville every 
year.  As the pipes continue to age, this number will continue to increase.  A Roseville watermain 
rehabilitation project is currently being advertised for bids; if favorable bids are received construction is 
anticipated to begin in November. 

New technologies in the industry have allowed cities to begin evaluating trenchless methods of water 
main pipe rehabilitation as a viable alternative to open-cut pipe replacement.  One of these technologies is 
a cured in place pipe (CIPP) liner, similar to that used on sanitary sewer lining projects.  Similar to sewer 
lining, the watermain is cleaned, televised to note service locations, lined, and then services are reinstated 
using a robotic cutting device.  This process requires a temporary water system while the work is 
completed.  

Another lining technology is one that 3M has developed, which is a spray in place lining system.  The 
liner material is applied via a trenchless spin case application system.  In this process, the material does 
not seal off the water services, so a robotic cutter does not need to be used to reestablish service 
connections.  The cure time is much faster on this type of liner; it is possible to complete the lining 
without a temporary water system and reinstate service the same day.  This would require a boil notice be 
issued to residents until bacteria tests pass, which usually takes 24 to 48 hours.  If we chose this method 
the city may want to distribute bottled water to the affected properties for consumption purposes.  Staff 
will give a short presentation on the project and technologies. 

Below are some websites with information on watermain rehabilitation technologies: 

http://www.insituform.com/Water-Wastewater/PipeLiningsWater  

http://www.aqua-pipe.com/aqua-pipe-lining.php  

www.3m.com/water (Click on “Introducing 3M Scotchkote Pipe Renewal Liner” on the upper right of the 
page) 

Recommended Action: 
Discuss watermain rehabilitation technologies. 
 
Attachments: 
A. none  



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  7  
 
 
Item Description: Public Works Strategic Plan Overview 
 
 
Background:   
The Commission asked for the recently updated Public Works Strategic Plan to be provided to 
them.  The plan updates were requested by the City Manager to incorporate the City Council 
adopted goals and work plan.  Staff will point out the changes from the previous version of the 
plan. 
 
See the attached plan. 

 

Recommended Action: 
Review and comment 
 
Attachments: 
A. 2013-2017 Strategic Plan 
  



 

 

Background 
The 2014 - 2017 Strategic Plan for the Public Works Department has been developed in 
accordance with Imagine Roseville 2025 (IR2025), Roseville City Council goals, and the 
Department’s overall mission and long-term vision.  Within this framework, the 
Department has established goals and priorities that will guide the allocation of resources 
and operational decisions towards the desired outcomes.   
 
The Public Works Department’s mission is: 
 
To enhance our community by effectively and efficiently developing, rehabilitating, 
managing, and operating physical infrastructure and services that provide the foundation 
for a strong and safe community. 
 
The mission reflects the general responsibilities of the department, including full service 
engineering services for construction and replacement of the City’s transportation and 
utility infrastructure, pavement maintenance, uninterrupted supply of potable water and 
collection of wastewater, maintenance of city facilities, and preventative maintenance and 
repair of a city fleet of 200 vehicles and equipment.   
 
Along with the Department’s mission, we have developed value statements to direct long 
term planning efforts and to help identify new opportunities.  These values are integrated 
into our day-to-day operations and activities and are designed to cultivate a work 
environment and culture that is committed to excellence.   
 
The Department’s value statements are shown below: 
 
 

Public Works Department Value Statements 
 

Safety  
Protecting the health and welfare of the public and our employees is our #1 priority. 

Responsiveness  
Serve the public, the Mayor, the Council, the Manager and other departments, and 

internal and external partners in an accurate, informative, and timely manner. 
Accountability  

Assume responsibility for our actions, decisions, and outcomes efficiently. 
Respect and Sensitivity 

Respect our customers’ needs by providing quality public service; convey to each 
employee, in words and actions, their value and that of the work they perform. 

Integrity  
Consistently meet the highest levels of ethics, professionalism, and legal compliance in 

serving our customers and working with each other. 
Commitment  

Be dedicated to providing high quality, needed, and timely responses for all services. 
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A “Can-Do’ Attitude  

Approach each challenge or opportunity with optimism and determination. 
Respect for Diversity  

Recognize and value the opportunities provided by the differences and similarities of 
individuals in our workforce and customer base. 

Innovation  
Look for new ways to carry out the department’s mission that will increase quality and 

effectiveness or reduce costs.  
The Environment  

Enrich the quality of life through the protection and enhancement of our natural 
resources. 

 
Department Overview 
The Public Works Department is organized into four major areas of responsibility.  They 
are defined as follows: 
 
Public Works Administration and Engineering 
The Public Works Administration function provides for overall planning, budgeting for 
resources, staffing and department direction. The administration function coordinates the 
functions of the multiple divisions within the department.  
The Engineering Division provides full service engineering for construction and 
replacement of the City’s transportation and utility infrastructure.  Transportation projects 
are planned jointly with MNDOT, Ramsey County, and other transportation groups.  The 
Engineering Division maintains accurate records of all City transportation and utility 
infrastructure, as well as providing information and assistance to the public, businesses, 
and developers. 
 
 Streets and Storm Utility 
The Streets and Storm Division provides pavement maintenance for 124 miles of City 
streets.  This division is responsible for snow and ice control on City streets and parking 
lots, and maintains the right-of-way, which includes tree care and mowing.  Regular 
street sweeping is conducted three times a year, ponds and ditches cleaned, and 
approximately 5,000 street signs are maintained.  This division is also responsible for 150 
miles of storm sewer and 8,000 drainage structures.  It manages the Leaf Collection 
Program each fall and operates the City leaf compost site on Dale Street.   
 
 Utilities 
 The Utilities Division provides for continuous, uninterrupted water supply of potable 
water to residents and businesses.  It provides maintenance of 160 miles of sanitary sewer 
collection and 172 miles of watermain.  The division ensures 13 sanitary sewer and 4 
storm sewer pumping stations are maintained at a level that allows 24/7 operation, 365 
days a year.  Also maintained are 1,750 fire hydrants, 2,000 valves and 1 water tower. 
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 Building Maintenance and Central Garage 
Preventative maintenance and on-demand repair of 200 pieces of equipment is performed 
by this division to keep City operations functioning with minimal down time.  It manages 
janitorial services for the campus and HVAC systems and provides for general repair and 
maintenance of building and grounds infrastructure on the City Center Campus. 
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Goals & Priorities  
The Public Works Department’s long-term goals and priorities have been established in 
conjunction with IR2025, City Council Goals, and the Department’s mission and overall vision.  
The City Council goals, which were established earlier this year, have influenced the 
Department’s Strategic Plan.  In total, there were eleven City Council Goals that were applicable 
to this plan.  They include: 
 
City Council Goals 

 Develop Neighborhood Traffic Management Policy 
 Model better environmental stewardship 
 Explore and implement tiered water & sewer rate structure for residential & commercial 
 Ordinance Updates, Shore Land and Erosion Control 
 Develop Overhead Electric Undergrounding Policy 
 Explore ways to improve sustainability through purchases and practice. Apply 

sustainable methods to areas where appropriate 
 Improve walk ability of neighborhoods by continuous additions of trails and sidewalks 
 Continue to lobby for the Northeast Diagonal transportation corridor 
 Develop a build-out plan for existing pathway master plan and Parks and Recreation 

Master Plan pathway components, connect multi-family to bus stops and school crossings 
(on the same side of the street as the complex).   

 Participate in regional transportation efforts to ensure adequate regional resources are 
allocated to transit and transportation infrastructure to serve Roseville needs 

 
Based on these items, along with the Department’s own objectives, the Public Works 
Department’s Goals & Priorities are shown below. 
 
 

Public Works Department Goals & Priorities 
 
 1)  Support high levels of customer service 
 

2)  Invest in People to Promote Employee Excellence 
 
3)  Increase Effectiveness and Efficiency 
 
4)  Enhance Partnerships 
 
5)  Invest in Infrastructure 
 
6)  Respect our Environment 
 
 

High expectations have been set by these goals and priorities.  It is expected that every employee 
perform at a consistently high level to contribute to the success of the Department, as well as the 
entire City. 
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Action Plans 
 
In our effort to achieve our goals, the Public Works Department has developed an action plan 
and cost estimate for each.  The Action Plans are revealed below.  All costs are shown in current 
dollars. 
 
Goal #1:  Support High Levels of Customer Service 
 
We are committed to providing efficient, effective, responsive, quality services to a diverse 
customer base, internal and external.  We understand the unique needs of the customer. Demand 
on staff has been increasing steadily through customer expectation and regulatory requirements 
from other agencies. 
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Use latest technological tools to provide information to the public. 
 Utilize technology to support service delivery 
 Work with Metropolitan Council to develop transit expansion in the Roseville area consistent 

with City Council goals. 
 
New Funding Needed 

 Restructure the department management team to include a superintendent and working 
foreman in the operations area.  We propose to elevate a supervisor position to 
superintendent level and promote maintenance positions to working foreman in the streets 
and utilities areas. This will allow additional focus on external customers and better 
administration of programs and services. 

 Addition of a building and grounds technician to meet maintenance needs and aesthetic 
expectations of city facilities.  

  
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $13,000 $14,000 $75,000 $76,000  
Supplies & Materials      -     -     -     - 
Other Services & Charges     -     -     -     - 
Capital Outlay       -     -     -     - 
Total     $ 13,000 $14,000 $75,000 $76,000 
 
 
Additional funding needed for elevating the superintendent and working foreman positions, and 
for the new grounds technician position. 
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Goal #2:  Invest in People to Promote Employee Excellence 
 
Recruit, develop and retain the best possible team members for the Public Works Department.  
We are dedicated to training and retaining a superior workforce motivated by challenging 
assignments, responsibility, accountability and advancement opportunities in a work atmosphere 
of reasonable expectation, support and appreciation. Currently day to day priorities and 
emergencies stretch staff beyond reasonable expectations. Adding staff as a corrective measure 
will allow more long term focus on operations and will help prevent employee burnout and 
possible exodus. 
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Adequate staffing levels to meet desired service levels. 
 Develop reasonable performance expectations that support job satisfaction and healthy 

lifestyles away from work. 
 Promote safety from top down to reduce injury and ensure regulatory compliance. 
 Offer flexible schedules to expand service hours for added benefit to the customer and to 

meet staff needs for family and personal commitments. 
 Develop succession, recruitment, and retention plans to ensure quality continuity. 

 
New Funding Needed 

 Invest in training to ensure staff has the tools necessary to be effective and efficient. 
 
  
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $ -  $ -  $ -  $ - 
Supplies & Materials         -     -     -                       - 
Other Services & Charges  $2400   $2400   $2400   $2400 
Capital Outlay       -     -     -     - 
Total     $2,400  $2,400  $2,400  $2,400 
 
 
 
 
Increase training budgets to meet this goal.   
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Goal #3:  Increase Effectiveness and Efficiency 
 
The Public Works Department is committed to establishing performance measures that 
demonstrate our efficiency and effectiveness.  We will utilize the latest technology and 
equipment.  We strive to be innovative and provide leadership in the field of public works.  
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Utilize the Maintenance Support Specialist position to provide support to the operations area 
in analysis, performance measures, service delivery, and communications.   

 Leverage technology to add to efficiency and effectiveness. 
 Evaluate programs for opportunities to improve service delivery by contracting or 

privatization. 
 Continue implementation of Automated Meter Reading using the latest technology for 

greater billing efficiency and enhanced customer service. 
 Implement Neighborhood Traffic Management Policy. 
 Explore and implement tiered water & sewer rate structure for Residential & Commercial. 

 
New Funding Needed 

 Add an additional mechanic to the Central Garage area to ensure minimal downtime for all 
city operations. 

 Implementation of asset management to allow additional connecting data to Geographic 
Information Systems for managing infrastructure and services and for providing information 
to the public. 

 Restructure of our right-of-way management under a single position.  Consolidate utility 
locating, erosion control and right-of-way permitting efficiency and effectiveness.  

 
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $36,000 $36,720           $102,454 $104,203 
Supplies & Materials   $2,000  $2,000             $3,500             $3,500 
Other Services & Charges  $20,000 $20,000 $20,000           $20,000 
Capital Outlay       -     -     -     - 
Total     $ 58,000 $58,720           $125,954 $127,703 
  
 
Additional funds needed for added mechanic position, including training and uniform costs and 
for additional resources for asset management implementation.  New funding is also needed for 
the partially re-allocated right-of-way management position, as well as computer and supplies. 
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Goal #4:  Enhance Partnerships 
 
Foster and strengthen partnerships to reduce cost burden on property owners as supported in 
Imagine Roseville 2025. 
Our Public Works Department has taken a leadership role in partnering with other communities 
and jurisdictions.   
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Seek additional ways to partner with other jurisdictions in providing public works services 
and projects.   

 Continue to support the development of the Northeast Diagonal transportation corridor. 
 Participate in regional transportation efforts to ensure adequate regional resources are 

allocated to transit and transportation infrastructure to serve Roseville needs. 
 Participate in regional & intergovernmental collaborations for shared service opportunities. 

 
 
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $ -  $ -  $ -  $ - 
Supplies & Materials    
Other Services & Charges     -     -     -     - 
Capital Outlay       -     -     -     - 
Total     $ -  $ -  $ -  $ - 
 
 
No additional funds needed for this goal. 
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Goal #5:  Invest in Infrastructure  
 
Much of the City’s utility infrastructure was installed 40 to 50 years ago and will need full 
replacement or rehabilitation in the next two to three decades.  Roseville has achieved a high 
pavement rating on our roads, trails and parking lots through a well-managed and effective 
pavement management program.  Our goal is to manage infrastructure investment to achieve 
acceptable condition ratings. 
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Improve walk ability of neighborhoods by continuous additions of trails and sidewalks 
 
Additional Funding Needed 

 Develop a build-out plan for existing pathway master plan and Parks & Recreation Master 
Plan pathway components. 

 Implement replacement/rehabilitation of utility infrastructure.  Technological advances have 
made rehabilitation of utility infrastructure more feasible and less intrusive and disruptive to 
customers and rights-of-way. 

 
 
 
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 
Supplies & Materials      -     -     -     - 
Other Services & Charges  $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 
Capital Outlay    $500,000 $700,000 $900,000 $1,100,000 
Total     $690,000 $890,000 $1,090,000 $1,290,000 
 
 
 
The funding mechanism is in place for utility infrastructure, but not fully implemented at this 
time.  Personal Services here includes one-third of the new environmental engineer position from 
goal number 6. 
 
New funding needed to support pathways/parking lot maintenance to maintain acceptable 
condition. 
 
Additional funding for Pathway Master Plan build-out per CIP and street infrastructure to 
maintain pavement condition goals. 
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Goal #6:  Respect our Environment 
 
The community places high value on our natural resources, as stated in Imagine Roseville 2025.  
Public Works staff recognizes this commitment and has identified resources needed to meet 
community goals and regulation placed upon us by other agencies.  Public Works is committed 
to sustainable practices in project delivery and design to reduce the city’s environmental impact.   
 
Action Plan 
Existing Resources 

 Increase our effort in the areas of storm water management, environmental protection, and 
reducing our carbon footprint with the added engineer position.  

 Meet storm water regulation rules and goals in the areas of infiltration, total maximum daily 
loading and wetland management. 

 Continue to measure results of ice control program in our efforts to reduce salt/chemical use 
reduction. 

 Reduce the City’s carbon footprint by understanding the City’s impact and creating 
achievable and reasonable goals for implementing an action plan. 

 Implement Overhead Electric Undergrounding Policy 
 
Additional Funding Needed 

 Add water resources/environmental engineer to the engineering division to increase our 
efforts in the area of storm water management. 

 Explore ways to improve sustainability through purchases and practices, and apply 
sustainable methods to areas, where appropriate. 

 
 
 Budget Program:   
 
     Estimated Cost 
 
     2014  2015  2016  2017 
Personal Services   $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 
Supplies & Materials      -     -     -     - 
Other Services & Charges  $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 
Capital Outlay    $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 
Total     $140,000 $140,000 $140,000 $140,000 
 
 
Sustainable vehicles and green products and technologies generally cost more and additional 
funding is needed in these areas.  Environmental engineer position includes two-thirds of the cost 
here in personal services (the other third is included in goal number 5). 
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Performance Measures and Results 
The Public Works Department has established performance indicators and benchmarks to assure 
that we make continuous progress toward reaching the goals and priorities identified above.   
 
Local Benchmark:  Number of annual water main breaks. 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. C    
Description:  # of breaks in City’s water main that were repaired. 
Our Goal:  Decrease the number of water main breaks. 

2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 2012 (thru 5/31/2012) 
33 28 29 30 11 

 
Local Benchmark:  Number of annual sewer backups. 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. C 
Description:  # of verified sewer pipes clogged that created a backup in the system. 
Our Goal:  Decrease the number of sewer backups. 

2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 2012 (thru 5/31/2012) 
14 15 16 15 10 

 
Local Benchmark:  Average Pavement Condition Index – City Streets 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. C 
Description:  Overall annual pavement condition index number. 
Our Goal:  To maintain a pavement condition index of 80 or higher for City Streets. 

2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 
87 86 84 85.6 

 
 
Local Benchmark:  Average Pavement Condition Index – City Pathways 
IR2025 Strategy:  5.A.5  
Description:  Overall annual pavement condition index number. 
Our Goal:  To maintain a pavement condition index of 70 or higher for City Pathways. 

2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 
76 74 72 74 

 
Local Benchmark:  Average Pavement Condition Index – City Parking Lots 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. C 
Description:  Overall annual pavement condition index number. 
Our Goal:  To maintain a pavement condition index of 70 or higher for City Parking Lots. 

2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 
79 77 76 77.3 
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Local Benchmark:  Project engineering cost as a percent of total project construction cost 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. C 
Description:  N/A 
Our Goal:  To provide consulting services at a cost below other consulting companies. 

Project Total Project 
Construction Cost 

Project 
Engineering 

Cost 
Percentage 

09-02 Roselawn Reconstruction $1,446,516 $221,294 15% 

09-04 2009 Mill & Overlay $998,930 $52,849 5% 

10-04 2010 Mill & Overlay $1,261,404 $125,430 10% 

11-02 Dale Street Reconstruction $976,476 $182,230 19% 

11-04 2011 Mill & Overlay $764,844 $82,558 11% 

2011 Sewer Lining $548,068 $21,203 4% 
 
Local Benchmark:  Street Sweeping 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. A 
Description:  Sweeping operation costs. 
Our Goal:  To provide sweeping services at the most cost efficient price. 
Street Sweeping  2009 2010 2011 

  Linear           Lane Linear           Lane Linear           Lane 

Spring Cost per mile $310          $111 $347         $124 $371         $133 

Fall Cost per mile $115          $41 $136        $49 $176          $63 
 
Local Benchmark:  Snow Plowing 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. A 
Description:  Cost per lane mile for street snow plowing and ice control. 
Our Goal:  Cost effective safe driving conditions. 

 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 3-Year Avg. 

Snowfall for season 35” 86” 18” 46.3” 
Cost per lane mile $1,563 $2,155 $656 $1,458 

 
Local Benchmark:  Street Seal Coating 
IR2025 Strategy:  12. A 
Description:  Cost per square yard  
Our Goal:  To provide quality seal coating at cost effective prices. 

 2009 2010 2011 3-Year Avg. 
Cost per square yard $.91 $.94 $1.08 $.98 
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Local Benchmark:  Facility Energy Use Trending 
IR2025 Strategy:  2.C.2 
Description:  Comparison of energy use at City facilities 
Our Goal: To continue energy-saving practices to keep energy use trending down. 

Table 1 Gas Usage 
 2009 2010 2011 

 therms therms therms 

City Hall 32,534 17,162 16,793 

Public Works 27,117 25,155 24,533 

Total 59,651 42,317 41,326 
 

Table 2 Electric Usage 
 2009 2010 2011 

 kWh kWh kWh 

City Hall 930,720 841,760 800,400 

Public Works 285,440 277,760 299,200 

Total 1,216,160 1,119,520 1,099,600 
 
Local Benchmark:  Unaccounted For Water 
Description:  Accounting for unidentified water use 
Our Goal: To minimize lost water. 
**This is a new measure and we are currently working on the best way to accurately identify 
unaccounted for water use. 
 
 
The Department has also established additional measures of performance.  They consist of: 
 

 Program based budgeting 
 Surveys of satisfaction levels of various services 
 Cost of service analysis for major programs and services 
 Tracking of infrastructure replacement and rehabilitation for compliance with capital 

improvement goals 
 Life cycle costing for fleet vehicles 

 
 
 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  8  
 
 
Item Description: Asset Management Update 
 
 
Background:   
Staff recently made a purchasing recommendation for asset management software to the City 
Council.  This was the culmination of an 18 month evaluation process where staff assessed the 
capabilities, cost, and user friendliness of nearly a dozen different asset management products.  
The selected software is PubWorks from the Tracker Software Company.  
 
Staff is scheduled for a kick off meeting with the vendor on Monday the 24th of September to 
understand the information and data needs for the vendor to begin setting up the system.  Initial 
training will occur approximately one month after they receive the data for conversion and 
information for set up of drop down bars etc.  
 
Staff will give the Commission a brief update at your meeting on the software and 
implementation schedule.  We would anticipate a future demonstration for the Commission once 
we have some city data in the system and staff receives training.  
 
The link to the software website is http://pubworks.com/. 
 

Recommended Action: 
None 
 
Attachments: 
A.  
  



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: September 25, 2012 Item No:  9 
 
 
Item Description: Look Ahead Agenda Items/ Next Meeting October 23, 2012 
 
 
Suggested Items: 

• Xcel Energy presentation on their LED Streetlight study 
• County Road D Reconstruction Project Preliminary Design  

 
 
Recommended Action: 
Set preliminary agenda items for the October 23, 2012 Public Works, Environment & 
Transportation Commission meeting. 
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