
 

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, November 26, 2013, 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 October 22, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
 
6:45 p.m. 4. Communication Items  
 
6:55 p.m. 5. Pathway Master Plan Build Out 
 
7:45 p.m. 6. Natural Resource Plan 
 
8:10 p.m. 7. Receive 2014 Public Works Project Presentation 
 
8:25 p.m. 8. Possible Items for Next Meeting –January 28, 2014 
 
8:30 p.m. 9. Adjourn 
 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  3 
 
 
Item Description: Approval of the October 22, 2013 Public Works Commission Minutes 
 
 
Attached are the minutes from the October 22, 2013 meeting. 
 
Recommended Action: 
Motion approving the minutes of October 22, 2013, subject to any necessary corrections or 
revision. 
 
 
October 22, 2013 Minutes 
 

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

Meeting Minutes 
 
 

Tuesday, October 22, 2013, at 6:30 p.m. 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Roseville, Minnesota 55113 
 

 

 
1. Introduction / Call Roll  1 

Vice Chair Stenlund called the meeting to order at approximately 6:30 p.m. 2 
 3 
Members Present:  Chair Vanderwall and Members Dwayne Stenlund; Steve 4 

Gjerdingen; and Jim DeBenedet 5 
 6 
Members Excused: Member Joan Felice 7 
 8 
Staff Present: Public Works Director Duane Schwartz and Finance 9 

Director Chris Miller 10 
 11 

2. Public Comments 12 
 13 

3. Approval of September 24, 2013 Meeting Minutes 14 
Member DeBenedet moved, Member Stenlund seconded, approval of the 15 
September 24, 2013, meeting as amended. 16 
 17 
Chair Van commended Members on their comprehensive discussion at the 18 
previous meeting, and at his absence, in moving toward recommendations for the 19 
very important Pathway Master Plan update. 20 
 21 
Corrections: 22 
Page 5, lines 192 – 197 (Gjerdingen)  23 
 Correct to read: “… Discussion included deleting [two segments] of the 24 

Victoria stretch between County Roads C and D, [and the east/west segments 25 
from] Long Lake Road to Walnut Street…”  26 

Page 10, line 435 (Gjerdingen) 27 
 Correct from County Road C reference to B-2 28 
Page 11, line 467 (Gjerdingen) 29 
 Delete title reference to Map 11 to continue discussion with previous text 30 
 31 
Ayes: 3 32 
Nays: 0 33 
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Abstentions: 1 (Vanderwall) 34 
Motion carried. 35 

 36 
4. Communication Items 37 

Public Works Director Schwartz noted that updates on various construction 38 
projects were included in tonight’s meeting packet and available on-line at the 39 
City’s website at www.cityofroseville.com/projects, and as detailed in the staff 40 
report dated October 22, 2013. 41 
 42 
Discussion included Member DeBenedet’s concerns with lower temperatures in 43 
the fall to place restrictions for completion of concrete and/or asphalt work unless 44 
sufficient precautions are taken (e.g. County Road D project) with Mr. Schwartz 45 
assuring Commissioners that contractors and subcontractors were well aware of 46 
those cautions.  Member DeBenedet opined that it would cost residents the same 47 
whether a good or bad job was done, and it behooved the City to ensure a good 48 
job was done.   49 
 50 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall, Mr. Schwartz addressed the future 51 
programming status for the Rice Street Corridor with the Transit Avenue to Little 52 
Canada Road segment currently programmed with Ramsey County for 2016; and 53 
the County Road B to Larpenteur Avenue segment in approximately 2020 or 54 
2012; with mill and overlay paving performed as short-term maintenance. 55 
 56 
Mr. Schwartz advised that staff was currently in the process of filling the City 57 
Engineer Position, having received a relatively small candidate pool, while trying 58 
to find the best fit for Roseville.  Mr. Schwartz advised that applications had just 59 
closed for the Environmental Specialist position, having received 98 applicants; 60 
and review of those applications currently underway.  Given the broad range of 61 
qualifications for this position, Mr. Schwartz noted that they had expected more 62 
candidates versus the City Engineer position scope. 63 
 64 
For the benefit of the listening audience, Chair Vanderwall requested that Mr. 65 
Schwartz provide a brief synopsis of the annual Fall Leaf Collection program in 66 
Roseville.  Mr. Schwartz advised that there was a $50 sign up fee, available 67 
online or via information provided on the mailed post card for each residence.  68 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the program was scheduled to begin on November 4; 69 
and hopefully be completed within two weeks; depending on weather and actual 70 
leaf drop. 71 
 72 

5. Discuss 2014 Utility Rates 73 
Chair Vanderwall recognized City of Roseville Finance Director Chris Miller to 74 
present a preliminary analysis for proposed 2014 utility rates before City Council 75 
final approval in November for the 2014 budget year. 76 
 77 
Mr. Miller led the Commission through those various utility rates and rate 78 
structures, current and proposed, as detailed in the staff report dated October 22, 79 
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2013, and Mr. Miller’s supporting memoranda specific to each utility fund, as 80 
attached.  Mr. Miller advised that the rates were structured and reviewed annually 81 
to address day-to-day operating costs, budgetary needs for 2014, and the twenty-82 
year capital improvement program (CIP).   83 
 84 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall and for the benefit of the public, Mr. Miller 85 
provided clarification on the purpose for the CIP to address infrastructure needs 86 
on a sustainable schedule. 87 
 88 
The staff report detail included impacts of the proposed rates for individual 89 
customers and average single-family homeowners, from a monthly and annual 90 
view. 91 
 92 
Water Fund (Attachment A, page 2) 93 
Specific to water rates, Mr. Miller commended Mr. Schwartz for his work with 94 
the City of St. Paul, supplier of wholesale water for the City of Roseville, in 95 
recalculating cost allocations for the area and Roseville.  Due to the efforts of Mr. 96 
Schwartz, Mr. Miller noted that St. Paul Regional Water Utility had frozen 2013 97 
water rates at 2012 levels; which made a huge difference in 2014 rates, with the 98 
usage rate remaining fixed for those two years, but increasing minimally in 2014 99 
at 2.3%, and represented a direct pass-through from St. Paul to Roseville. 100 
 101 
In reviewing CIP costs, Mr. Miller noted that long-term costs were paid separately 102 
by a base fee charged to all customers; and while not an exact science, with 103 
annual variables addressed, there was $24 million programmed into the CIP 104 
budget over the next twenty (20) years.  Based on updated information, refined 105 
infrastructure conditions, additional costs coming on line, and some inflationary 106 
adjustments, Mr. Miller advised that a 10% increase in those base rates was being 107 
requested for 2014 from 2013 rates.  While this was a larger increase than desired, 108 
Mr. Miller advised that savings would be realized in some other utility areas that 109 
would soften the blow. 110 
 111 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall whether those differentials were due to 112 
changes in the bid environment due to economics, or more difficult repairs of 113 
infrastructure, Mr. Schwartz advised that the most significant reason for the rate 114 
increase was due to the extensive and expensive reconditioning of the water tower 115 
programmed in 2014. 116 
 117 
At the request of Member Stenlund, Mr. Miller provided a status report on the 118 
poor condition of the Water Fund to-date relative to other utility funds.  Mr. 119 
Miller advised that, over the last 15 years, the Water Fund had never realized 120 
sufficient funds to facility cash flow and operations on a day-to-day basis; and 121 
therefore, at this time was going to require some sustained rate increases to build 122 
up cash to meet those needs.  At the moment, Mr. Miller advised that the funds in 123 
this fund, compared to others, was poor to meet those day-to-day operations; and 124 
had been and still relied on an internal loan from the Sanitary Sewer Fund for 125 
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some time, which served as a negative drain on overall City finances, and needed 126 
to be addressed systematically. 127 
 128 
Unlike other taxing jurisdictions, Chair Vanderwall suggested that it was 129 
preferable to correct funds sustainably versus bonding.  Mr. Miller concurred that 130 
it was preferable so have a healthy sustainable fund rather than bonding or 131 
transferring funds from one utility fund to another. 132 
 133 
Sanitary Sewer Fund (Attachment A, page 3) 134 
Mr. Miller noted that this fund was healthier, with the largest operating cost 135 
payments directly to the Metropolitan Council’s Environmental Services Division 136 
(MCES) for wastewater treatment costs, with this year’s increase from them, 137 
based on projected flows and increased MCES costs, increasing by 2%.  Mr. 138 
Miller noted that there would be increased capital costs due to planned CIP 139 
replacements in accordance with the twenty-year CIP.  Mr. Miller advised that the 140 
intent was to increase usage fees by $2.25, but freeze base rate charges for 2014, 141 
as it appeared that fixed costs were sustainable in the fund at this time. 142 
 143 
Mr. Miller corrected the statement that included the hiring of the Environmental 144 
Specialist position in this category, advising that it should be listed in the 145 
Recycling Fund. 146 
 147 
At the prompting of Member DeBenedet, Mr. Miller clarified that the cash 148 
reserves of $1.5 million did not include receivables from the Water Fund (internal 149 
loan reimbursement), and with those funds included, the reserves would be closer 150 
to $2.1 million; and continued the strong financial position of this fund. 151 
 152 
At the suggestion of Member DeBenedet that rates could be held based on those 153 
reserves, Mr. Miller responded that, in a perfect world annual inflationary 154 
increases would be implemented to stay abreast of inflation and avoid rate spikes; 155 
but in an imperfect situation, opportunities were sought to lower the overall utility 156 
bills for customers, and such reserves allowed for some flexibility in mitigating 157 
future increases. 158 
 159 
Storm Drainage Operations (Attachment A, pages 3-4) 160 
Mr. Miller noted that this Fund was in good shape, and the proposed 2014 161 
increase was minimal and largely inflationary, as detailed in the report. 162 
 163 
As the PWETC noted last year, Member DeBenedet reiterated that the Roseville 164 
Stormwater Utility fee was well below that of most metropolitan communities. 165 
 166 
Recycling Operations (Attachment A, page 4) 167 
Mr. Miller noted that this Fund was also in good shape; and based on the recent 168 
Eureka bid, revenue sharing and alternative revenue sources, rates for customers 169 
would be decreasing in 2014 from $6 to $5 for curbside recycling, while 170 
increasing materials that could be recycled. 171 
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 172 
Rate Comparisons and Impacts (Attachment A, pages 6 – 8) 173 
Mr. Miller reviewed the impacts for typical, single-family homes on a quarterly 174 
and monthly basis; and addressed the formula used for some time for commercial 175 
and residential uses.  Mr. Miller also provided comparison rates for each utility 176 
from peer communities consisting of first-ring suburbs serving populations of 177 
18,000 to 50,000; including differences in funding philosophies among those 178 
communities.  As an example, Mr. Miller noted that while some communities 179 
may do so, the City of Roseville’s policy was to not use special assessments to 180 
pay for infrastructure improvements, but funded them entirely through utility 181 
rates. 182 
 183 
Discussion ensued regarding rate categories; pipe size categories and actual 184 
usage; and domestic meters and commercial sprinkler system distinctions. 185 
 186 
Mr. Schwartz noted that another tremendous impact on rates was the level of 187 
treatment, using the example of the City of Roseville centrally softening/treating 188 
water versus other communities letting the customer do so at point-of-use.  Mr. 189 
Schwartz advised that this alone sometimes doubled the costs of wholesale versus 190 
retail water. 191 
 192 
Mr. Miller noted that the City of Roseville had higher water rates compared to 193 
peer communities; but part of that in addition to Mr. Schwartz’s observations 194 
included the significant water system infrastructure upgrades and replacements 195 
that other cities may not be actively pursuing at this time.  Mr. Miller advised that 196 
the City was at a high point in revenues at this time in order to raise funds for 197 
systematic capital improvements; and observed that the aggressive CIP put in 198 
place was driving rates to the top of the chart in comparison with peer 199 
communities compared to three years ago. 200 
 201 
Due to previously-discussed issues, Mr. Miller noted that Roseville was trending 202 
toward the higher end for sanitary sewer utility rates compared to peer 203 
communities and its renewed infrastructure investment period. 204 
 205 
Mr. Miller noted the differing funding philosophies again; and in conclusion 206 
noted a more comprehensive comparison over the broader spectrum of needs and 207 
those funding philosophies, with Roseville then among the lower portion and 208 
nearly 15% below peer averages.  Mr. Miller noted the need to look at all factors 209 
and local preferences in determining influences affecting property taxes and rate 210 
structures. 211 
 212 
Member DeBenedet concurred, noting that as part of his Master’s Degree 213 
program studies, and having spoken to a number of Public Works Directors in 214 
other cities, he found Roseville to be ahead of the curve in addressing its 215 
infrastructure needs, with those other communities yet to get a game plan or have 216 
their respective staffs bring it to the attention of their City Councils. 217 
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 218 
Mr. Miller noted two (2) additional and related memorandums for the attention of 219 
the PWETC: Attachment A dated October 4, 2013 entitled “Water Conservation 220 
Rates;” and Attachment B dated October 4, 2013 entitled, “Utility Bill Senior 221 
Discount Program.”  Mr. Miller sought discussion and review of both subjects for 222 
reference prior to City Council review. 223 
 224 
Water Conservation Rates 225 
Mr. Miller briefly summarized this tiered rate program and questioned if it was 226 
meeting the original goals or how those goals could be effectively measured.  Mr. 227 
Miller noted that he and Mr. Schwartz continued discussions among themselves 228 
as to whether or not this made sense or how residents could be better incentivized 229 
to use less water; and how to implement a rate structure that would achieve that 230 
goal.  Mr. Miller advised that his memorandum was intended as an introduction 231 
for policy discussions by the City Council, and invited the PWETC to weigh in to 232 
those discussions.  Mr. Miller noted that the underlying premise was to address 233 
excessive water usage versus normal daily household use; and admitted the 234 
challenges in putting that into a rate structure that would incent people to use less 235 
water.  Mr. Miller noted further challenges based on the number of people in a 236 
given household, as well as their use philosophy; and how to treat everyone 237 
equitably without penalizing them for good water use behave 238 
 239 
Mr. Schwartz noted that the PWEC had originally spent considerable time on this 240 
issue, and made a subsequent recommendation to the City Council; but due to the 241 
status of the service study with the St. Paul Regional Water Board, the City 242 
Council had chosen not to accept the PWETC recommendation at that time, 243 
which indicated some support for a single tiered water rate system.  Mr. Schwartz 244 
noted that the results of that study had proven favorable to the City of Roseville 245 
for 2013; with recommended increases for 2014, as previously noted by Mr. 246 
Miller.  From that staff perspective, Mr. Schwartz advised that staff was 247 
recommending retaining the same rate structure at this time. 248 
 249 
Member Stenlund suggested exploring the concept if someone wrote off 250 
dependents on their taxes; look at the value to reward their water usage based on 251 
that; with a recommendation to standardize rate values to reward conservation on 252 
a per person basis. 253 
 254 
Mr. Miller noted the challenge to create a system that didn’t penalize for 255 
conservation but for higher usage; and noted the difficulty in doing so on a house-256 
to-house basis or means tested based on household size.  Mr. Miller noted that it 257 
was logistically challenging to do a household by household comparison; 258 
however, he admitted that he hadn’t thought that scenario through at this point. 259 
 260 
Chair Vanderwall noted that usage wasn’t necessarily based on the number of 261 
children alone, but could be parents or others living in a household; or a family 262 
doing multiple loads of laundry and higher water usage, but not significant usage 263 
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in other areas.  Chair Vanderwall opined that it would be interesting to see if there 264 
was a way to perform such an analysis in the future – beyond 2014; and 265 
questioned if it would be onerous for staff time to verify that concept.  In general, 266 
Chair Vanderwall noted that the PWETC would like to see the community 267 
responsible in its use of water. 268 
 269 
Member DeBenedet opined that water usage was not linear based on the number 270 
of people in the home; with the key to incent efficiencies, whether for irrigation, 271 
car washing, dishwasher or laundry uses.  Member DeBenedet further opined that 272 
setting up a system to recognize people in certain houses rather than others could 273 
prove highly problematic, and raise havoc with internal efficiencies for the City 274 
causing personnel and operating costs to go up anyway.  Since the PWETC’s 275 
recommendation to the City Council in the past, Member DeBenedet advised that 276 
he had then seen Mr. Miller’s memorandum to the City Council outlining areas 277 
that had not come to the decision-making of the PWETC in making their 278 
recommendation, basically parallel to the points brought up by Mr. Miller in this 279 
memorandum.  Member DeBenedet opined that the two-tiered structure remain in 280 
place, while consideration could be given to the break point for gallons used per 281 
quarter.  However, at this point without additional information on usage impacts 282 
from the one tier to the two tier structure system, or whether a household 283 
decreased or increased in size, Member DeBenedet questioned if there was any 284 
obvious rationale in making a change.  At this point, Member DeBenedet 285 
suggested staying with staff’s recommendation to leave the rate structure as is. 286 
 287 
While also speaking to the next senior discount program, Member DeBenedet 288 
observed that a senior could get a double bonus and benefit from the lowest tier 289 
structure as well as receiving the senior discount.  Member DeBenedet stated that 290 
he agreed with some media discussions that questioned whether a senior should 291 
receive a special, reduced rate, while others who may have more of a financial 292 
need were forced to subsidize those senior rate reductions.   293 
 294 
Chair Vanderwall advised that, while this required further discussion when not 295 
faced with the budget time constraints, for the time being the PWETC supported 296 
staff’s recommendation to leave the water rate tiered structure as is for 2014. 297 
 298 
Utility Bill Senior Discount Program  299 
Mr. Miller briefly summarized this program as detailed in his memorandum; and 300 
existence since at least 1970 when the City passed an ordinance to encourage 301 
homeowners to abandon their private wells and septic systems and connect to the 302 
municipal system.  Mr. Miller noted action by the City Council in 2004 to expand 303 
the program to include single-family homeowners meeting federal poverty 304 
guideline criteria.  While it may be a hardship for retired homeowners to pay full 305 
water/sewer rates, Mr. Miller noted that there was no financial means testing 306 
performed to justify this, only an assumption that if you’re retired and on a fixed 307 
income, you get a break.  Now that the program is expanded beyond that, Mr. 308 
Miller noted that currently 25% of all single-family homeowners receive that 309 
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discount, an increase of 400 households over the past five (5) years for 310 
water/sewer base fees.  Mr. Miller recognized that Roseville was home to a lot of 311 
seniors and with the number of baby boomers in their 50’s, it was possible that the 312 
program could see an increase of 40% - 45% over the next decade.  313 
Unfortunately, Mr. Miller observed that some other customer had to make it up.   314 
 315 
While the City Council has discussed this program, to-date they have left the 316 
program alone.  Mr. Miller advised that, if the intent of the discount program was 317 
that younger households were subsidizing older households, then this program 318 
was more than meeting those goals and objectives and working wonderfully.  319 
However, if not, Mr. Miller suggested a serious look at the program to determine 320 
whether it’s achieving the desired outcome.  Mr. Miller asked that the PWETC 321 
provide their thoughts to the City Council. 322 
 323 
Chair Vanderwall stated that, if this program went from the current eligibility 324 
requirements to means, poverty income guideline-based, he would want a more 325 
detailed analysis as to what rates would support such a program.  Even though 326 
that may mean that the base rate would be reduced for some and increased for 327 
others currently receiving the discount since some seniors would still meet 328 
poverty guidelines, Chair Vanderwall opined that he thought that was the right 329 
step to take to make the program and rate structure more equitable; and applicable 330 
to all ages and households, no matter their age, but simply based on income. 331 
 332 
Member DeBenedet noted that the conjured image for some time has been that all 333 
senior citizens living on a fixed income have a hard time making end meet.  334 
However, Member DeBenedet opined that the actual reality may be that the 335 
younger families or households may also be living on a fixed income, with limited 336 
savings, and actually having a harder time making ends meeting.  Member 337 
DeBenedet spoke in support of a means tested program; again recognizing that 338 
just because he was a senior citizen didn’t mean he necessarily qualified for a 339 
discount when someone younger with fewer resources may better qualify for such 340 
a discount.  Member DeBenedet also noted that, in recognizing that Roseville’s 341 
older infrastructure needed to be addressed and the City was now catching up 342 
with providing a sustainable program, in turn some of the City’s senior citizens 343 
had been using that infrastructure longer at a discounted rate.  Member 344 
DeBenedet sought additional federal poverty threshold guidelines from staff 345 
specific to Roseville. 346 
 347 
Mr. Miller advised that the guidelines were based on a sliding scale, depending on 348 
the number of persons in a household, and based on adjusted gross income. 349 
 350 
Member DeBenedet further supported dropping or significantly reducing the 351 
senior discount, while maintaining the discount for those with limited incomes. 352 
 353 
Chair Vanderwall spoke in support of a revised discount program at 125% to 354 
200% of income guidelines, not just at poverty level; however, he noted that it 355 
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would need to be developed and formulated to determine the effect on rates.  356 
Chair Vanderwall noted the many different levels of income-based programs. 357 
 358 
Member DeBenedet concurred. 359 
 360 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the City Council will probably touch on the topic at 361 
one of their November meetings as part of the 2014 utility rate discussion; and 362 
advised that staff would provide the PWETC comments as part of that discussion.   363 
 364 
Mr. Miller noted that, while he anticipated that discussion, he reminded everyone 365 
that the City Council was not obligated to make any decisions at that meeting or 366 
at any time for that matter; but if the PWETC was interested in providing 367 
guidance to those discussions, they should do so.  As another consideration, Mr. 368 
Miller sought input on how to handle those 25% of households currently receiving 369 
the discount, whether they lost it or they were grandfathered in. 370 
 371 
Chair Vanderwall suggested sending a message to the City Council to implement 372 
a means-tested water/sewer rate system rather than a retirement-tested system.  373 
Chair Vanderwall stated that, if the City Council supports that concept, the next 374 
step would be to determine how to implement such a system.  Chair Vanderwall 375 
spoke in opposition to a grandfathering concept for current discount recipients, as 376 
it sounded too similar to the current senior rate.  While there were many retired 377 
people in Roseville, Chair Vanderwall opined that they were not all suffering.  378 
Chair Vanderwall opined that the goal was to provide a fair, honest and equitable 379 
program, even though there would always be some controversy. 380 
 381 
Member Stenlund suggested that the current discounts, rather than grandfathered 382 
in, could be phased out slowly over the next five years; while still trying to 383 
achieve the conservation challenge in the less you use, the less you pay.   384 
 385 
In addressing the current discount summaries provided by Mr. Miller in his 386 
memorandum, Member Gjerdingen suggested making the change and be done 387 
with it versus phasing or grandfathering it in order to avoid an accounting 388 
nightmare for staff. 389 
 390 
Chair Vanderwall, with PWETC consensus, noted that the PWEC was supportive 391 
of removing the senior discount program as it now operated, while not yet 392 
agreeing on future methodology. 393 
 394 
MOTION 395 
Member DeBenedet moved, Member Gjerdingen seconded, recommendation 396 
to the City Council for termination of the current senior discount program at 397 
the next rate change opportunity (e.g. annual utility rate review); retaining 398 
the portion of the program for those qualifying based on income guidelines; 399 
but refining that requirement for households meeting 100% to 200% of 400 
federal poverty guidelines, subject to further analysis by staff. 401 
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 402 
At the request of Member DeBenedet, Mr. Miller confirmed that of the number 403 
receiving the current senior discount, there were only a few households receiving 404 
it due to meeting federal poverty guidelines. 405 
 406 
At the request of Member DeBenedet, Mr. Miller advised that senior discounts 407 
were not common among other cities, to his knowledge, and of the 107 408 
metropolitan cities, he would estimate that significantly fewer than half of them 409 
offered such a program. 410 
 411 
Ayes: 4 412 
Nays: 0 413 
Motion carried. 414 
 415 
MOTION 416 
Member DeBenedet moved, Member Stenlund seconded, recommending to 417 
the City Council that they retain the current two-tiered water utility rate 418 
structure. 419 
 420 
Ayes: 4 421 
Nays: 0 422 
Motion carried. 423 
 424 

6. Pathway Master Plan Build-Out  425 
Mr. Schwartz briefly reviewed and presented the latest iteration of the proposed 426 
Pathway Master Plan Build-out based on discussions and re-ranking to-date; and 427 
as detailed in the staff report dated October 22, 2013. 428 
 429 
Member DeBenedet opined that the composite rankings had come out as he 430 
expected.  Member DeBenedet addressed the portion of County Road B between 431 
Highway 280 and Cleveland Avenue; and discussions held at the NRATS 432 
Subcommittee for the Parks Renewal Program and Parks & Recreation 433 
Commission meetings recognizing that that portion of the City had no park, and 434 
received little or no attention or benefits.  On the other hand, Member DeBenedet 435 
advised that, in light of park project discussions, the park bonding issue had 436 
monies set aside for pathways.   437 
 438 
At the last NRATS meeting, Member DeBenedet advised that new information 439 
was brought forward differently than before.  Member DeBenedet noted that the 440 
County Road B-2 pathway was retained as a #1 priority, but remaining monies 441 
were reallocated for internal park improvements.  Given the concerns with safety 442 
and accessibility, Member DeBenedet opined that the shift had surprised him 443 
somewhat; since as those projects were originally developed, the earliest 444 
consideration would have been with safety and accessibility with ADA 23 445 
mandating public facilities being accessible, with the City of Roseville currently 446 
way behind the curve in that aspect.  Member DeBenedet opined that there was a 447 
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need to find a way to cover County Road B-2 and other needs strictly for 448 
pathways for recreational opportunities and non-motorized transportation, not just 449 
commuting, walking, shopping, or bike riding at leisure.  Member DeBenedet 450 
suggested that the PWETC give that further consideration as it finalized this 451 
build-out plan before recommending it to the City Council.  Member DeBenedet 452 
recognized audience members attending tonight to speak to this issue as well. 453 
 454 
Chair Vanderwall reviewed the process to-date as charged by the City Council to 455 
the PWETC for a an update and review of the City’s original Pathway Master 456 
Plan first developed in 1975, with several updates over that 38-year period, 457 
mostly recently in 2008.  For the benefit of the listening audience, Chair 458 
Vanderwall noted that the PWETC looked at the Master Plan differently than the 459 
Parks & Recreation Commission or other people, since they were the Commission 460 
charged with the structure of the community: water, sewer, roadways, and 461 
commerce around the City.  Chair Vanderwall noted the PWETC’s interest in 462 
making sure roadways and pathways got people through town easily; and 463 
therefore its criteria would appear from a different perspective, whether it seemed 464 
fair to a neighborhood or not.  465 
 466 
From his personal viewpoint, Chair Vanderwall stated that when he looked at 467 
pathways, he considered how many people would actually use and it how much 468 
traffic would they encounter in doing so.  While it may not be the same criteria 469 
that the Parks & Recreation Commission might use, Chair Vanderwall reiterated 470 
his and the PWETC’s concern in how to get bicyclers and pedestrians safely 471 
around the community as their numbers continued to increase.  Chair Vanderwall 472 
noted that individual Commissioners agreed to rank their priorities, and then 473 
develop a composite of those individual rankings to compromise on those 474 
priorities in reviewing the broader picture, recognizing that individual priorities 475 
may not end up ranking as high as preferred by those individual Commissioners, 476 
himself included. 477 
 478 
Member Stenlund provided his rationale for his individual ranking, noting that he 479 
made the assumption for those things already being funded, they would be built; 480 
and scored priorities accordingly; and not ranking something already being done, 481 
since they were already in process. 482 
 483 
Member Gjerdingen provided his rationale for ranking, including those roads 484 
transferred from Ramsey County to the City, and those still pending. 485 
 486 
As previously notified, and unable to attend tonight’s meeting, PWETC 487 
Commissioner Joan Felice provided written comments via e-mail dated October 488 
22, 2013, requesting reconsideration of the priority ranking for the southwestern 489 
segment of County Road B to Cleveland Avenue segment, based on feedback 490 
she’d received since the last PWETC meeting; attached hereto and made a part 491 
hereof. 492 
Public Comments 493 
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A bench handout was provided for the meeting from Gary Grefenberg, Executive 494 
Committee Coordinator of the SouthWest Area of Roseville Neighborhoods 495 
(SWARN) dated October 22, 2013; and incorporating e-mail communications 496 
among the neighborhood and residents; as well as excerpts of the Implementation 497 
Planning Session One for Southwest Roseville dated April 11, 2013   attached 498 
hereto and made a part hereof; and specific to a segment of County Road B west 499 
of Cleveland Avenue.   500 
 501 
In addition to that, staff provided e-mail correspondence from residents, attached 502 
hereto and made a part hereof, from the following residents: 503 

Kris & Dr. Mac Baird; 2239 Fulham Street 504 
Martin Schoen; 2096 Fairways Lane 505 
John Bachhuber; 2223 Marion Road 506 
Dick & Shirley Friberg; 2130 Fairways Lane 507 
Megan Dushin; 2249 St. Stephen Street 508 
Julie Fraser; 2181 Midland View Court 509 
Glen & ClaudiaWoker; 2186 Fulham Street 510 
Paul A. Lefebvre; 2230 Marion Road 511 

Chair Vanderwall recognized audience members, who were obviously concerned 512 
with where their area of interest or neighborhood ranked in the overall plan; and 513 
opened the meeting up to public comment from them at this time. 514 
 515 
Gary Grefenberg 516 
Mr. Grefenberg shared his credentials and involvement over the last four years in 517 
this process on behalf of the SW area of Roseville, and volunteer efforts of 518 
SWARN; and thanked the PWETC for hearing his comments tonight.  Mr. 519 
Grefenberg stressed the importance of pathways; especially in the SW section of 520 
Roseville bounded by Highway 280 on the west, I-35W on the north, and a golf 521 
course on the south; with their only egress and access along County Road B, as 522 
well as their only connection to the rest of the community.  Mr. Grefenberg 523 
addressed safety concerns; lack of attention to this area of the community 524 
compared to other areas of the City receiving more interest; his interpretation of 525 
comments from the Parks Department and allocation of bond funds for pathways 526 
inside parks.  In general, as referenced in the SWARN letter and attachments, Mr. 527 
Grefenberg summarized the collective impression by this area of Roseville that its 528 
residents continued to be short-changed based on having to compete with other 529 
interests seeking recreational opportunities and connectivity, beyond safety.  530 
Having been involved in this process since 2011 with the transitions along County 531 
Road B, and promises to-date, Mr. Grefenberg opined that the neighborhood 532 
thought their requests and concerns had been heard and would be addressed; 533 
however, he noted that it was apparent that they should have been tracking the 534 
process more carefully, as they seemed to be getting lost in the shuffle once again. 535 
 536 
Chair Vanderwall recognized the frustration; however, he clarified the process 537 
within the PWETC with that of the Parks & Recreation Department and their 538 
priorities in ranking various projects 539 
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 540 
Mr. Grefenberg further addressed the neighborhood’s safety concerns, interest in 541 
recreational opportunities, and access to schools; seeking a sidewalk from on 542 
County Road B to Cleveland Avenue that would provide a link, address safety, 543 
and add cohesion.  Mr. Grefenberg referenced letters from neighborhood mothers 544 
and activists addressing their concerns for bicyclers and pedestrians due to the 545 
excessive speed along this stretch, even beyond the 40 mph posted speed.   546 
 547 
Mr. Grefenberg opined that this stretch should certainly rank higher than adding a 548 
sidewalk to the west side of Fairview Avenue.  After discussing this concern 549 
directly with PWEC Commissioner Felice, Mr. Grefenberg noted her e-mail in 550 
which she reversed her position.  Mr. Grefenberg further opined that the PWEC’s 551 
ranking of these segments without input from those neighborhoods directly 552 
impacts was a fatal flaw of this update. 553 
 554 
Chair Vanderwall, again respected the concerns expressed by Mr. Grefenberg; 555 
however, he explained that the PWETC didn’t work the same way as other groups 556 
in reviewing projects.  Chair Vanderwall noted that the original Pathway Master 557 
Plan was brought to the body at the charge of the City Council for a review and 558 
update of priorities for recommendation to the City Council, in addition to the 559 
other work of the body.  Again, Chair Vanderwall explained the perspective of the 560 
PWETC; with the body hopefully able to compromise and bring a consensus from 561 
their individual viewpoints for a recommendation to the City Council.  Chair 562 
Vanderwall agreed that the Parks & Recreation Renewal Project had been vetted 563 
in many ways through the process referenced by Mr. Grefenberg, of which he had 564 
also participated. 565 
 566 
Chair Vanderwall stated that he sat through 18 months of hearings, planning 567 
meetings, and other venues; and it was clear during that process that the residents 568 
on County Road B needed and wanted a pathway.  At this point, Mr. Grefenberg 569 
noted that he was therefore speaking with some frustration, as he felt the City had 570 
made a commitment to implementing one, whether the funds came from the Parks 571 
Department or the PWETC’s funding source. 572 
 573 
Chair Vanderwall clarified that the PWETC did not have a funding source. 574 
 575 
Mr. Grefenberg opined that the Parks & Recreation Department was clearly not 576 
telling the PWETC what they had told residents on April 11. 577 
 578 
With the permission of the C hair, Public Works Director Schwartz clarified that 579 
County Road B remained a Ramsey County roadway, and was not yet under the 580 
City of Roseville’s jurisdiction. 581 
 582 
In response to Mr. Grefenberg’s comment that it was in transition, Mr. Schwartz 583 
clarified that Ramsey County and City staff are in discussions, but at this point, 584 
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nothing had been brought to the City Council’s attention for a formal agreement 585 
to transfer that jurisdiction. 586 
 587 
In response to Mr. Grefenberg’s comment that a portion of County Road B (east 588 
side) was under City jurisdiction, Mr. Schwartz clarified that the entire road was 589 
under Ramsey County jurisdiction. 590 
 591 
At the request of Mr. Grefenberg as to how a sidewalk had been installed on one 592 
segment, which he understood the City Council had authorized several months 593 
ago, Mr. Schwartz clarified that they had authorized a sidewalk was authorized on 594 
County Road B-2. 595 
 596 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the City could work with Ramsey County to request 597 
that the City be allowed to install a pedestrian facility on- or off-road on any 598 
County roadway; and sometimes they participated in those costs if approved. 599 
 600 
At Mr. Grefenberg’s request for display of the map used by the PWETC and his 601 
confusion with some of the numbers shown indicating priorities, Member 602 
DeBenedet clarified that those were map numbers for various segments, and did 603 
not represent priority rankings. 604 
 605 
Member Gjerdingen identified the various map keys (e.g. 2008 Pathway Master 606 
Plan scores; rankings over or under “90”). 607 
 608 
Mr. Grefenberg noted that County Road B had apparently been ranked as a high 609 
priority in the 2008 scores; to which Member DeBenedet concurred that, at that 610 
time, it made sense as it connected to Highway 280, until the collapse of the I-611 
35W bridge and part of the new bridge’s realignment cut off that connection.  As 612 
part of the 2008 study as well, Member DeBenedet advised that his rationale had 613 
therefore changed due to that realignment. 614 
 615 
Mr. Grefenberg stated that his major point is that for a series of neighbors (e.g. St. 616 
Croix, Acorn), the only route they had was on County Road B, not south, not west 617 
due to Highway 280, nor north due to Highway 36.  Mr. Grefenberg opined that 618 
this road is sued often, probably more since the closing of Highway 280; and 619 
suggested comparisons of traffic counts before and after.  Mr. Grefenberg noted 620 
that it provided the only link to schools, parks, and broader community amenities, 621 
and from his perspective, it currently created a risk to the safety of people 622 
walking, since there was no shoulder there.  Mr. Grefenberg opined that those 623 
risks alone should surely rank it higher than a “40.” 624 
 625 
In response to Mr. Grefenberg noting that Fairview Avenue (map #11) had only 626 
received a score of 2.9, yet it was considered a priority; Chair Vanderwall 627 
reviewed the ranking by the PWETC from 1 to 5, noting that a “2” is high, with a 628 
ranking of “1” the highest. 629 
 630 
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Mr. Grefenberg concurred with the written comments of PWETC Commissioner 631 
Felice; opining that whether ranked by the Parks Renewal Program or this body, 632 
County Road B should be addressed by a higher ranking. 633 
 634 
With due to respect to Mr. Grefenberg’s perspective, Chair Vanderwall noted the 635 
changed dynamics in County Road B from the past as an arterial street, dangerous 636 
to pedestrians and when it provided an outlet for the whole neighborhood.  637 
However, now with no through traffic, the traffic profile of that neighborhood had 638 
changed significantly from when it was an arterial to Highway 280.  While still 639 
recognizing the safety concerns expressed, Chair Vanderwall noted the PWETC’s 640 
need to compare that to, as an example, County Road B-2 from Lexington 641 
Avenue to Rice Street and their need to determine which of them experienced 642 
more hazards.  In establishing his individual priority list, Chair Vanderwall 643 
advised that he attempted to remove bicyclers and pedestrians from truck traffic; 644 
with priorities varying depending on traffic counts as well as other considerations.  645 
From that perspective, Chair Vanderwall noted the traffic counts on County Road 646 
B had to be compared with streets with traffic counts of 25,000 per day. 647 
 648 
Mr. Grefenberg reiterated his perception that the neighborhood had been 649 
promised this pathway as part of the Parks Renewal Program. 650 
 651 
Member DeBenedet expressed his sympathetic consideration, noting that he had 652 
been involved in the pathway planning process for Roseville for over 30 years.  653 
With this most recent update, Member DeBenedet advised that the PWETC was 654 
trying to offer the City Council a reasonable and realistic plan to get segments 655 
finished out within a 5-10 year timeframe.  In keeping with comments of Public 656 
Works Director Schwartz at previous meetings, Member DeBenedet noted the 657 
important to keep in mind that often sidewalks, when made part of the Master 658 
Plan, can perhaps be developed before anticipated or scheduled if and when 659 
redevelopment occurs in an area as part of the agreement with a developer.  660 
Member DeBenedet noted that any opportunity was sought to leverage funds with 661 
private development funds and/or other governmental agencies to get pathway 662 
projects completed. 663 
 664 
If the neighborhood felt that the Parks Renewal Program had promised them 665 
something, Member DeBenedet stated that he saw the validity of their concerns.  666 
Member DeBenedet noted that, in the process of engagement with the PWETC 667 
talking to the Parks Program, the attempt was to get back to the beginning of what 668 
the City promised would be used for pathways, or non-motorized pathways 669 
throughout the City for recreation and connectivity.  In all fairness, Member 670 
DeBenedet noted that the total for all projects on the draft list totaled up to $17 671 
million to build it out, including the County Road B pathway.  Under those 672 
circumstances, Member DeBenedet questioned the position of the neighborhood 673 
in recommending to the City Council a bond in 2014 for build-out in 2014. 674 
 675 
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Mr. Grefenberg advised that he would need to consult with the SWARN 676 
Executive Committee before responding to that question. 677 
 678 
Member DeBenedet asked Mr. Grefenberg to do so and respond accordingly. 679 
 680 
Mr. Grefenberg reiterated that the neighborhood would like this segment higher 681 
on the priority list based on needs versus available funding; and built sooner 682 
rather than later. 683 
 684 
Mr. Schultz noted that there was currently no funding source identified for any of 685 
the segments listed in the draft rankings. 686 
 687 
Member DeBenedet thanked those attending tonight’s meeting; and suggested 688 
that the PWETC take another look at its rankings to determine if a way could be 689 
found to reorder them to make everyone happy; even though the group was doing 690 
its best in addressing the needs of the overall community. 691 
 692 
Jerry Larson, ___ St. Stephen Street 693 
In response to Chair Vanderwall’s identification of 400 vehicles per day, Mr. 694 
Larson corrected that information as 1,500 vehicles per day on County Road; with 695 
that correction duly noted by the Chair. 696 
 697 
Mr. Larson addressed those walking along County Road B from Highway 280 to 698 
Cleveland Avenue, including elderly people; and noted the number of vehicles 699 
they would most likely encounter during that time during peak periods; and noted 700 
the limited pavement available outside the stripe and cars forcing people off the 701 
area as well, based on his personal experience.  In his 32 years living there, the 702 
roadway was an arterial during most of that time, and whether or not there was a 703 
high volume of traffic, it was still dangerous and no off-road pathway was ever 704 
provided during that entire period of time.  Mr. Larson opined that this history 705 
supported the neighborhood’s concern in seeing no action, even though they had 706 
asked a number of times during those years; and clarified that the neighbors were 707 
not asking for a trail requiring acquisition of rights-of-way or paving; but opined 708 
that people would be happy with a painted extension of the shoulder. 709 
 710 
Mr. Larson opined that in his review of the numbers for drainage, he found those 711 
cost estimates to be bizarre.  Mr. Larson stated that, as a group, they were fairly 712 
disappointed with the process; noting that over his 32 years in the neighborhood, 713 
there was still no park, and limited areas for walking safely.  As of last April, Mr. 714 
Larson opined that the neighbors thought they’d been heard and were on the right 715 
track, anticipating resolution in the near future based on the Parks ranking of #7.  716 
Now, Mr. Larson observed, it had gone from a #7 to entirely off the table, and he 717 
was no longer optimistic that it was going to ever happen. 718 
 719 
Chair Vanderwall again noted that the rankings of this body were entirely 720 
different that those used by the Parks group, and using different criteria and 721 
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information based on individual and composite rationale in establishing their 722 
rankings.  Chair Vanderwall noted that, when the PWETC had started this 723 
exercise, they had started with a blank sheet showing segments, with no previous 724 
ratings, costs, traffic, maps, and other information; with each Commissioner 725 
coming at their priorities from a different viewpoint. 726 
 727 
Mr. Larson opined that he found that troubling, as if using different criteria, the 728 
rankings were sure to reflect individual preferences. 729 
 730 
While this may be true, Chair Vanderwall noted that as a volunteer, private citizen 731 
committee working with different areas in the committee, the PWETC those 732 
individual experiences and expertise were part of the dynamic of the group in 733 
providing recommendations to the elected officials, the City Council. 734 
 735 
Mr. Larson opined that, while everyone may have different perspectives, the 736 
criteria employed in developing the ranking should be understood and similar.  737 
Mr. Larson stated that he had great respect for their time and work on behalf of 738 
the community, but in this case, he did not agree with the rankings. 739 
 740 
Shirley Friberg, 2130 Fairview Lane 741 
As a resident in this neighborhood since 1960, Ms. Friberg stated that she had 742 
spoken repeatedly to the City’s Engineer and Public Works Director, and had also 743 
met with Ramsey County staff during that time.  During those discussions, Ms. 744 
Friberg alluded to excuses she’d been given why a pathway could not be 745 
constructed along County Road B or in that segment (e.g. not enough children in 746 
neighborhood to matter).  Ms. Friberg reviewed several mishaps on the roadway; 747 
and her previous petition, which should be in the City’s records, which had 150 748 
signatures.  Ms. Friberg referenced concerns she’d expressed about a lawsuit for 749 
the City or County; and subsequent white dividing line painted on by “the City” in 750 
response; and later patching by “the City” of portions of the roadway 751 
(approximately 12 years ago) that were in disrepair.  Ms. Friberg opined that this 752 
still did not solve the problem of not having an area long the shoulder of the 753 
roadway to safely accommodate pedestrians. 754 
 755 
Ms. Friberg opined that the City had not been honest about a number of things, 756 
whether the Public Works, Engineering, or Police Departments.  Ms. Friberg, as a 757 
medical reserve core volunteer and former nurse, expressed concern with 758 
emergency access from then neighborhood as well.  Ms. Friberg opined that the 759 
City still had liability on that road; and suggested members of the PWETC 760 
attempt walking along it.  Ms. Friberg further addressed the former pond that is 761 
now basically road runoff that was “green and smelly;” even though it had been 762 
trimmed after the neighborhood complained. 763 
 764 
Ms. Friberg opined that the number of vehicle trips must from those in the 765 
neighborhood were significant each day, in addition to outside traffic.  Ms. 766 
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Friberg further opined that this was not a safe road, nor was the lighting around it 767 
very good.   768 
 769 
Ryan Westby, ___ County Road B 770 
As a father with two children, having moved into the neighborhood more recently, 771 
but as a Roseville resident his entire life, Mr. Westby reiterated the safety 772 
concerns in this area, opining that they were major.  From his perspective as a 773 
father, but also a law enforcement officer with Hennepin County, Mr. Westby 774 
noted that the road went from 40 mph, then east of Cleveland it was 35 mph, then 775 
east of Fairview if dropped to 30 mph.  With the narrowness of this roadway and 776 
no shoulder, as well as poor visibility with growth along it, Mr. Westby opined 777 
that this was a recipe for disaster.  Mr. Westby noted that, when it rains, the 778 
shoulder area was washed out and creating ruts and other issues, which made it 779 
next to impossible for kids – or adults – to ride on the shoulder.  Even with 780 
constant reminders to his children to not ride on the road and stay on the shoulder, 781 
Mr. Westby noted the difficult for them to maintain any traction due to washouts 782 
and rain.  While he and his wife have been making conscious efforts to reduce 783 
their own speed on that part of the road, Mr. Westby stated that when he had 784 
made inquiries with Ramsey County, they were deferred and told that the County 785 
no longer controlled that portion of the road, but that the City of Roseville was 786 
responsible for controlling speed limits on the road.  From a law enforcement 787 
officer’s perspective, Mr. Westby opined that the problem is not only vehicles 788 
going over 40 mph, but also compounded by other factors and creating this recipe 789 
for disaster.  Mr. Westby noted that there were other neighbors with young 790 
children; and with the approval for the Acorn Development, the neighborhood 791 
would continue to grow and traffic would continue to increase.  When the bridge 792 
collapsed, Mr. Westby stated that he expected that the vehicular traffic would 793 
drop dramatically, and while it has gone down, there is still considerable traffic 794 
and it is going at excessive speeds. 795 
 796 
Chair Vanderwall advised that, whether or not the PWETC could get a pathway in 797 
the neighborhood, at a minimum City staff could work with Ramsey County on 798 
the speed limit, at least to take a step in the right direction. 799 
 800 
From his perspective, Chair Vanderwall noted that historically City rights-of-way 801 
and brush make it difficult to see around corners; and suggested that property 802 
owners or the City could be contacted to trim it to ensure good sight lines.  Chair 803 
Vanderwall noted that this was also something the City could pursue, and noted 804 
that Mr. Schwartz was taking notes of this conversation. 805 
 806 
Unidentified Male Speaker in Audience (off microphone) 807 
The speaker noted the danger for walkers, including those walking their dogs; and 808 
questioned the cost for installing a sidewalk on the south side near the golf course 809 
along that span; opining that it didn’t seem that it would be too outrageous. 810 
 811 
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Chair Vanderwall responded that the off-road option was included on the list of 812 
rankings for County Road B; and the neighbors were welcome to obtain 813 
permission from 100% of the property owners and offer to fund it, as per current 814 
City policy. 815 
 816 
Unidentified Female Speaker in Audience (off microphone) 817 
The speaker spoke of a new condominium development approximately three 818 
blocks from the area. 819 
 820 
David Nelson, 2280 Highway 36 W 821 
As a resident in this neighborhood since he was 4 years old, Mr. Nelson opined 822 
that this was not an expensive project to do, for installing a shoulder along the 823 
south side by Midland, simply by a slight grading and pavement.  Mr. Nelson 824 
further opined that there was no need to do anything with drainage, stating that it 825 
already drained into a drainage pond at Fulham and Highway 36. 826 
 827 
Public Works Director Schwartz noted that not addressing drainage was difficult 828 
in today’s regulated environment, when mitigation is required. 829 
 830 
Mr. Nelson opined that the neighborhood was concerned about the segment 831 
between Fulham and Cleveland, as that is the largest concern due to speed.  Mr. 832 
Nelson further opined that the biggest problem was transient residents in the 833 
apartment complex at the end of the road; and based on his observations, they 834 
were responsible for 90% of the speeding on that road.  Mr. Nelson noted that he 835 
had recently seen a speed trailer in the area, but had no idea of the results of the 836 
study. 837 
 838 
Mr. Westby stated that the particular speed board did not record data, simply 839 
alerted drivers to their speed. 840 
 841 
Mr. Nelson opined that most of the neighbors make 4-5 trips from the 842 
neighborhood daily. 843 
 844 
Chair Vanderwall noted that Ramsey County performed traffic counts, using the 845 
strips across the road; with Mr. Schwartz volunteering to look into that option 846 
with the County. 847 
 848 
At the request of Chair Vanderwall, Mr. Schwartz provided an update on the 849 
status of County Road B’s jurisdiction.  Mr. Schwartz advised that the roadway 850 
was still under Ramsey County’s jurisdiction, but that the City was continuing 851 
conversations with them; and noted his receipt of a recent e-mail from them 852 
indicating that they were getting closer to a number of terms of it becoming a 853 
turnback road to the City of Roseville.  As staff has stated all along, when roads 854 
are turned back, if they are in relatively poor condition (e.g. drainage, surface, 855 
etc.), the road should come with funding in place to allow the City to address 856 
those deficiencies.  With Ramsey County coming closer to a number that the City 857 
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could find acceptable, Mr. Schwartz advised that the conversations would 858 
continue accordingly. 859 
 860 
Ms. Friberg  861 
Ms. Friberg stated that when she talked to a Ramsey County Commissioner in the 862 
past, he said the road would be turned back to the City if and when it was no 863 
longer a thoroughfare.  Ms. Friberg questioned why it had not been turned back to 864 
the City yet. 865 
 866 
Mr. Schwartz responded that the reference was a technical definition used specific 867 
to the County receiving funding for a road from the State (Minnesota State Aid – 868 
MSA).  Mr. Schwartz clarified that this term was all about funding; and a County 869 
road did not necessarily have to connect to a higher level road if funding was still 870 
available. 871 
 872 
Unidentified Speaker in Audience – “Gordy?” (off microphone) 873 
The speaker questioned if a road was closed, was it a County, MnDOT or City 874 
decision. 875 
 876 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the City would be one of the jurisdictions included in 877 
the conversation, along with the County and MnDOT; and would require a public 878 
hearing before taking action.   879 
 880 
The speaker noted that she had spoken for former City Engineer Debra Bloom 881 
many times, and she just loved her, and she was always told by Ms. Bloom that 882 
she would have to talk to the County about a pathway along County Road B. 883 
 884 
Mr. Schwartz concurred with those comments.  Mr. Schwartz advised that 885 
Ramsey County had a new cost-participation policy; but prior to its inception 886 
approximately 1 year ago, they didn’t participate in any pedestrian facilities; with 887 
the previous policy stating that local costs were borne by the local city.  Mr. 888 
Schwartz noted that this was one of the changes passed recently by the Ramsey 889 
County Board of Commissioners, based on comments from county residents that 890 
pedestrian facilities were a high priority they are now willing to consider 891 
participation. 892 
 893 
The speaker encouraged the City to reduce the speed limit to 30 mph from 894 
Cleveland Avenue to the apartment complex. 895 
 896 
Mr. Schwartz advised that such a request was also a process; and reviewed how it 897 
started with the City Council adopting a resolution requesting Ramsey County to 898 
perform a speed study.  Mr. Schwartz advised that he would also look into that 899 
possibility. 900 
 901 
Unidentified Female Speaker in Audience (off microphone) 902 
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The speaker questioned which body would make a decision on whether or not a 903 
pathway along County Road B would happen: the Parks Department, the 904 
PWETC, the City Council; or who they should speak to. 905 
 906 
Chair Vanderwall advised that the City Council is the final authorizing body for 907 
any decisions; and reviewed the process for the work of the PWETC in submitting 908 
its recommendations to the City Council based on their charge to the Commission 909 
in its advisory capacity appointed by the City Council for matters pertaining to 910 
public works, environment, and transportation. 911 
 912 
Specific to the speaker’s question related to Parks, Chair Vanderwall advised that 913 
they also served in an advisory capacity as appointed by the City Council; and 914 
opined that the City Council would consider the recommendations of all their 915 
advisors in making their decisions.  Chair Vanderwall noted that the City Council, 916 
as elected officials, were the final decision-makers for the municipality.   917 
 918 
At the request of the speaker as to whether or not the County would also be 919 
involved, Chair Vanderwall clarified that if the pathway was under City 920 
jurisdiction, the County would have no need to be involved, other than their staff 921 
working with City staff; but not providing any funding.  If the City eventually 922 
owns the road, Chair Vanderwall stated that it makes it easier for the  City to set 923 
up pedestrian facilities on-road versus off-road; perhaps by simply widening the 924 
road by 3’.  However, Chair Vanderwall noted that it all required a process that 925 
proceeded through many small steps.  Chair Vanderwall reiterated that this would 926 
be from a different perspective from that of the Parks Department.  For instance, 927 
Chair Vanderwall noted that, with few exceptions, the draft priority list did not 928 
look at any pathways through Central Park, but the majority traveling through the 929 
community. 930 
 931 
The speaker thanked the PWETC for their help. 932 
 933 
Mr. Grefenberg   934 
Mr. Grefenberg requested that any comments heard tonight; and the written 935 
comments and attachments be incorporated into the meeting minutes and any 936 
other information sent to the City Council. 937 
 938 
Chair Vanderwall concluded public comments at this time for discussion by the 939 
PWETC; and thanked the audience for their attendance and their feedback. 940 
 941 
Member DeBenedet suggested that the body take the information from tonight’s 942 
meeting; and agree to return to the next regular meeting to continue this 943 
discussion.  Member DeBenedet further suggested that the neighborhood heard 944 
from tonight select a represent to attend that next meeting to ensure that whatever 945 
final recommendation the PWETC made was clearly heard by the neighborhood, 946 
to avoid any allegations that anything was decided in secret.  Member DeBenedet 947 
noted that the PWETC had already held four meetings on this issue. 948 
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 949 
Mr. Grefenberg offered the services of the SWARN Executive Committee to 950 
facilitate that notification; sending out information to their mailing list consisting 951 
of 70 people.  However, Mr. Grefenberg asked that their Committee be given 952 
more than 4-5 days notice of the next meeting. 953 
 954 
Chair Vanderwall advised that the PWETC met monthly on the fourth Tuesday of 955 
every month; with the exception of December of this year (Christmas Eve); but 956 
scheduled to meet the week of Thanksgiving, on Tuesday, November 26, 2013. 957 
 958 
Mr. Grefenberg opined that it would be helpful if these meetings could be held 959 
earlier, a goal that had been addressed by the Civic Engagement Task Force.  At 960 
the request of Chair Vanderwall, Mr. Grefenberg noted that the notice received 961 
from Interim City Manager Patrick Trudgeon had been sent out to phone trees; 962 
and in retrospect, their neighborhood should have been attending the PWETC 963 
meetings from the beginning. 964 
 965 
Chair Vanderwall advised that the PWETC would discuss notification options 966 
further at a later date. 967 
 968 
Member DeBenedet asked to talk to Mr. Grefenberg personally about this issue 969 
outside of this meeting. 970 
 971 

7. Natural Resources and Trails Subcommittee (NRATS) Plan / Discussion 972 
Due to time constraints, this item was deferred to a future meeting. 973 
 974 

8. Receive 2014 Public Works Project Presentation 975 
Due to time constraints, this item was deferred to a future meeting. 976 
 977 

9. Possible Items for Next Meeting – November 26, 2013 978 
 979 
10. Adjourn 980 

Member Gjerdingen moved, Member DeBenedet seconded, adjournment of the 981 
meeting at approximately 8:50 p.m. 982 
 983 
Ayes: 4 984 
Nays: 0 985 
Motion carried. 986 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
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Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  4 
 
 
Item Description: Communication Items 
 

Projects update: 
 County Road D Reconstruction – Construction is wrapping up for the fall. The final lift 

of asphalt was paved on the one nice day we had last week. Work that remains to be 
completed in the spring includes sod, striping, and tree replacement.  

 Villa Park Sediment Removal Project – The project is complete. The chain link fence is 
still up to protect the restored areas from foot traffic. The fence will be removed once the 
ground freezes.    

 County Road B-2 Pathway Construction- Staff continues to work on final design.    
 Staff is also working on the following projects: 

o Wheeler Avenue Traffic Management Project 
o McCarrons Lake Sub watershed Drainage Improvements 
o 2014 preliminary surveys for pavement projects. 
o 2014 Sewer Lining 
o Twin Lakes ROW purchase 
o 2014 drainage improvements 

 
Maintenance Activity: 

 Streets Crews have completed the leaf program and gutter sweeping. They are prepared 
for winter including snowplowing and tree trimming. 

 Utility crews continue performing routine sanitary sewer cleaning and other fall utility 
maintenance. 

The NRATS Committee has completed its work. One of the members may want to update the 
group.  
 
Attachments: 
A. None 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  5 
 
 
Item Description: Pathway Master Plan Build- out Discussion 
 

Background:   
The Commission received considerable comment from the County Road B neighborhood west of 
Cleveland Avenue at the October meeting. Concerns identified were pedestrian safety due to lack 
of facilities and speeding of vehicles. Staff will give an update on the speeding issue and other 
City Council discussion regarding this area at the meeting. 

The City’s Pathway Master Plan was first developed in 1975 and has been updated a number of 
times in the last 38 years.  The most recent update was in 2008.  This plan is the result of input 
from a City Council appointed volunteer advisory committee that worked with staff to develop a 
comprehensive vision for non-motorized transportation needs throughout the City.  The advisory 
committee was made up of fourteen Roseville residents and three staff members.   

A citizen survey conducted as a part of the Parks Master Planning Process indicates that the 
residents of Roseville rank pathways, sidewalks and trails as a high priority in the community 
and are interested in pursuing the expansion of the system focusing on creating improved 
linkages and connections.   

One of the 2013 joint City Council and PWETC goals is to develop a Pathway Master Plan 
Build-out Plan for the list of priority pathway segments included in the 2008 plan.  They have 
asked that the Public Works Commission review the plan and make recommendations.   

To achieve this goal, the Commission has discussed the build-out plan at their April, June, July, 
August, and September, and October meetings.  

The Commission decided to re rank the pathway segments for the September meeting due to 
differences in ranking methodology. The Commission was asked to rank the segments with a 
score from 1-5 with one being the highest priority, and 5 being the lowest. The member’s 
rankings were compiled and averaged to create a prioritized list of pathway segments. The 
rankings were discussed at the September meeting and the Commission requested a revised table 
with reflecting the Commission’s discussion be brought back for a final discussion at the October 
meeting. We have included this information in this month’s packet.  

The Commission’s priority ranking table is attached. Let staff know if something was missed so 
it can be updated for the meeting on Tuesday. 

The City’s Pathway master plan, including the pathway priority segments and maps, is located 
at:  www.ci.roseville.mn.us/pathways  



Recommended Action: 
Finalize a recommendation to the City Council for the Pathway Master Plan Build-out. 

 
Attachments: 
A. Pathway Master Plan Priority table- sorted by Commission ranking 
B. Pathway Master Plan Priority Project Map 
C. 2013 Pathway Map 



Map # Street Name/ Segment Description Between
Length 
(Miles)

 Estimated Cost 
Subtotal in 

~$1M 
increments 

Build Year
Funding 
Source

Rank (1-5) DeBenedet Vanderwall Gjerdingen Felice Stenlund

25  Northeast Diagonal Trail Connection (Option 1-  County Road C/ Walnut) 

Long Lake Road to Walnut Street 0.55  $      372,386.36 1.76 1.8 3 1 2 1
County Road C to NE Diagonal Trail 0.17  $      109,166.67 1.76 1.8 3 1 2 1

20  Dale Street (Option 1:  Combination) 

Roselawn to Pineview Court 0.13 89,700.00$         1.78 1.9 3 2 1 1

16  Victoria Street (North of Co Rd C) (Option 1: Combination) 
County Road C2 to Millwood 0.2  $      121,900.00 2.00 1.5 2 2.5 3 1
County Road C to County Road C2 0.6  $      365,700.00  $   1,058,853.03 2.00 1.5 2 2.5 3 1

15 Lexington Ave- Park Connection Shryer to County Road B 0.4  $      243,800.00 2.04 1.7 1 2.5 2 3
21  Rice Street 

McCarron Street to County Road B 0.5  $        81,050.00 2.04 1.2 1.5 1.5 1 5
Larpenteur Ave to McCarron Street 0.5  $        81,050.00 2.04 1.2 1.5 1.5 1 5

5  Acorn Park Pedestrian Crossing north- south crossing at Galtier NA  $        15,000.00 2.18 1.4 1 2 1.5 5

21  Rice Street 
County Road C to County Road C2 0.5  $        81,050.00 2.20 1 2 2 1 5
County Road C to County Road C2 0.5  $      329,750.00 2.20 1 2.5 1.5 1 5

21  Rice Street County Road C2 to County Road D 0.5  $      329,750.00  $   2,220,303.03 2.32 1.1 2.5 2 1 5
5  County Road C- Sidewalk Western Avenue to Rice Street 0.5  $      335,500.00 2.48 1.4 1.5 3 1.5 5

10  Cleveland Avenue Twin Lakes Parkway to County Road C2 0.4  $      261,040.00 2.64 3.2 2.5 2.5 3 2
9  Larpenteur Avenue Reservoir Woods to Galtier Street 0.5  $      326,300.00 2.70 3 2.5 2 2 4

21  Rice Street County Road C2 to County Road D 0.5  $        81,050.00  $   3,224,193.03 2.72 1.1 3 2.5 2 5
15  Lexington Avenue Roselawn to County Road B2 0.5 304,750.00$       2.78 4.4 1 2.5 1 5

3  County Road C2 (E of Snelling)  Snelling to Hamline 0.5  $      347,000.00 2.80 2.5 2.5 4 4 1
11  Fairview Ave  

County Road C2 to County Road D 0.5  $      316,250.00 2.94 2.7 5 4 2 1
County Road B2 to County Road C 0.5  $      316,250.00  $   4,508,443.03 2.00 1 2.5 2.5 2

18  Victoria St (South of B)  Larpenteur Ave to County Road B 1.25  $      747,500.00 2014-2015 MSA 2.94 1.7 2 3 3 5

15  Lexington Avenue 
County Road B to County Road B2 0.5 304,750.00$       5,560,693.03$    2.98 4.4 1 3.5 1 5
Larpenteur Ave to Roselawn 0.5 304,750.00$       2.98 4.4 1.5 2 2 5

3  County Road C2 (E of Snelling)  Lexington to Victoria 0.5 347,000.00$       3.00 2.5 2.5 5 4 1
10  Cleveland Avenue County Road C2 to County Road D 0.45  $      293,670.00  $   6,506,113.03 3.04 3.2 2 5 3 2
14  Hamline Avenue County Road C to County Road C2 0.5  $      304,750.00 3.10 2.5 3 3 4 3

27  Heinel Dr Connection (Option 2- Off Road) Heinel Drive to Victoria Street 0.35  $      242,900.00  $   7,053,763.03 3.10 4 2.5 3 4 2

26  Rosedale to HarMar Connection  North South connection over TH 36 1  $   2,145,000.00  $   9,198,763.03 3.20 2 5 2 2 5

14  Hamline Avenue County Road C2 to City Bdry 0.75  $      457,125.00 3.22 2.6 2 4.5 4 3
31  Lake Josephine Park Connection Millwood to County Road C2 0.25  $      155,250.00 3.28 2.9 4 4.5 4 1
29  Concordia Connection Lovell Ave to Minnesota Ave 0.1  $        69,400.00 3.30 5 2.5 5 3 1
34  Alta Vista Drive (Option 2- Off Road) Dale Street to Reservior Woods Parking lot 0.45  $      312,300.00  $ 10,192,838.03 3.40 5 5 5 1 1
15  Lexington Avenue County Road B2 to County Road C 0.35  $      213,325.00 3.48 4.4 2 4 2 5

8  Roselawn Avenue 
City Boundary to Cleveland 0.75 121,575.00$       3.50 4.5 3 5 4 1
Cleveland to Fairview 0.5  $        81,050.00 3.50 4.5 3 5 4 1
Fairview to Snelling 0.5 81,050.00$         3.50 4.5 3 5 4 1
Snelling to Hamline 0.5 81,050.00$         3.50 4.5 3 5 4 1

14  Hamline Avenue County Road B2 to County Road C 0.5  $      323,250.00 3.88 2.4 5 5 4 3

Pathway Master Buildout Plan- SORTED BY RANK
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Map # Street Name/ Segment Description Between
Length 
(Miles)

 Estimated Cost 
Subtotal in 

~$1M 
increments 

Build Year
Funding 
Source

Rank (1-5) DeBenedet Vanderwall Gjerdingen Felice Stenlund

Pathway Master Buildout Plan- SORTED BY RANK

32  Eustis to St Croix Connection  Eustis to St Croix Connection 0.2  $        93,800.00  $ 11,187,938.03 3.90 5 4 4.5 3 3

2 County Road C2 (W of Snelling) 
Lincoln Dr to Wheeler (around the south side of 
Oasis Pond)

0.32  $      297,080.00 3.92 4.1 5 4.5 5 1

1 County Road D Cleveland to Fairview 0.5  $      301,300.00 4.06 2.3 5 4 5 4
15  Lexington Avenue County Road C2 to County Road D 0.5 304,750.00$       4.08 4.4 4 3 4 5

2 County Road C2 (W of Snelling) 
Langton Lake Park to Cleveland 0.45  $      312,300.00  $ 12,403,368.03 4.16 4.3 3 4.5 5 4
Centre Pointe Drive to Long Lake Road 0.13  $   1,690,220.00  $ 14,093,588.03 4.20 5 5 5 5 1

8  Roselawn Avenue 
Fairview to Snelling 0.5  $      329,750.00 4.20 5 4 5 4 3
Snelling to Hamline 0.5  $      329,750.00 4.20 5 4 5 4 3

28  Mackubin Street Judith Ave to Iona Ln 0.1  $        63,250.00 
Parks 
Renewal

4.30 5 3.5 4 4 5

2 County Road C2 (W of Snelling) 
Long Lake Road to Long Lake Road 0.25  $      173,500.00 4.36 4.8 4 5 5 3
Long Lake Road to Highway 88 0.3 208,200.00$       4.36 4.8 4 5 5 3
 Highway 88 to Highcrest 0.2  $      138,800.00  $ 15,336,838.03 4.36 4.8 4 5 5 3

8  Roselawn Avenue 
City Boundary to Cleveland 0.75  $      494,625.00 4.40 5 5 5 4 3
Cleveland to Fairview 0.5 329,750.00$       4.40 5 5 5 4 3

15  Lexington Avenue County Road C to County Road C2 0.5  $      304,750.00  $ 16,465,963.03 4.60 4.4 4 5 5

7  County Road B (Option 2- On Road) Highway 280 to Cleveland Avenue 1  $      339,600.00  $ 16,805,563.03 2015-2020 4.64 4.2 5 5 4 5

7  County Road B (Option 1- Off Road) Highway 280 to Cleveland Avenue 1  $      579,500.00  $ 17,045,463.03 2015-2020 4.84 4.2 5 5 5 5

Any segement included in a road CIP should be considered on its merits at that time.
All on road facility improvements should be considered at the next scheduled pavement rehabilitation project.
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Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  6 
 
 
Item Description: Natural Resource Plan Discussion 
 

Background:   
The Commission previously suggested a discussion of the natural resource plan that was 
presented to the Natural Resources and Trails Sub Committee. (NRATS) This committee was 
formed as a sub group specific to these issues as related to the Parks Master Plan implementation 
process. We have attached the list of potential projects that were discussed at previous NRATS 
meetings.  
 
 
Recommended Action: 
Discuss project list and PWETC support of these projects.  
 
 
Attachments: 
A. List of potential natural resource projects 
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Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  7 
 
 
Item Description: Receive 2014 Public Works Projects Presentation 
 

Background:   
Staff will present the list of projects proposed for 2014 at the Commission meeting. Staff will 
review related proposed utility work in these areas and the preliminary cost of the proposed 
program at your meeting. 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
Comment on the 2014 workplan 
 
 
Attachments: 
A. November 18, 2013 Council Action 
B. Project Map 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 11/25/13 
 Item No.:  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

Item Description: Approve 2014 Street and Utility Preliminary Work Plan  

Page 1 of 3 

BACKGROUND 1 

Each year Public Works staff monitors and evaluates the condition of City infrastructure for 2 

development of ongoing maintenance and replacement needs plans.  We use this information to 3 

develop capital improvement plans and in the development of the annual budget request in these 4 

areas.  We also work closely with Ramsey County and MnDOT on improvements to City 5 

infrastructure as a part of their road improvement projects within Roseville.  2014 proposed road 6 

construction on city streets consists of mill and overlay or replacement of existing pavement due 7 

to surface distress related to age of pavement since many streets were reconstructed 20 to 30 8 

years ago.  The following are the improvements that we are recommending for the 2014 9 

construction season on the city street system.  We have attached a map of the proposed 10 

improvement areas.(Attachment A)  We also have a preliminary work plan for utility 11 

improvements that is somewhat dependent on funding levels to be determined by the final 2014 12 

utility rates that will be set in the next month. We did include a new coating for the Fairview 13 

Ave. water tank in the 2014 budget request. This project will be brought forward after approval 14 

of the 2014 utility fees.  Ramsey County has not finalized their total work program for 2014.  15 

They are anticipating mill and overlay on 2-3 street segments in Roseville. The proposed work 16 

plan is consistent with the 20 year capital improvement plan and pavement management program 17 

policies.  18 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 19 

1. Pavement Management Program Projects:  Each year the Public Works Department 20 

evaluates infrastructure needs based on the City’s Pavement Management Program and 21 

assessment of utility infrastructure.  Streets in marginal condition are recommended for 22 

major maintenance by mill and overlay.  Streets in poor condition are recommended for 23 

reconstruction.  We propose to include the following street segments in our 2014 24 

construction contract:   25 

Mill and Overlay  
Maple Ln, Highcrest Rd to Old Highway 8 Autumn Pl, Roselawn Ave to cul-de-sac 
Millwood St, Highcrest Rd to Old Highway 8 Prior Ave, Ryan Ave to Sharondale Ave 
Patton Rd, Millwood St to Brenner St Skillman Ave, Fairview Ave to Snelling Ave 
Manson St, Millwood St to Standbridge St Midlothian Rd, County Rd B to Laurie Rd 
Stanbridge St, Lydia Ave to Manson St Laurie Rd, Midlothian Rd to Haddington Rd 
Old Highway 8, County Rd D to 300 feet south Haddington Rd, County Rd B to Laurie Rd 
Oakcrest Ave, Fry St to Snelling Ave Ridgewood Ln N and S loop 
Eldridge Ave, Cleveland Ave to Prior Ave Dellwood St, County Rd B to cul-de-sac 
Skillman Ave, Cleveland Ave to Prior Ave  
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The Mill and Overlay projects are proposed to be financed through our street infrastructure 26 

funds and MSA funds.  After receiving bids for these projects, we will request that the City 27 

Council award the bid to the lowest responsible bidder.  28 

 29 

Reconstruction: We do not anticipate any total reconstruction projects for 2014. 30 

 31 

Sanitary Sewer lining and replacement, watermain replacement:  The majority of the 32 

city’s sanitary sewer mains were constructed in the late 1950’s and early 1960’s, utilizing 33 

clay tile pipe.  Over time the joint materials have failed allowing root intrusion.  The pipe is 34 

also susceptible to cracking and construction damage.  The 2013 Capital Improvement Plan 35 

recommends funding for a sanitary sewer main lining program to extend the life of our 36 

sanitary sewers by 50 years or more.  This technology essentially installs a new resin pipe 37 

inside the old clay tile sewer main without digging up city streets, which results in minimal 38 

disruption to residents during construction.  The liner pipe is inserted into the main through 39 

existing manholes and cured in place with a heat process.  Any given segment is usually 40 

completed in one working day.  Service line connections are reopened using a robotic cutter 41 

and remote cameras.  During the process, existing flows are bypassed using pumps.  This 42 

technology has been proven over the past 20 years, and costs have become competitive with 43 

open cut replacement.  The City started doing this type of renovation on and annual basis in 44 

2006 and will have an annual project for the foreseeable future to replace our aging sewer 45 

infrastructure.  This technology also prevents infiltration of groundwater into the system and 46 

can be credited toward current and future inflow/ infiltration surcharge.  The location of this 47 

work varies and is spread throughout the City based on system priority. 48 

We are also evaluating sanitary and storm sewer replacement needs in our pavement 49 

replacement areas as well as utility infrastructure needs in County and State project areas.  50 

Those replacements are being identified from recent utility inspections and adjustments to 51 

the plan will be communicated to the Council at a later date. 52 

2. Storm Sewer system improvements:  Another extreme rain event occurred this summer on 53 

June 21, 2013, that caused localized flooding again in several areas of the City.  Staff 54 

continues to to analyze the existing drainage systems and localized flooding issues and is 55 

identifying mitigation projects. Staff is now working on developing a 2014 drainage 56 

improvement project to alleviate some of these flooding concerns.   57 

3. Seal Coat:  Pavement maintenance policies support an annual seal coat program of 58 

approximately 14-15 miles of city streets each year.  This consists of applying a thin film of 59 

bituminous oil and covering it with fine aggregate.  These treatments have proven to add a 60 

minimum of 10 years to the life of the pavement. The 2014 program is constrained due to 61 

budget limitations.   62 

4.  Pathways :  Staff is developing the  plans for the sidewalk project on County Road B-2 63 

from Lexington Ave. to Rice St. and adjacent legs on Victoria St. This project will be funded 64 

by the Park Renewal Bonds and stormwater funds for the drainage improvements. Staff is 65 

working closely with the Park Renewal Project Team on this project.  We are also proposing 66 

to replace the pavements on pathway segments in Langton Lake Park and Central Park. 67 

Parking lots at the Dale Street Soccer fields, Oasis Park, and Autumn Grove Park will be 68 

replaced or rehabilitated as part of this program or the Park Renewal Program. These projects 69 

will be completed in summer 2014. 70 
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FINANCIAL IMPACTS 71 

Staff is developing preliminary cost estimates for the projects at this time.  We anticipate the 72 

total work plan cost to be in the $3.5 to $4 million dollar range.  The Street Infrastructure Fund 73 

interest earnings support the local street Mill and Overlay program.  Due to current construction 74 

costs this level of program is not sustainable due to lower interest earnings.  MSA street overlays 75 

are proposed to be funded from the City’s MSA account.  Utility improvements are funded from 76 

the respective Utility enterprise funds. The Park Renewal Program is the proposed funding 77 

source for the sidewalk improvements on B-2 and Victoria St. Staff has discussed opportunities 78 

for funding with the watershed districts for storm sewer system improvements and will continue 79 

to pursue those funds where applicable. 80 

The sealcoat, crack sealing, and major patching are funded from the street maintenance budget.  81 

This budget is supported by the general fund tax levy and MSA maintenance allocation.  Staff 82 

recommends funding a program consistent with our pavement maintenance policies.  83 

By taking action now, the Council will be authorizing staff to work on plans for the projects as 84 

described.  As project bids are opened, staff will bring individual contracts to the City Council 85 

for approval.  A detailed cost breakdown will be included with those Council Actions.   86 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 87 

These improvements are recommended for construction in 2014.  Additional utility 88 

improvements may be identified at a later date and brought to the Council for authorization.  All 89 

projects will come back to the City Council for further action.  90 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 91 

Motion approving 2014 preliminary work plan for street and utility improvements. 92 

Prepared by: Duane Schwartz, Public Works Director 
Attachments:     A:  Map 
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Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: November 26, 2013 Item No:  8 
 
 
Item Description: Look Ahead Agenda Items/ Next Meeting January 28, 2014 
 
 
Suggested Items: 

 Discuss city pavement goals 
  
  
   

 
 
Recommended Action: 
Motion to cancel December 2013 meeting or reschedule. 
 
Set preliminary agenda items for the January 28, 2014 Public Works, Environment & 
Transportation Commission meeting. 
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