
 

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, June 28, 2011, 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 May 24, 2011 Meeting Minutes 
 
6:45 p.m. 4. Communication Items 
 
7:00 p.m. 5. Review of Joint Council/Commission Meeting Discussion 
 
7:10 p.m. 6. Traffic Management Policy 
 
8:10 p.m. 7. Utility Capital Improvement Program 
 
8:30 p.m. 8. Possible Items for Next Meeting – July 26, 2011 
 
8:40 p.m. 9. Adjourn 
 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  3 
 
 
Item Description: Approval of the Public Works Commission Minutes May 24, 2011 
 
 
Attached are the minutes from the May 24, 2011, meeting.   
 
Recommended Action: 
 
Motion approving the minutes of May 24, 2011, subject to any necessary corrections or revision. 
 
 
 
 
Move:      
 
Second:      
 
 
Ayes:      
 
Nays:      
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Roseville Public Works, Environment 
 and Transportation Commission  

Meeting Minutes 
 
 

Tuesday, May 24, 2011, at 6:30 p.m. 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Roseville, Minnesota 55113 
 

 

 
1. Introduction / Call Roll  

Chair DeBenedet called the meeting to order at approximately 6:30 p.m. 
 
Members Present:  Chair Jim DeBenedet; and Members Steve Gjerdingen; Jan 

Vanderwall; and Joan Felice; with Member Duane 
Stenlund arriving at approximately 7:03 p.m. 

 
Staff Present:  Public Works Director Duane Schwartz; City Engineer 

Debra Bloom 
 
Others Present: None. 

 
2. Public Comments 

No one appeared to speak at this time. 
 
3. Approval of April 26, 2011Meeting Minutes 

Member Vanderwall moved, Member Gjerdingen seconded, approval of the April 
26, 2011 meeting as presented. 
 
Ayes: 4 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

 
4. Communication Items 

City Engineer Bloom noted that communication item descriptions and project 
updates had been included in the agenda packet, to avoid taking up additional 
meeting time. 
 
Chair DeBenedet noted, and staff confirmed, that links included in the staff 
memorandum as part of tonight’s agenda would provide more detailed 
information on each project as well.  
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Miscellaneous discussion among staff and commissioners included how and when 
striping was determined to facilitate efficient and safe pedestrian and bicycle 
movements for a particular roadway (e.g. County Road C-2 between Hamline and 
Snelling Avenues; Lydia Avenue and County Road C-2) as well as from 
neighborhood input, road crowns, existing stripes, lane widths, and whether 
parking lanes are available;  
 
Budget Update 
Public Works Director Schultz provided a budget update based on the most recent 
City Council discussions, with information from the citizen survey included for 
applicable programs/services; with the City Council scheduled to receive a report 
from the City Council’s CIP subcommittee on June 13, 2011; followed by the 
City Council providing direction to staff to develop the City Manager-
recommended budget and not-to-exceed levy prior to September. 
 
Further discussion on various public improvement projects programmed for 2012 
included staff identifying those that included MSA funding, as well as those 
proposed for 2013 and 2014, noting that this budget cycle (2012/2013) was the 
first in which a biennial budget was being developed; potential impacts on City 
and area projects if the State of MN failed to come to a budget agreement before a 
state government shut-down, with staff anticipating that the Fairview pathway 
project funds would be impacted, with plan reviews by state staff not considered 
essential services, and staff’s attempt to get the plans approved before any state 
shut-down may occur; with local and area City Managers closely following 
potential risks and impacts of the state budget impasse.   
 
Staff anticipated the only other project that may be impacted would be MnDOT 
testing as the Rice Street project proceeded; however, Ms. Bloom noted that since 
that project was already in process, it may be considered as an essential service.  
Ms. Bloom noted that several years ago in a similar situation with the state 
budget, they did shut down the Snelling Avenue improvement project.  Mr. 
Schwartz advised that staff would keep the PWET Commission updated as the 
process moved forward. 
 
Organized Collection Update 
Chair DeBenedet provided an update to Members on the status of the Roseville 
Citizen’s League’s (RCL) consideration of a fall informational meeting; with his 
perception being that there was not strong support for organized collection on the 
part of the City Council; and suggested that the PWET Commission “wait and 
see” as events unfolded in the City of Maplewood as they pursue organized 
collection, rather than to waste additional Commission time with an informational 
forum at this time.  Chair DeBenedet suggested that Members work with staff to 
determine potential impacts on local streets from garbage trucks, similar to that 
conducted by the City of Maplewood. 
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Ms. Bloom advised that the study referenced by Chair DeBenedet was a research 
proposal / study being performed by Mankato State University, in developing a 
calculator tool to determine roadway life expectancies based on wear and tear; 
and noted that she was part of that research group.  Ms. Bloom anticipated study 
beta tested results available in late June of 2011 for fall of 2011 publication. 
 
Discussion included how the streets would be tested based on data entered based 
on street routes; types of soils; types of construction material (concrete or 
bituminous); impact of fully-loaded commercial traffic and any reduction in street 
wear and tear; type of and transparency of this program and the goals of the 
research in using tried and true design and engineering standards for bituminous 
industry standards, without additional field work required; and anticipated 
enhanced Excel spreadsheets; and similar to a previous research study several 
years ago done by counties for wind farm construction and the numerous 
overweight trucks on gravel roads to determine impacts for policy development.   
 
Ms. Bloom offered to link PWET Commissioners into the study to see the end 
products for comparison purposes. 
 
Chair DeBenedet noted a similar program developed between MnDOT and the 
logging industry in northern MN with spring hauling and load limits.  Chair 
DeBenedet noted an assumption had been made that garbage trucks have 
significant impact on local streets; and opined that the data from this research 
project should clarify that assumption. 
 
Other 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the prior evening, he and Mr. Randy Neprash had 
presented the proposed Coal Tar Ordinance to the City Council, with Mr. Neprash 
providing a brief explanation and the ordinance’s intent.  Mr. Schwartz advised 
that the City Council seemed very appreciative, had no recommended revisions 
and were ready to take action at last night’s meeting; however, staff had intended 
the presentation for information purposes only, and the ordinance had not yet 
been formatted and received final review by the City Attorney, so it was proposed 
for action at their June 13, 2011 meeting. 
 

5. Erosion Control Ordinance Updates 
Ms. Bloom thanked members for their comments to-date on revisions to the 
erosion control ordinance and revised fee schedule; and presented the latest draft, 
seeking further member feedback, as well as removing those areas that were 
redundant.  Ms. Bloom noted that related to previous PWET Commission 
preference for a larger all-encompassing storm water/pollution management 
ordinance, and in consideration of recent audit findings, the City Attorney 
recommended moving forward with this Erosion Control Permitting Ordinance; 
and that the one umbrella chapter (No. 803) be continued on the 2011 Work Plan, 
incorporating a drainage plan to incorporate various issues. 
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Ms. Bloom reviewed individual Commissioner comments that had been 
incorporated and how to interpret the relined version based on that feedback; and 
noted that the fees would be included with other City fines and fees that were 
reviewed annually for any amendments based on actual costs and staff time.  
 
Ms. Bloom noted that this was the first step, followed by the Storm water 
Drainage Ordinance in the near future, with an Illicit Discharge Ordinance and 
other related ordinances to follow.  Ms. Bloom further noted that non-compliance, 
implementation and maintenance issues would be addressed upon receipt of best 
management practices (BMP) information pending from the Ramsey 
Conservation District. 
 

Member Stenlund arrived at this time, approximately 7:03 p.m. 
 
Discussion included identifying and differentiating construction versus post 
construction control provisions in place for failure to comply and their 
consistency and/or overlap with other sections and areas of administrative 
enforcement; whether those costs could be assessed if reimbursement was not 
received; and ability to enforce action if failure to do corrective work. 
 
Ms. Bloom advised that the sections mentioned would be further reviewed by 
staff and a clean copy would be presented to the City Attorney for review and 
comment.  Members expressed their interest in receiving a clean copy of the 
document when available. 
 
Member Vanderwall moved, Member Gjerdingen seconded, recommendation to 
the City Council of the Erosion Control Ordinance as presented; pending final 
review by staff and the City Attorney. 
 
Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 
 

6. Discussion of Joint City Council / PWET Commission Meeting Topics 
Mr. Schwartz led Members in a review of topics discussed in 2010, and potential 
2011 topics for discussion with the City Council at the annual joint meeting with 
the PWET Commission, scheduled for Monday, June 13, 2011; as detailed in the 
staff report dated May 24, 2011.   Mr. Schwartz noted that, in addition to those 
items, the PWET Commission’s review and recommendation of a Neighborhood 
Traffic Management Policy would be a large undertaking over the next few 
months. 
 
Member Felice noted she had a scheduling conflict and would be unavailable to 
attend the joint meeting. 
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Chair DeBenedet and Commissioners were in agreement with those topics 
suggested by Mr. Schwartz as a good outline.   
 
Discussion included recent City Council approval of a Joint Powers Agreement 
(JPA) between the Cities of Roseville and Maplewood for engineering staff that 
would address staffing needs identified in the Public Works Strategic Plan and 
anticipated infrastructure improvements and reconstruction; implementing an 
improved asset management program similar to the PMP and other areas 
thoughtfully managed with in-house personnel; areas addressed by the City 
Council on their recently-adopted 2011/2012 Work Plan; inclusion in the Public 
Works Preliminary Budget request for an asset management software program 
and staffing to input and disseminate data into plain and understandable language; 
and noting that reserve funds have not kept pace with returns on streets, 
necessitating a review of the existing Assessment Policy and identifying other 
funding sources. 
 
Member Vanderwall requested discussion with the City Council on their 
individual and corporate interest in the PWET Commission pursuing organized 
garbage collection; whether to continue gathering information that may lead the 
City in a different direction than current collection is done; and whether the City 
Council was committed to those results and what was best for the City or 
retaining the status quo based on a vocal minority in the community.  Member 
Vanderwall noted that he had worked on the original Solid Waste Commission 
established by the City Council in the 1970’s, when recycling was initiated, and 
opined that the remainder of the recommendations for organized collection had 
yet to be pursued. 
 
Chair DeBenedet concurred, noting that the PWET Commission had reviewed the 
situation for the last two (2) years, and wanted to know if it was still a valid 
pursuit, or if it should be tabled. 
 
Member Felice concurred that the current City Council should be consulted about 
their interest in continuing toward a PWET Commission recommendation.  
Member Felice expressed her interest in coordinating efforts for issues and further 
discussion on impacts to parks and transportation and related to a tree census and 
their implications for pedestrian and biking to area parks. 
 
Chair DeBenedet opined that this would be a good opportunity to hold that 
discussion as well, given the leaning toward going to the public with a bond 
referendum for park improvements, when the pathway system never seemed to 
move ahead effectively. 
 
Member Vanderwall noted that he attended the Parks Master Plan meeting on 
pathways and its related Master Plan, noting that pathways had also received the 
highest public support in the recently-conducted random survey, not just in parks, 
but pathways to parks or around the City.  Member Vanderwall opined that the 
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Parks and Public Works Department needed to work cooperatively in 
coordinating efforts. 
 
Further discussion included the staff-level coordination between the Parks and 
Recreation Department and the Public Works Department. 
 
Ms. Bloom advised that she would be attending a Parks subcommittee meeting in 
June, and noted how instrumental Park and Recreation Director Lonnie Brokke, 
and Jeff Evenson had been in developing the Pathway Master Plan, a city-wide 
effort, not just that of the Public Works Department.  Ms. Bloom noted the intent 
of the Parks Master Plan Implementation group in having her attend their meeting 
was to serve to coordinate with the PWET Commission and Ramsey County’s 
“Active Living” efforts.  Ms. Bloom noted that things were moving farther ahead 
in coordinating regional pathway systems and connection due to more effective 
advocacy by Ramsey County.  Ms. Bloom advised that her emphasis to the 
Implementation group would be that the Pathway Master Plan was a city-wide 
Roseville effort and everyone should work together on it; however, she noted that 
funding was a huge challenge. 

 
Further discussion included value added considerations for increasing property 
taxes for amenities such as pathways; proactive communication between the 
PWET and Parks & Recreation Commissions related to trees, drainage and soil 
erosion; and how to address funding for maintenance and the need to develop a 
process or multi-year schedule for pathway maintenance. 
 
Members concurred on the advantages of considering a joint meeting of the 
PWET and Parks & Recreation Commissions. 
 
Member Stenlund requested a discussion during the joint meeting alerting the 
City Council to recent presentations at the PWET Commission about trees used 
for storm water treatment and complete streets, and other applicable learning 
presentations held at PWET Commission meetings, perhaps by providing the City 
Council with a brief recap of educational and guest speakers.  Member Stenlund 
reiterated his personal request for the PWET Commission to have an opportunity 
to review proposed developments, providing value to the City Council and 
engineering staff to incorporate storm water and bike transit.  Member Stenlund 
also noted the great benefit for field trips for the PWET Commission, such as the 
one done to review unsafe intersections. 
 
Mr. Schwartz advised that staff would review past agendas and minutes to make 
sure those accomplishments were highlighted for the City Council. 
 
Member Stenlund expressed his interest in doing additional field trips, such as a 
review of bike trails, erosion controls related to illicit discharge; and mentioned 
the benefits to the PWET Commission in viewing the geothermal fields and being 
able to inspect the vacuum street sweeper. 
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Member Stenlund suggested that the City Council also be made aware of the 
PWET Commission’s appreciation of Roseville staff who have taken their time to 
share their time and expertise with the Commission as well as the community at 
large.  Member Stenlund further suggested that the City Council and PWET 
Commission have a dialogue on the PWET Commission’s future role.  Member 
Stenlund recommended that the City Council be made aware of the erosion of 
some of the City’s parks, such as the Frisbee Golf Course; and how to integrate 
community projects and pathways.  Member Stenlund suggested that the City 
Council alert the PWET Commission of any “hot topics” of which they were 
aware in the near future that may come under the Commission’s review for 
recommendation. 
 
At the suggestion of Member Gjerdingen in further consideration of how utility 
undergrounding could be addressed with street reconstruction in the future, Mr. 
Schwartz advised that there had been consideration of developing a policy for 
utility undergrounding; however, staff had been unable to allot time to move that 
forward at this time, opining that the Traffic Management Policy was a higher 
priority given several current and pending situations. 
 
Related to that Traffic Management Policy, Ms. Bloom noted receipt by the City 
Council at their last meeting of a petition to close a street; the pending request for 
speed calming methods on Dale Street; and the need for a consistent policy to 
address various situations, as well as assigning associated costs as applicable.  
Ms. Bloom noted that the traffic counts on Josephine Road had just been 
completed earlier that evening. 
 
Mr. Schwartz advised that the PWET Commission comments had been 
incorporated into the Tree Preservation Ordinance, presented to the City Council 
at their meeting last night, and returned to staff for further review following City 
Council comment at that meeting. 
 
Chair DeBenedet asked that Mr. Schwartz prepare an outline of the items 
discussed for the joint meeting and circulate it to individual Commissioners prior 
to the meeting. 
 
Member Vanderwall suggested that, given the multitude of topics, time be 
reserved for due diligence and sufficient discussion time at the joint meeting. 
 
Chair DeBenedet noted the need to keep the review and report of past initiatives 
and recommendations as brief as possible to allow for that discussion time, and to 
avoid losing the interest of Council members and any questions they may have. 
 
Member Vanderwall suggested that the majority of the information be provided in 
writing, with verbal highlighting of those items of focus. 
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Chair DeBenedet opined that the timeliest discussion should be the organized 
trash collection issue. 
 
Member Vanderwall opined that the City Council not be given conclusions, since 
there are many different opinions within the community and the City Council was 
not privy to the background research and information compiled by the PWET 
Commission’s due diligence to-date. 
 

7. Traffic Management Policy 
Chair DeBenedet noted the sample Policies provided by staff as part of the agenda 
from the cities of Blaine, MN, Evanston, IL, and Des Plaines, IL. 
 
Member Felice noted another policy from the City of Kent, WA that she had 
liked, specifically their rating chart assigning points for various components. 
 
While noting that such a ranking process would create more work for staff, 
Member Vanderwall noted that such a rating chart would provide a good way to 
evaluate a project and get direct participation from a wider group of stakeholders, 
as well as creating more support.   
 
Member Vanderwall noted staff’s previous comment on three requests for such an 
evaluation already pending; and questioned whether part of the question for 
Public Works was whether that was part of the value for consideration in a 
ranking process. 
 
Mr. Schwartz noted the increasing number of requests being fielded for additional 
enforcement, traffic calming measures, and other traffic management concerns. 
 
Ms. Bloom opined that, if a policy was in place, the City would field even more 
requests, since the typical staff response for those requests now is that there are 
insufficient funds to implement such measures unless a street reconstruction was 
being done. 
 
Discussion ensued on how and when the point system would be used; whether 
extra points would be applied if construction was planned or in progress; whether 
traffic calming measures are a good investment and safe, or whether they are 
bicycle-friendly and would not force them into traffic; benefits of vertical 
elements and their effectiveness in slowing traffic; snow plowing and 
maintenance issues; advantages of signage; advantages and disadvantages of 
things to consider during the analysis process, as facilitated by diagrams of actual 
use; and how ranking would be influenced by the origination of the request. 
 
Further discussion included rationale for developing such a policy and the 
perceptions of how involved government should be or not be; other needs that 
would serve the public good but can’t be accomplished due to a lack of funding 
and how such a policy ranked in the overall priority scheme; residential versus 
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commercial road functions and issues; challenges of ‘chokers;” differentiations in 
commercial areas with truck traffic; and philosophical considerations and 
opinions. 
 
Ms. Bloom opined that roadway classification is a major component and the 
foundation of this discussion. 
 
Additional discussion was related to safety priorities and consideration of 
different policies/priorities for areas near school yards, playgrounds, school 
routes, and other areas where children were present in groups; the most effective 
traffic calming procedure being police enforcement; and cost factoring as part of 
the ranking analysis that included maintenance. 
 
Based on available data, Ms. Bloom advised the highest vehicle/pedestrian traffic 
collision areas were at Lydia and Snelling Avenues and Highway 280 at 
Broadway Avenue.  Ms. Bloom offered to further research pedestrian and bicycle 
accidents as part of this continuing discussion, using staff’s existing mapping tool 
for data over the last ten (10) years.  
 
Member Vanderwall noted that the majority of the City’s arterial streets were not 
controlled by the City of Roseville, voiding any potential regulation pattern. 
 
Given the lack of control of many arterial streets throughout the City, Ms. Bloom 
advised that the PWET Commission be aware that this policy was for 
“neighborhood” traffic management. 
 
Ms. Bloom noted that there were two (2) different issues: Complete Streets and 
Traffic Management, and opined that neither were mutually exclusive, but neither 
were they the same.  Ms. Bloom advised that the reality is that some Complete 
Street concepts were contrary to a traffic management plan addressing safety 
concerns.  Ms. Bloom advised that the Pathway Master Plan says that when there 
were less than 1,000 vehicles on a particular roadway, it was a “share the road” 
situation; and questioned how the two concepts could be coordinated.  
 
Chair DeBenedet asked that staff research and provide other official City policies, 
including the Comprehensive Plan and Non-Motorized Pathway Plan areas that 
addressed traffic that could facilitate this discussion at next month’s meeting.  
Chair DeBenedet asked Commissioners to read through the model policies 
provided by staff and come prepared for further discussion.  Chair DeBenedet 
opined that the City of Blaine’s policy seemed to be a good starting point to 
initiate those more detailed discussions. 
 
Member Vanderwall opined that the Blaine policy was excellent, based on traffic 
pattern considerations and impacts of a three (3) month test pattern. 
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Chair DeBenedet suggested individual members do their own research prior to the 
next meeting,  for other suburbs, such as the City of Bloomington, MN, as 
suggested; and to come to the next meeting with specific recommendations on the 
most favorable components to consider for a Roseville Policy. 
 
Mr. Schwartz noted the need to talk about the process as well; how to review it; 
whether to use Blaine as a template or another policy; how to obtain public 
feedback and the timing and type of meetings for receipt of public comment. 
 
Chair DeBenedet concurred, noting the amount of due diligence that would be 
required by the Commission in preparing and recommending this policy; and how 
to avoid getting drawn into specific issues when attempting to develop an overall 
policy. 
 
Ms. Bloom concurred, noting that, while staff was a strong advocate for public 
participation, they were attempting to look at this policy holistically, not with 
passion for specific neighborhoods or concerns.  Ms. Bloom noted that the public 
needed something to react to and on which to provide comment to avoid 
difficulties. 
 
Member Stenlund suggested consideration be given to two (2) separate 
rating/point systems: one for new construction and one for existing situations, 
with two (2) separate scales to determine benefit/cost and incorporating ratings 
for retrofits or new designs. 
 
Mr. Schwartz noted that the Comprehensive Plan and the Imagine Roseville 2025 
processes both included considerations for livable neighborhoods and safety 
issues. 
 
Ms. Bloom noted that, as the outer suburbs continued to grow, the traffic situation 
for Roseville would only continue to grow; and with that increased traffic, 
consideration would need to be given for building capacity as well as maintaining 
capacity, with traffic pushing into neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. Schwartz concurred, noting that staff had just received word from the 
Metropolitan Council that the City’s Comprehensive Plan may need amendment 
based on the Met Council’s most recent system statement related to 
transportation, and managing versus expansion, and related impacts to 
neighborhoods. 
 
Further discussion on model policies included layout of information and how 
effective each component was in the overall picture; and the credibility of the 
conclusions. 
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Ms. Bloom advised that a well-respected international traffic consultant had 
developed the City of Blaine’s Traffic Management Plan, with an emphasis to 
Complete Streets and traffic calming. 

 
8. Storm Water Ordinances 

As noted in the staff report, Mr. Schwartz advised that the City of Maplewood had 
performed a comprehensive rewrite of their storm water ordinances last year, 
including a specific environmental section that incorporated all of their regulatory 
goals related to the City’s storm water management plan, and currently addressing 
areas of the City of Roseville’s health, safety and welfare section of City Code, 
Section 400.  Mr. Schwartz noted that air pollution and noise were also contained 
in that environmental chapter of code.  Mr. Schwartz opined that, at this time, this 
would be a very large undertaking for Roseville. 
 
Chair DeBenedet noted his initial rationale for combining all storm water-related 
items into one section made some sense in an effort to tie definitions together, and 
providing consistency among permitting and enforcement actions.  However, he 
recognized the limited staff resources available at this time to accomplish such an 
undertaking. 
 
Staff noted other departments with sections of code applicable to their specific 
areas but also addressing environmental issues; and difficulties in interpreting 
and/or enforcing comprehensive ordinances, and those areas under the purview of 
the Planning Commission and portions needing detached for their review. 
 
Ms. Bloom noted that in utilizing City of Maplewood engineering staff, and the 
process of reviewing and possibly revising regulations in 2012, the 
comprehensive rewrite may be addressed as part of the comprehensive surface 
water management plan and in concert with the three (3) watershed districts for 
the City of Roseville. 
 
Further discussion included rewrite of the City’s MS4 Permit in 2013 and how 
that fit into the overall picture; state and federal requirements; and how waiting 
for those particulars may address timing of this ordinance rewrite. 
 

9. Possible Items for Next Meeting – June 28, 2011 
Items for the next meeting included:  the traffic management study; review of the 
joint City Council/PWET Commission meeting; Assessment Policy depending on 
the feedback from the City Council; and the future role of the Planning 
Commission as a sounding board for the Public Works Department and how to 
serve as a bridge with and between other advisory commissions, including any 
areas of overlap. 
 

10. Adjournment 
Member Vanderwall moved, Member Felice seconded, adjournment of the 
meeting at approximately 8:25 p.m. 



 

Page 12 of 12 

 
Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  4 
 
 
Item Description: Communication Items 
 

 
• Projects update-  

o Check for City Construction project updates at: www.cityofroseville.com/projects  
o 2011 PMP- The Contractor is nearly complete with the utility work.on Dale Street 

between County Road C and South Owasso Blvd.  Grading will begin next week 
with curb and gutter to follow.  Paving has been completed on some segments of 
the mill and overlay streets.  Weekly updates are available at 
www.cityofroseville.com\DaleStreet & 
www.cityofroseville.com\streetmaintenance.   

o Rosewood Neighborhood Drainage Improvements:  The Contractor will be 
working on final restoration in the next two weeks.   

o Applewood Pointe- The watermain is nearly complete. The sanitary sewer has 
been completed. Storm sewer and grading will commence when the weather 
cooperates.   

o William Street Pond:  the Contractor will be moving the excavated material in the 
next week or so.  

o Rice Street Project:  The Contractor has completed our watermain construction. 
Currently installing sidewalk, bridgework, and ramp work.  The bridge should be 
open by the end of July barring a state shutdown. 

o Sanitary Sewer Lining- this project is complete. 
 

• Budget process update 
• Potential State Government shutdown impacts 
• Other  

 
Recommended Action: 
None 
 
 
Attachments: 
A. 2011 Pavement Management Project Newsletter 
B.  



 
 

Check for construction updates at:  www.cityofroseville.com/2011StreetMaintenance 

 
 
 
 

 
Project Update 
North Valley, the City’s Contractor, has the 
provided the following updated schedule for this 
project:  

Week of June 6th: 
Paving of the following street segments: 
• Oakcrest Avenue (Cleveland Ave to Prior Ave) 
• Elmer Street (William St to Woodbridge St) 

Curb and gutter replacement on the following street 
segments: 
• Cohansey Blvd (Crescent Lane to Irene Street) 
• Fisk Street (County Road C to Oakcrest Ave) 
• Hythe Street (Draper Street to Roselawn Ave) 
• Rose Place (Fisk Street to Avon Street) 

Aladdin Street storm sewer construction is 
underway. 

Week of June 13th: 
Paving of the following street segments: 
• Parker Avenue (Lexington Ave to Victoria Street) 
• Garden Avenue (Hamline Ave to Lexington Ave) 

Pavement reclamation of the following street 
segments: 
• Cohansey Blvd (Crescent Lane to Irene Street) 
• Fisk Street (County Road C to Oakcrest) 
• Hythe Street (Draper Street to Roselawn Ave) 
• Rose Place (Fisk Street to Avon Street) 
• Aladdin Street (Rose Place to cul-de-sac) 
• Evergreen Court (Skillman Ave to cul-de-sac) 

Please be aware that schedules are weather 
dependent, rain can cause delays.  Check the 
website for the most current information. 

All work should be completed by August 2011.  Mill 
and Overlay projects typically take between 3 to 5 
weeks to complete.   

Don’t see your street? 
If your street is not on the list above, you are 
receiving this newsletter because this project will 
impact how you access your neighborhood.   

 

 
Milling of existing pavement on Centre Pointe Dr. 

 
Private Systems behind curb 
Curbs designated for repair are marked or will be 
marked in the near future with white paint.  
Sprinkler systems and invisible fences near curb 
repairs will be affected.  We recommend that you 
mark the location of underground wires or 
sprinklers immediately.  Removal and reinstallation 
of these items is the responsibility of the property 
owner.  Please remove these items from the city 
right- of- way before work is scheduled to occur on 
your street.  If these items are not removed, the 
contractor will damage them when they start 
construction.  The City will not pay to repair or 
replace these systems.  
Please contact Dean Findell, Project Coordinator, if 
you have questions.   

 
 
 

Project Contacts: 
Dean Findell, Project Coordinator 
(651) 792-7046 
dean.findell@ci.roseville.mn.us 
 
Deb Bloom, City Engineer 
(651) 792-7042 
deb.bloom@ci.roseville.mn.us 

2011 Pavement 
Management Project 

Volume 3 June 9, 2011 



 
 

Check for construction updates at:  www.cityofroseville.com/2011StreetMaintenance 

Access 
Contractors are required to keep the roads 
passable and provide driveway access whenever 
possible.  The construction 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.   

Safety 
Residents should use caution at all times while 
driving through the construction zone and be alert 
for moving equipment, holes, trenches and other 
hazards in the work zone.   

Your assistance in maintaining a safe work area is 
important.  The noise and dust created by 
construction traffic make it difficult for workers to 
watch onlookers.  Heavy equipment operators must 
concentrate on the job at hand and may not notice 
children playing near or behind equipment.   

Please remind children to stay clear of the 
construction area and equipment both during 
working and non-working hours. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Contact Us! 
If you have any questions, concerns, or 
comments please call us at 651-792-7003 
between 8 am and 4:30 pm.   

Throughout the project, we will keep you informed 
through monthly direct mailings and weekly 
updates on the project website.  

If you would prefer not to receive a paper copy of 
these newsletters, please let us know.  

Notify Me list 
To be notified of website updates sign up for the 
Street Maintenance “Notify Me” List at: 

http://www.ci.roseville.mn.us/list.aspx 
Signing up for this list does not automatically 
remove you from our newsletter mailing list.  

After Hours 
If an issue arises outside of regular business 
hours, contact the City’s 24-hour non-emergency 
number at 651-767-0640.   

ALWAYS CALL 911 FOR EMERGENCIES. 



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  5   
 
 
Item Description: Discussion of Joint Council/Commission Meeting 
 
 
Background:   
The PWET Commission met with the City Council on June 13, 2011 for your annual discussion 
with council members. Attached are the minutes from that meeting and the council packet 
information from the meeting. You may want to debrief for the benefit of those that were not 
able to be there as well as discuss any particular points that are of interest or require additional 
future discussion.  
 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
 
Discuss joint meeting. 
 
Attachments: 
A. 2011 Council Action 
B. June 13, 2011 City Council Minutes 
C.  

 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 06/13/11 
 Item No.:  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Joint Meeting with Public Works, Environment and Transportation 
Commission 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

The Public Works, Environment, and Transportation Commission have provided the following 2 

topic areas for discussion at the June 13, 2011 Council meeting.  They look forward to the 3 

opportunity to meet with the City Council. 4 

1. Review of Past Year 5 

a. Intersection Improvement Recommendations 6 

b. Erosion Control Ordinance Update 7 

c. Annual Storm Water Report/ Public Meeting 8 

d. Annual Recycling Report 9 

e.  Organized Solid Waste Collection Discussions 10 

f. Coal Tar Sealant Ban Ordinance Development 11 

g. Forestry Ordinance Update 12 

h. Trees and Storm Water Benefits  13 

i. Review and Comment of Josephine Woods Plat and Public Improvements 14 

 15 

2. 2011-12 PWETC Topics for Discussion with the Council 16 

a. Capital Improvement Plan/Infrastructure Funding Review/Assessment Policy 17 

Review/ Asset Management  18 

b. Public Works Engineering Staffing as it Relates to Infrastructure Needs 19 

c. Neighborhood traffic Management Policy 20 

d. Coordination of Pathway Planning/Implementation with Park and Rec. 21 

Commission 22 

e. Community Volunteer Projects ie. Boy scouts etc. 23 

f. Undergrounding Overhead Electric on Ph II Rice Street 24 
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g. Conservation Water Rate Effectiveness Review 25 

Prepared by: Duane Schwartz, Public Works Director 
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tachment B entitled An Ordinance Amending Selected Text of Title 10 Zon

ing Code including Amendments in Section 1004 08B LDR 1 District Dimen
sional Standards Section 1004 09B LDR 2 District Dimensional Standards

Section 1006 04C O BP District Dimensional Standards and Section 1006 05C

I District Dimensional Standards of the City Code

Roll Call

Ayes Johnson Pust Willmus McGehee and Roe
Nays None

10 Presentations

a Joint Meeting with the Public Works Environment and Transportation
Commission

Chair James DeBenedet and Commissioners Dwayne Stenlund and Steve Gjer
dingen Chair DeBenedet advised that Members Joan Felice and Jan Vanderwall
were unable to attend tonight

Chair DeBenedet reviewed the past year s accomplishments and work to date as
detailed on the agenda included in the RCA dated June 13 2011

Related to Organized Solid Waste Collection Discussions Item 1 e Chair DeBe

nedet advised that the PWET Commission was proceeding deliberately to deter
mine if refuse hauler trucks are having a major impact on city roadways and
noted that the research was continuing

Chair DeBenedet expressed the Commission s appreciation to the City Council
for their support and in their adoption of the Coal Tar Sealant Ban Ordinance and

Forestry Ordinance Update earlier tonight helping to validate the work of the
PWET Commission its research and recommendations

Member Stenlund expressed his appreciation for the Commission s rewarding and
informative field trip when reviewing intersections in the community to gain that
personal perspective

Discussion among Commissioners and Councilmembers included various Erosion
Control Update Ordinance Illicit Discharge based on the MPCA Audit of the

City s MS4 Ordinance and recommended permits and development of further
policies based on goals of the Comprehensive Plan for storm water management
and tree preservation

Member Stenlund noted that the PWET Commission was still educating them
selves about the Complete Streets concept minimum impact design standards for

stormwater collection by trees through a livable root system and referenced a
very informative presentation by Randy Neprash with Bonestroo on international

sally.ricard
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opportunities for urban tree growth and growth along roadways specifically those

being done in Stockholm Sweden based on their similar cold climates to that of
MN

Chair DeBenedet noted that another benefit of that research was having a better
understanding that trees planted in boulevards reach a limited maturity as the soil
around their root area is compacted and dry and does not provide a supportive en
vironment for their longer maturity and survival Chair DeBenedet advised that

in initial PWET Commission discussions they were considering offering a tool
kit for developers as an alternative that may help and provide guidance fro the
City in some manner as areas of the community are redeveloped such as Twin
Lakes that had used some more innovative stormwater drainage practices based
on prompting from the PWET Commission

Councilmember McGehee questioned large parking lots with high curbs around
islands draining into the parking lot rather than through the island Council

member McGehee also questioned the depth of free soil for tree roots in standard

parking lots to facilitate their growth

Member Stenlund advised that there was as much need for tree growth below
ground as above ground and when you restrict that root growth you restrict the

tree s longevity considerably Member Stenlund noted that the proposal of the

Stockholm and Helsinki studies was to create a structural roadway that allowed
tree roots to expand underground through interaction between water and trees

while still providing roadways that served the various transit modes sufficiently
Member Stenlund advised that the roots usually end up between the bituminous
and soil seeking water and air with most tree roots located in the top twelve
inches thus creating heaves in roadways and sidewalks Member Stenlund ad

vised that the original Stockholm study was initiated through the discovery of tree
roots finding space to grow under old bunkers in Germany

Mayor Roe suggested that the additional root strength may help trees survive
storms as well

Councilmember Pust clarified that it was recommended to have as much space for

a tree below ground as above ground

Member Stenlund responded affirmatively noting that the biomass underground
should support a fifty year old tree but from an engineering perspective the road
and sidewalk amenities needed to also provide structural pavement for vehicle

needs and safety concerns

Member Gjerdingen advised that it was good to educate the Commission and res

idents on how close trees should be planted in boulevards in order to allow suffi



Regular City Council Meeting
Monday June 13 2011
Page 11

cient root space noting that the Commission saw some great examples on struc
tural soils during the Neprash presentation

Member Stenlund opined that expense was relative for some of the new technolo

gies for storm water management since ponds and other storm water management

options cost money to construct maintain and reconstruct as well

Member Stenlund noted the advantages in the PWET Commission being able to
provide input for new developments such as the Josephine Woods plat and op
portunities to blend homes into existing topography in order to save trees rather
than replace them

Chair DeBenedet reviewed potential 2011 12 PWET Commission Topics and a

proposed work plan and reviewed the status of the various items as detailed in the

RCA Chair DeBenedet noted the PWET Commission s interest in meeting joint
ly with the City s Parks and Recreation Commission in reviewing pathway plan
ning implementation incorporating the Imagine Roseville 2025 and Comprehen
sive Plan update and discussing them from a Public Works and Parks perspective

Councilmember Willmus noted the need to incorporate the Parks and Recreation

Master Plan process

Member Gjerdingen noted the need to review the Parks and Recreation constella

tions and how to tie them together with the Pathway Master Plan

Chair DeBenedet noted the Commission s interest in pursuing community volun
teers to implement projects or initiatives with Member Stenlund suggesting lake
shore stabilization projects as an example and one with which he was familiar

based on past Eagle Scout projects Chair DeBenedet concurred noting that
many low impact storm water and erosion control projects needed people not
heavy equipment

Related to the PWET Commission s conservation review of stormwater manage

ment practices Mayor Roe asked that as part of that study the Commission con
sider ways to incent certain types of approaches in the overall regulating scheme
such as demonstration ideas needing to be evolved

Councilmember McGehee expressed her favorable impression with the Josephine

Woods development project and complimented the Commission if they had any
input in that project Councilmember McGehee expressed her interest in a pres

entation at the City Council level on the Helsinki and Stockholm tree options

Councilmember Johnson expressed his appreciation of the Commission s discus

sion on asset management and tied that into the current work of the CIP Task
Force and budget concerns specifically the funding deficit over the next 10 2 0
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years Councilmember Johnson noted that a lot had to do with the City Council s
strategy from a business standpoint in managing that deficit Councilmember

Johnson advised that input from the Commission on items such as whether the

current practice for paving streets needed to be continued or if dropping down a
level or deferring that reconstruction was financially advantageous or would have
a downside and the current schedule continued Councilmember Johnson re

quested that type of study by the Commission to help the City Council get a better
handle on practical cuts or overall long term cost savings by more frequent re
construction and or maintenance or where assets were maximized out In dealing
with the CIP assets Councilmember Johnson advised that there was nothing on
their list that didn t somehow involve the PWET Commission and welcomed in

put from and a close working relationship with the Commission to maximize the
CIP Plan and make a bold effort to get that back on track

Mayor Roe spoke in support of the track being undertaken by the Commission on
asset management techniques and from a CIP perspective how to manage streets

and other City infrastructure in addition to review of the current Assessment Pol
icy

Councilmember Willmus echoed comments of his colleagues and supported the

work that the Commission was undertaking for organized solid waste collection
and determining the real impacts and other studies that will provide guidance to
the City Councilmember Willmus advised that he looked forward to hearing the
PWET Commission discussion and their future recommendations

Councilmember Pust opined that any members of the public listening to this dis
cussion would be impressed with the level of review performed by the PWET
Commission and asked the Chair for their meeting schedule for public informa
tion

Chair DeBenedet noted that the PWET Commission met the fourth Tuesday of
each month in the City Hall Council chambers at 6 30 p m

Mayor Roe noted tonight s discussion as an example of the rationale for and value

of volunteer advisory commissions to assist the City Council and expressed his
personal appreciation for their time and input Mayor Roe reiterated that those

items listed by the PWET Commission as topics for their 2011 2012 work plan
were right on track and in line with the City Council s own work plan and areas of
concern

At the request of Member Stenlund on anything else on the City Council s radar
that the PWET Commission should be aware of Mayor Roe opined that the

Neighborhood Traffic Management Policy review was a very high priority
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Councilmember Johnson asked that in their study of traffic management options
the PWET Commission also consider crosswalks especially those on larger roads
with multiple lanes and right turning traffic and visual safety concerns

Member Stenlund noted from his experience the difficulty in solving those con
cerns when dealing with fractured communities and landscapes and the blurring
of community lines while attempting to maintain traffic flow and keep pede
strians safe Member Stenlund noted the need for safe oasis for everyone to get
across since not everyone can cross a wide street with multiple lanes in one sig
nal light change and the need to accommodate those pedestrians

Mayor Roe concurred noting that drivers were not necessarily doing what they
needed to do to ensure pedestrian safety especially before turning right and the
need to be conscious of how you were driving and the reason for rules of the road
for vehicles pedestrians and bicycles

Further discussion on neighborhood traffic management included options such as
speed humps and pedestrian crosswalks traffic speed through residential neigh

borhoods pros and cons of closures of neighborhood roads to eliminate cut

through traffic

Councilmember Willmus opined that everyone needed to be cognizant as a first

ring suburb in the number of vehicles pedestrians and bicycles now and in the fu
ture not to restrict them but to move them more efficiently and safely

Mayor Roe opined that the policy discussion needed to identify consistent criteria
when it was appropriate to close a road as a solution and what conditions or stan

dards were applied consistently for those types of decisions not just responding to
passionate citizen input but based on best practices Mayor Roe looked to the

PWET Commission to point the City and City Council in the right direction

11 Public Hearings

a Conduct a Public Hearing for a Variance to the Noise Ordinance to Extend
Construction Activity Hours at the Rosedale Square Shopping Center
Permit Coordinator Don Munson briefly summarized the request as detailed in the
RCA dated June 13 2011 Mr Munson advised that mailed notices of tonight s

Public Hearing were provided to properties within 500 of the site but to date
staff had received no phone calls Mr Munson advised that representatives from

Welsh Companies the applicant and Minnesota Roadways the contractor were

in the audience and available for questions as applicable

Mayor Roe opened the Public Hearing at 7 29 p m for the purpose of hearing
public comment on the request for a variance to the City s Noise Ordinance to ex
tend construction activity hours at Rosedale Square Shopping Center 1601



Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  6   
 
 
Item Description: Neighborhood Traffic Management Policy Discussion (continuation from 

May) 
 
 
Background:   
The City Council and staff has received requests for various traffic calming measures over the 
years including speed bumps, speed humps, narrowing of streets, additional trees, closures, and 
striping to name a few. We currently have open consideration of speed tables on Dale Street, 
study of connecting a cul de sac to a neighborhood, and a petition to study closing of a street on 
one end to eliminate cut through traffic. Some cities around the country have neighborhood 
traffic management policies that outline a process for these types of requests to be considered. 
These policies also detail when various measures would be considered, installed, and how they 
might be funded. Staff feels a similar policy should be developed for Roseville to guide the 
consideration of these requests. We have found some policies on city websites around the 
country and are including three for discussion purposes.  
 
The Commission briefly discussed this item at the May meeting and requested a more thorough 
review of the Blaine policy at the June meeting. Staff would like feedback on the components 
that would be desirable in a Roseville policy so a draft policy can be written. Staff will comment 
on the components we view as necessary at the meeting. 
 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
Discuss the desirable components of a neighborhood traffic management policy and provide staff 
feedback for development of a draft policy. 
 
 
Attachments: 
A. City of Blaine Policy 
B. Evanston Illinois Policy 
C. City of Des Plaines Illinois Policy 
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Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  7   
 
 
Item Description: Utility Capital Improvement Program Review 
 
 
Background:   
The City Manager and the City Council Capital Improvements Sub Committee have requested 
the PWET Commission review and comment on the Public Works Capital Improvement Plan. 
They also recommended the Commission review the sub committee’s utility rate 
recommendation discussed at the June 20, 2011 council meeting. Staff will present and review 
the 20 year utility capital improvement plan and the proposed level of improvements at the 
meeting. Staff is working on utility rate background information for a discussion at your July 
meeting. We will be asking for your information needs on this topic.  
 
Recommended Action: 
 
Discuss the 20 year capital improvement plan and provide feedback. 
 
 
Attachments: 
A. Utility Capital Improvement Plan 
B. Council Utility Capital Funding Plan Memo 
C.  

 



City of Roseville
Capital Improvement Plan

2012-2021
CIP - Water

Description Type 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Water main replacement I 500,000$          600,000$          700,000$          800,000$          900,000$          1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       8,500,000$          1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             

Elevated storage tank repainting B -                         -                         -                         500,000             -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         500,000                

Booster station building maintenance B -                         28,000               -                         77,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         105,000                75,000                     

Booster station/ElectricMCC replace B -                         -                         250,000             -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         250,000                

Replace genset & trsfr switch @ booster B -                         100,000             -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         100,000                

VFD's, HE Motor's, & Pump Seals, 1,3,&4 E -                         29,000               29,000                  25,000                     25,000                     

HE Motor, & Seals Pump 5 E 20,000               20,000                  

Water meter replacement E 100,000             150,000             150,000             150,000             150,000             80,000               80,000               85,000               85,000               85,000               1,115,000            85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     85,000                     

Automated Meter Reading System E 100,000             200,000             200,000             200,000             200,000             900,000                30,000                     30,000                     30,000                     30,000                     30,000                     30,000                     

Replace/Upgrade SCADA system (1/3) E -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                        50,000             -                       50,000                

Electronic message board (4-way) E -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         7,000                 -                         7,000                    

Shop sweeper (4-way split) E -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         8,000                 -                         8,000                    

GPS Unit (1/3 share) E -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         4,000                 -                         4,000                    

Water Truck (1/2 cost) V -                         -                         -                         -                         55,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         55,000                  56,000                     

#208 Meter van V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         25,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         25,000                  28,000                     

#210  4x4 pickup V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         25,000               -                         -                         -                         25,000                  24,000                     

#225 Cat Back-hoe (1/2 wtr, 1/2 storm) V -                         40,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         40,000                  

#230 Ford 1/2-ton V -                         -                         -                         -                         20,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         20,000                  21,000                     

#234 4x4 Pickup V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         25,000               -                         25,000                  26,000                     

#360 Backhoe Sand Bucket (3-way split) V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            3,000                       

#211 360 Backhoe  (3-way split) V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         60,000               -                         60,000                  

#169 Zero turn mower( 1/4) V -                         5,000                 -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         5,000                    

#601 Skidsteer (1/4) V -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         10,000               -                         -                         10,000                  

Self-propelled paver (4-way split) V 25,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         25,000                  

Field Computer Replacement/add 5,000                 5,000                 5,000                       7,000                       

Replace Air Compressor E -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                        -                       -                       -                          10,000                   ep ace Co p esso 0,000

#236 Trailer (2 way split) V 2,500                 2,500                    

#237 Wacker Compacter (4 way Split) E 8,000                 8,000                    

#207 Pickup V 30,000               -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         35,000               65,000                  

755,000$          1,108,000$       1,348,000$       1,256,000$       1,805,000$       1,150,000$       1,085,000$       1,122,500$       1,214,000$       1,120,000$       11,953,500$        1,160,000$             1,113,000$             1,115,000$             1,095,000$             1,115,000$             1,136,000$             1,171,000$             1,143,000$             1,165,000$             1,122,000$             

Total

Summary by Type 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Description L -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                          

Land B -                         128,000             250,000             77,000               500,000             -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         955,000                

Buildings V -                         30,000               40,000               -                         55,000               70,000               -                         35,000               60,000               -                         290,000                

Vehicles E 220,000             350,000             350,000             379,000             350,000             80,000               80,000               85,000               154,000             85,000               2,133,000            

Equipment F -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Furniture & Fixtures I 500,000             600,000             700,000             800,000             900,000             1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         8,500,000            

Improvements 720,000$          1,108,000$       1,340,000$       1,256,000$       1,805,000$       1,150,000$       1,080,000$       1,120,000$       1,214,000$       1,085,000$       11,878,000$        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        

Total

Summary by Funding Source 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Description -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                          

General property taxes -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Special assessments -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Building depreciation charges -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Vehicle depreciation charges -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Equipment depreciation charges 755,000             1,108,000         1,348,000         1,256,000         1,805,000         1,150,000         1,085,000         1,122,500         1,214,000         1,120,000         11,963,500          

User fees - utility operations -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

User fees - special purpose operations -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

General obligation bonds -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

MSA revenues -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                            

Other 755,000$          1,108,000$       1,348,000$       1,256,000$       1,805,000$       1,150,000$       1,085,000$       1,122,500$       1,214,000$       1,120,000$       11,963,500$        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        -$                        

Total
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City of Roseville
Capital Improvement Plan

2012-2021
CIP - Sanitary Sewer

Description Type 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Sewer main repairs I 600,000$          700,000$          900,000$          1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       1,000,000$       9,200,000$         1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             1,000,000$             

I & I reduction I 150,000            150,000            200,000            200,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       700,000              

Lift station repairs/upgrades B 105,500            25,000              100,000            25,000              38,000              32,000              25,000              25,000              15,000              15,000              405,500              150,000                  150,000                  150,000                  80,000                    80,000                    80,000                    80,000                    80,000                    30,000                    10,000                    

Replace/Upgrade SCADA system E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       50,000              -                       50,000                

Computer Replacement 5,000                5,000                5,000                      

Electronic message board (4-way) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       7,000                -                       7,000                  

Shop sweeper (4-way split) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       8,000                -                       8,000                  

Replace 1990 air compressor(1/3) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          15,000                    

Mainline televising system E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       40,000              -                       40,000                

GPS with computer (1/3 share) E - - - - - - - - 4 000 - 4,000GPS with computer (1/3 share) E                                                                                                                                                                                        4,000                                   4,000                

Zero-turn mower (1/4 cost) E -                       5,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       3,300                -                       -                       8,300                  

#201 Replace Jetter/Vactor V -                       -                       -                       300,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       300,000              375,000                  

#202 1-ton with dump box/plow V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       40,000              -                       40,000                

#203  1-ton service truck V -                       -                       28,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       28,000                30,000                    

#213 Extend-a-jet replacement V -                       -                       -                       -                       35,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       35,000                

#220 Towmaster trailer - 10 ton V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       10,000              -                       10,000                10,000                    

#360 Backhoe Sand Bucket (3-way split) V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          5,000                      

#225 Backhoe (4-way split) V 40,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       40,000                

#601 Skidsteer (1/4) V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       10,000              -                       10,000                12,000                    

Self-propelled paver (4-way split) V 25,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,000                

#211 360 Backhoe  (3-way split) 60,000              60,000                

#237 Wacker compactor (1/4) V -                       -                       8,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       8,000                -                       -                       16,000                

-                          

Total 860,500$          905,000$          1,276,000$       1,525,000$       1,038,000$       1,067,000$       1,075,000$       1,051,300$       1,184,000$       1,015,000$       10,986,800$       1,150,000$             1,150,000$             1,150,000$             1,085,000$             1,115,000$             1,455,000$             1,095,000$             1,092,000$             1,040,000$             1,010,000$             

S b TSummary by Type
Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Land L -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                        

Buildings B 105,500            25,000              100,000            25,000              38,000              32,000              25,000              25,000              15,000              15,000              405,500              

Vehicles V -                       25,000              76,000              300,000            -                       35,000              -                       18,000              110,000            -                       564,000              

Equipment E 5,000                5,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       50,000              8,300                59,000              -                       127,300              

Furniture & Fixtures F -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Improvements I 750,000            850,000            1,100,000         1,200,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         1,000,000         9,900,000           

Total 860,500$          905,000$          1,276,000$       1,525,000$       1,038,000$       1,067,000$       1,075,000$       1,051,300$       1,184,000$       1,015,000$       10,996,800$       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       

Summary by Funding Source
Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

General property taxes -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                        

Special assessments -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Building depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Vehicle depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Equipment depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

User fees - utility operations 860,500            905,000            1,276,000         1,525,000         1,038,000         1,067,000         1,075,000         1,051,300         1,184,000         1,015,000         10,996,800         

User fees - special purpose operations -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

General obligation bonds -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

MSA revenues -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Other -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                          

Total 860,500$          905,000$          1,276,000$       1,525,000$       1,038,000$       1,067,000$       1,075,000$       1,051,300$       1,184,000$       1,015,000$       10,996,800$       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       -$                       



City of Roseville
Capital Improvement Plan

2012-2021
CIP - Storm Drainage

Description Type 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Pond improvements/infiltration I 250,000$          300,000$          300,000$          300,000$          300,000$          300,000$          350,000$          350,000$          350,000$          350,000$          3,150,000$       400,000                  400,000                  400,000                  400,000                  450,000                  450,000                  450,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  

Storm sewer replacement/rehabilitationPMP I 250,000            300,000            350,000            350,000            400,000            400,000            400,000            450,000            450,000            450,000            3,800,000         500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  500,000                  

2011 Regenerative air sweeper (vacuum) I -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       213,950                  

Leaf site water quality improvements I -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

2002 #132 Elgin sweeper 2002 3-wheel V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

2006 #167 Elgin Sweeper 2006 3-wheel V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       191,000            -                       -                       -                       191,000            218,000                  

Self-propelled paver 1/4 share E 25,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,000              

2011 Cement mixer E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       4,000                      

2008 #171 Tennant 6600 sweeper 1/4 share V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       8,000                -                       8,000                9,000                      

2008 #163 Electronic message board(1/4) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       7,000                -                       7,000                8,000                      

1995 $115 flail mower E 25,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,000              25,000                    

1993 #139 Vacall V -                       -                       200,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       200,000            

2010 #130 Steamer "Amazing Maching" E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       15,000              -                       15,000              16,500                    

1995 #110 LCT 600 Leaf Machine E 25,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,000              25,300                    

1997 #131 LCT 600 Leaf Machine E -                       25,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,000              26,400                    

2000 #148 lct 600 Leaf Machine E -                       -                       -                       -                       25,960              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       25,960              

2000 #236 FT SA trailer 1/2 E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       2,500                -                       -                       2,500                3,000                      

2004 #158 ATL 4300 Trash Vacuum (1/2) V -                       20,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       20,000              16,500                    

2007 #237 Wacker  Compactor 1/4 E -                       -                       8,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       8,000                8,800                      

2008 #601 Bobcat Skidsteer (1/4) 500 rental yearl V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       10,000              -                       -                       10,000              

2009 #172 Zero Turn Dixie Chopper V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       12,000              -                       12,000              13,200                    

2006 #169 Toro Zero Turn Mower 1/4 share V -                       5,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       3,300                -                       -                       8,300                3,630                      

2007 #164 John Deere Turf Gater V -                       -                       -                       10,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       10,000              12,000                    

1995 #168 Wildcat Compost Turner E -                       100,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       100,000            

U d t t t t l I 100 000 100 000Update stormwater mgmt plan I 100,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                     -                     -                     100,000          

Field Computer Add/Replacements E 5,000                5,000                7,000                      

GPS Unit (1/3 share) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       4,000                -                       4,000                

Control Panel with Aux power at St Croix E -                       -                       300,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       300,000            

Portable Generator for St Croix (1/2 share) E 80,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       80,000              

1999 #147 3-Ton Dumptruck V 155,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       155,000            174,900                  

2009 #103 Ford 450 w/ Plow V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       65,000              -                       -                       65,000              71,500                    

2000 #145 3-Ton Dump w/ Plow V -                       159,000            -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       159,000            174,900                  

1993 #225 Cat Back-hoe (1/2 wtr, 1/2 storm) V 40,000              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       40,000              

2008 #211 360 Backhoe (1/3) V -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       60,000              -                       60,000              66,000                    

#211 360 Backhoe (Grapple Bucket) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       17,600                    

#211 360 Backhoe (Sand Bucket) (1/3) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       3,000                      

#165 5 ton trailer 1/2 E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       5,000                -                       -                       -                       -                       5,000                5,500                      

1997 #129 Leroi Air Compressor (1/3) E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       10,000                    

Arona Storm Station Upgrades E 20,000                    

Millwood Storm Station Upgrades E 15,000              100,000                wood Sto Stat o Upg ades 5,000 00,000

Owasso Hills Storm Station Upgrades E

Walsh Storm station Upgrades E 45,000              

Replace/Upgrade SCADA 1/3 E -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       50,000              -                       50,000              

Total 840,000$          879,000$          1,048,000$       675,000$          1,025,960$       705,000$          941,000$          885,800$          956,000$          800,000$          8,685,760$       900,000                  1,137,450               908,800                  1,126,130               1,131,900               962,000                  975,000                  1,248,800               1,100,000               1,213,600               

Summary by Type
Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Land L -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     

Buildings B -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Vehicles V 155,000            184,000            240,000            10,000              -                       -                       191,000            78,300              80,000              -                       938,300            

Equipment E 80,000              50,000              158,000            -                       325,960            -                       -                       2,500                26,000              -                       642,460            

Furniture & Fixtures F -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Improvements I 600,000            600,000            650,000            650,000            700,000            700,000            750,000            800,000            800,000            800,000            7,050,000         

Total 835,000$          834,000$          1,048,000$       660,000$          1,025,960$       700,000$          941,000$          880,800$          906,000$          800,000$          8,630,760$       



City of Roseville
Capital Improvement Plan

2012-2021
CIP - Storm Drainage

Summary by Funding Source
Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

General property taxes -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     

Special assessments -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Building depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Vehicle depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Equipment depreciation charges -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

User fees - utility operations 840,000            879,000            1,048,000         675,000            1,025,960         705,000            941,000            885,800            956,000            800,000            8,755,760         

User fees - special purpose operations -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

General obligation bonds -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

MSA revenues -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Other -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       

Total 840,000$          879,000$          1,048,000$       675,000$          1,025,960$       705,000$          941,000$          885,800$          956,000$          800,000$          8,755,760$       



Memorandum 1 
 2 
Date: June 20, 2011 3 
 4 
To: Roseville Residents and Businesses, Fellow City Councilmembers, and City Staff 5 
 6 
From: Mayor Dan Roe, City Councilmember Jeff Johnson, City Manager Bill Malinen, and7 
 Finance Director Chris Miller 8 
 9 
Subject:  Second Part of Capital Funding Plan and Preliminary Subcommittee Report 10 
              11 
 12 
The Purpose of the Subcommittee 13 
 14 
As stated in the June 13 subcommittee preliminary report memo, this subcommittee was 15 
established by the City Council as the result of the Council/Staff work plan discussions held 16 
earlier this year.  The subcommittee was made up of Mayor Roe, Councilmember Johnson, City 17 
Manager Malinen, and Finance Director Chris Miller.  The purpose of the subcommittee was to 18 
determine a path to a sustainable capital funding plan for the City in light of the ongoing under-19 
funding of capital replacement needs, and propose a plan for consideration by the community 20 
and the City Council. 21 
 22 
The Problem – A Reminder 23 
 24 
As a refresher of information contained in the June 13 memo, in total, the capital needs for the 25 
City for the next 20 years have been estimated to amount to around $218 million.  Of that total, 26 
about $148 million (68% - over two thirds) is un-funded by current sources as projected over the 27 
next 20 years.  A graphic example of the current situation follows: 28 
 29 

 30 
 31 
Figure 1.  Current Situation - All Funds.  The red bars represent cumulative annual capital 32 
costs, while the green area represents cumulative projected current annual budgeted capital 33 
funding.  All figures are in 2011 dollars. 34 
 35 
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 36 
The Second Part of the Recommendation 37 
 38 
Utility Needs.   39 
 40 
Background.  The fee-supported Utilities in the City with significant un-funded capital needs are 41 
the Water Utility, the Sanitary Sewer Utility, and the Stormwater Uitility.  These utilities all 42 
consist largely of underground piping systems that were installed over a period from the 1940’s 43 
to the 1970’s as the City developed.  In addition, the Water Uitilty includes the City’s water 44 
tower, and the Stormwater Utility includes a number of City-maintained stormwater management 45 
ponds.  This capital infrastructure is provided by the City to deliver safe drinking water to the 46 
homes and businesses in the City, to take away sanitary sewer wastewater to the Metropolitan 47 
Council’s sewer system and treatment facility for safe treatment, and to safely collect stormwater 48 
run-off, treat it, and deliver it to the environment via the streams, lakes, and other waterways of 49 
the area. 50 
 51 
Much of the piping in these systems is approaching 50-60 years of age, and was made of 52 
materials that have been found to not last much longer than that, if even that long.  The cast iron 53 
of the water mains is brittle and subject to leaking and breaks as the result of ground shifting, 54 
tree roots, etc.  The clay tile of the sanitary sewer lines is similarly subject to leaks and breaking.  55 
Since the City pays St. Paul for drinking water, each leak or break in a line costs the City’s 56 
residents and businesses higher rates to account for that un-used water we purchase.  Leaks of 57 
raw sewage into the ground pose a danger to the environment.   58 
 59 
In an effort to keep current and future costs down, the City is using new materials and 60 
technologies to replace or repair existing water and sewer mains.  Where City streets are being 61 
completely replaced, the water and sewer lines are being replaced (as needed) with more durable 62 
materials.  Where streets are not programmed for replacement for many years, the City is using 63 
re-lining technology that puts a new plastic pipe inside the existing pipe, and does not require 64 
excavation of the street. 65 
 66 
The capital infrastructure funding gap over the next 20 years in these Utility funds is about $47 67 
million out of total projected costs of $65 million.  In other words, 72% of the projected costs are 68 
currently un-funded. 69 
 70 
Recommendation.  The subcommittee recommends a long-term solution for funding the 71 
significant capital replacement needs of these Utilities that is a combination of adding revenues 72 
and transferring existing funds.   73 
 74 
The first part of the recommendation is to increase the annual utility base fees by a total of $2.2 75 
million in 2012, and to maintain that increase permanently going forward.  Approximately 76 
$850,000 of that amount would be dedicated to Water Utility capital funding, approximately 77 
$830,000 to Sanitary Sewer Utility capital funding, and the remaining approximately $500,000 78 
would be dedicated to Stormwater Utility capital funding. 79 
 80 
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The second part of the recommendation is to transfer $600,000 from the Storm water Fund to the 81 
Water Fund (which currently has a $0 balance) in 2012, creating a sustainable fund balance in 82 
that fund.   83 
 84 
The subcommittee recognizes that this recommendation represents a very significant year-one 85 
increase in the utility base fees, but for cash flow reasons prefers that to incremental increases, 86 
which delay projects and increase out-year costs, including maintenance costs for older 87 
infrastructure.   88 
 89 
For reference, with implementation of these recommendations, the typical residential household 90 
would see their total utility base fee payment per quarter go up by $44.28 in 2012.  (Utility usage 91 
fees would not be impacted.) 92 
 93 
The subcommittee believes that it is appropriate to refer these proposed rate changes to the 94 
Public Works, Environment, and Transportation Commission for their review and comment. 95 
 96 
 97 
Total Impact of Recommendations.   98 
 99 
The proposed subcommittee recommendations contained in the June 13 and June 20 memos are 100 
graphically represented, superimposed on the earlier graph of the problem (Figure 1 above), as 101 
follows: 102 
 103 

 104 
 105 
Figure 2.  With Recommended Solutions - All Funds.  The red bars represent cumulative 106 
annual capital costs, while the green area represents cumulative projected current annual 107 
budgeted capital funding.  The light blue area represents cumulative projected new funding from 108 
new revenues.  The narrow purple area between the green and light blue areas represents 109 
cumulative new funding from operational budget cuts.  All figures are in 2011 dollars. 110 
 111 
As can be seen, even with the subcommittee recommendations of both the June 13 and June 20 112 
memos, significant work remains – primarily in the Parks and Streets capital funding areas, 113 
which are not addressed by these recommendations. 114 
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Roseville Public Works, Environment and 
Transportation Commission 

 
Agenda Item 

 
 
Date: June 28, 2011 Item No:  8 
 
 
Item Description: Discussion of Look Ahead Agenda Items/ Next Meeting July 26, 2011 
 
 
Suggested Items: 
 

•  
•  

 
 
Recommended Action: 
 
Set preliminary agenda items for the July 26, 2011 Public Works, Environment & Transportation 
Commission meeting. 
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