Address:
Mayor:

2660 Civic Center Dr.
Roseville, MN 55113

Dan Roe

City Council Agenda
Monday, March 18, 2019
City Council Chambers
Commencing Immediately
Following Economic
Development Authority
Meeting
Roll Call

Phone:

Councilmembers:

Jason Etten
Wayne Groff
Lisa Laliberte
Robert Willmus

651-792-7000
Website :
www.cityofroseville.com

1.

6:45 P.M.
Voting & Seating Order: Willmus, Groff, Etten, Laliberte and Roe

2.

6:46

P.M.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

6:47

P.M.

Approve Agenda

4.

6:50

P.M.

Public Comment

5.

Recognition, Donations and Communications

6.
7.

6:55

P.M.

Items Removed from Consent Agenda

Business Items

7.A.

7:00 P.M. Receive Presentation Regarding the Implementation Phase of
the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Alliance
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

7.B.

Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund and Related
Financial Sustainability Impacts
7:25

P.M.

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION.PDF
ATTACHMENTS.PDF
7.C.

7:40

P.M.

Government Alliance on Race and Equity Update

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
7.D.

8:25

P.M.

Discuss 2019-20 Policy Priority Planning Document

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
8.

8:50

P.M.

Approve Minutes

9.

8:55

P.M.

Approve Consent Agenda

9.A.

Approve Payments

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
8.

8:50

P.M.

Approve Minutes

9.

8:55

P.M.

Approve Consent Agenda

9.A.

Approve Payments
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

9.B.

Annual Police Forfeiture Accounts Summary
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

10.

9:00 P.M. Council and City Manager Communications, Reports and
Announcements

11.

9:05

P.M.

Councilmember Initiated Future Agenda Items and Future Agenda

Review
11.A.

Seek Direction on Scheduling a Future Council Discussion Regarding
Snow Placement Ordinance on Private Property
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION.PDF

11.B.

Letter from State Representative Hertaus re Legislation Initiative to reform
LGA Formula
Documents:
BENCH HANDOUT.PDF

12.

9:10

P.M.

Adjourn

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

3/13/2019
7a.

City Manager Approval

Receive Presentation Regarding the Implementation Phase of the Rice and
Larpenteur Gateway Alliance

BACKGROUND
Dating to the summer of 2016, the City has been actively dialoguing with the City of Maplewood,
City of St. Paul, and Ramsey County regarding revitalizing and re-envisioning the Rice
Street/Larpenteur Avenue corridor.
In an attempt to advance this effort, the City entered into a Professional Services Agreement with
Perkins+Will for consulting services for the Rice and Larpenteur Area Visioning Plan in July of 2016.
At the same time, the cities of St. Paul and Maplewood entered into a Cooperative Funding Agreement
with the City of Roseville, where Roseville acted as the Contract Manager to the Rice and Larpenteur
Area Visioning Plan process. The actual visioning process included the resident and business
community of the Rice and Larpenteur area. Then, in 2018 the Visioning Plan was accepted and
discussions began with regard to implementation of what has since been termed the Rice and
Larpenteur Gateway Alliance. Request for Proposals were sought in early 2019 to select a consultant
who would provide a scope of services surrounding implementation of the Alliance.
On February12, 2019, the cities of Roseville, Maplewood, St. Paul, and Ramsey County unanimously
selected the SPACC to begin implementation efforts in support of the Alliance. To that end, the
SPACC has been asked to provide a presentation on the scope of services they will provide.

18

Following the presentation, staff will advance a Professional Services Agreement for consideration at
the March 25th or April 8th meeting.

19

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

17

21

The EDA has budgeted $50,000 in 2019 for implementation efforts of the Rice and Larpenteur
Gateway Alliance.

22

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

20

24

Receive a presentation by the SPACC regarding the scope of services they will engage in with regard
to implementation of the Alliance.

25

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

23

26
27

Receive a presentation by the SPACC regarding the scope of services they will engage in with regard
to implementation of the Alliance.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director
A: SPACC RFP Response
B: SPACC presentation slides
C: Website Inquiry RE Rice/Larp Alliance
Page 1 of 1
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Attachment A

Jan 25, 2019

Shann Finwall, Environmental Planner
C/O Rice-Larpenteur Gateway Alliance
City of Maplewood
1920 County Road B East
Maplewood, MN 55109
Dear Alliance Members,
The Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce WorkStream Division, is excited and grateful for the opportunity to
expand upon our proposal to support the Rice-Larpenteur Gateway Alliance. Enclosed you will find the following:
●
●
●
●
●

Our Approach and Scope of Work
Project Timeline and Budget
Key Personnel Profile
Project Costs
Appendix: WorkStream Flyer

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Kim O’Brien
Planning Consultant for Strategic Initiatives
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
kim@saintpaulchamber.com
Work: 651-265-2795
Cell: 651-276-4696
B. Kyle
President and CEO
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
Work: 651-265-2771
Cell: 651-253-5245
bkyle@saintpaulchamber.com
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Overall Approach & Scope of Work
Project Understanding
The Rice and Larpenteur Gateway initiative is an extraordinary example of what can be achieved when leaders
work together across boundaries to achieve mutual benefit and shared prosperity for the community. We applaud
Maplewood, Roseville, Saint Paul, and Ramsey County for your steadfast commitment to the betterment of the
Rice and Larpenteur area. You have committed resources and time to generating a community-driven vision for a
prosperous, safe, and vibrant neighborhood, and SPACC would be deeply honored to help see it through.
SPACC is proud of its catalytic role in bringing the municipalities
together in 2016 to discuss the needs and opportunities in the area.
With our priorities of economic and community development,
inclusion, and community livability, the opportunity to shine a
spotlight on Rice and Larpenteur aligns well with our mission and
values.
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce Mission:
Changing our economic future – one job at a time.
●
●
●
●

Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Vision:
The Rice Street and Larpenteur Avenue
Gateway area will be a safe, engaging,
and inviting neighborhood center that
includes common space, a high-quality
pedestrian environment, and robust
reinvestment for the diverse people of
the surrounding communities to live,
conduct business, and play together.

We are a convener and coalition-builder for our region’s
most critical issues.
We integrate the growth of jobs and tax base with the broader priorities of livability: workforce,
education, transportation, and culture.
We translate thinking into action through powerful advocacy, partnerships, and programming.
We promote economic growth, working towards goals that we can’t accomplish alone.

Since responding to the Request for Information in July of 2018, SPACC has hired Kim O’Brien to support this and
future initiatives to more broadly serve the East Metro community with professional services for economic
development and community engagement initiatives. Kim has helped support the Rice and Larpenteur Alliance
through its early stages and visioning process as staff for Saint Paul City Council President Brendmoen. She has
developed many trusted relationships in the community and will be able to hit the ground running as lead staff on
this project. Kim is passionate about serving the Gateway community and personally and professionally invested
in the success of the initiative.
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Project Manager Vision
SPACC proposes to staff the Rice-Larpenteur Gateway Alliance with a dedicated Executive Director (O’Brien). The
initiative will be housed within a newly created division called WorkStream, which offers professional services to
smaller business associations and chambers of commerce as well as public-private partnerships and community
initiatives like the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Alliance (see WorkStream Informational Flyer in the Appendix).
The Executive Director will convene and staff the Short-Term/Interim Alliance, help build and support the LongTerm Alliance, actively seek economic development opportunities, lead the development of a multi-year
fundraising strategy and support vibrant, community events and placemaking initiatives. O’Brien will be the key
project manager with the support of Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce staff resources. B Kyle, President and
CEO, will assist the Alliance with strategic direction, fundraising, and contribute her economic development
experience. Additionally, the Alliance will benefit from SPACC’s internal expertise in fundraising, communications,
economic development, public policy, and event planning. SPACC also has a network of experienced consultants
ready to support grant-writing, marketing, placemaking and events (list of some examples provided below). A
portion of the budget has been set aside to hire outside support to build upon our internal capacity. Alliance
members will have the opportunity to review and approve all sub-contracts to meet project needs.
The Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce Foundation, a 501c3 charitable organization, will serve as the fiscal
agent for all sponsorship revenue and grants earned by the Gateway Alliance. SPACC proposes to serve as the
project lead on the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Alliance for the first two years, with a renewable annual
contract and budget to be renegotiated each year with municipal alliance members (Maplewood, Roseville, Saint
Paul, and Ramsey County). After two years, the Alliance may decide to retain continued professional services from
SPACC for staffing and project management.

Team Approach
The Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce has a team of experienced and dedicated professionals to support and
advise the Alliance in the achievement of its goals (See Key Personnel). In addition to the Executive Director and
SPACC President & CEO, the initiative will be advised and supported by SPACC experts in:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Economic Development
Fundraising
Marketing & Communications
Event Planning
Membership Services
Public Affairs
Nonprofit Management

Potential Partner Agencies
To meet the broad needs of the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Vision Plan, SPACC has developed a network of
local professional service providers that the Alliance can call upon to complete specific tasks and deliverables.
Below are a few examples of willing partner entities that can support our work to revitalize Rice and Larpenteur. A
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portion of the year 1 budget has been set aside for professional services, especially in marketing, fundraising,
events, and placemaking. The Alliance will have the opportunity to define needs and select its partners.
Creative Minds Studios, Photography & Videography
East Metro Strong, Transit Planning & Advocacy
Forecast Public Art, Public Art Planning & Execution
Harrington Langer & Associates, Accounting & Finance
Hsakushee Zan, Karen Community Relations & Translation
MORE Services, Refugee Services, Translation, & Intercultural Consulting
The Musicant Group, Creative Placemaking & Events
Perkins + Will, Planning & Design
So Good Consulting, Event Management
SPOT, Marketing & Communications
UnCommon Good Consulting, Nonprofit Fundraising

Scope of Work
Convene the Interim/Short-Term Alliance
Beginning in March, the Executive Director will call monthly meetings of the Short-Term Alliance--comprised of
designated representatives of the cities of Maplewood, Roseville, Saint Paul, and Ramsey County. Additional
members of the Short-Term Alliance may be included upon request of city leaders. We propose the Alliance meets
in different locations in the Rice and Larpenteur community (restaurants, businesses, schools, churches,
community centers) in order to support local businesses and better understand community needs. SPACC will
handle scheduling and facilitating meetings each month. In addition, the Executive Director will provide agendas
and financial statements in advance and send a recap to the Alliance following each meeting.
In addition to monthly Alliance meetings, SPACC will set up individual meetings early on with representatives from
each city and the county to learn about the individual priorities and expectations of the initiative. Once the ShortTerm Alliance is up and running, individual and small group meetings with additional stakeholders will be
scheduled to gauge their priorities and interest in supporting the Rice and Larpenteur Vision, long-term.
We propose the primary functions of the Short-Term Alliance be to:
✓ Develop a brand identity for the neighborhood.
✓ Create an engaging new website.
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✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓

Make a Communications and Community Relations Plan.
Identify an immediate improvement project that can be accomplished within the first six months.
Plan a community event.
Create an Annual Event Calendar, targeting quarterly events.
Create a Strategic Fundraising Plan.
Develop infrastructure for (Charter), and recruit members to, the Long-Term Alliance.

With the support of the SPACC team and partner agencies (approved by the Alliance), the Executive Director will
serve as Project Manager for each of the above deliverables. Expectations of Alliance members include: 1)
participating in meetings, 2) assisting fundraising efforts and at events, 3) identifying potential Long-Term Alliance
members, and 4) connecting to resources and opportunities to achieve goals.
The Executive Director will be responsible for communication to the community through the website, social media
channels, and via a quarterly newsletter to stakeholders. The Gateway Alliance will have a permanent phone
number, email address, and mailing address at the SPACC headquarters in downtown Saint Paul and staff will
respond in a timely fashion to inquiries from Alliance members, community members, and the media.
The Short-Term Alliance will kick-off the implementation phase of the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway initiative and
help set-up the Long-Term Alliance for success in managing ongoing improvements and collaboration in the Rice
and Larpenteur area. We envision the Long-Term Alliance to replace the Short-Term Alliance within the first year
of the project.
Build the Long-Term Alliance
A key task of the Short-Term Alliance is to build a sustainable Long-Term Alliance to become the permanent voice
of the Rice and Larpenteur community. The Long-Term Alliance will be stewards of the Vision Plan, guiding
redevelopment, and sustaining placemaking events and initiatives.
To begin, we will define membership goals (ensuring a diverse array of interests and skill sets are represented)
and an appropriate size of the body. Using agreed upon guidelines, we will develop a list of potential Long-Term
Alliance members that represent each geography in the Rice and Larpenteur area. We recommend that
Maplewood, Roseville, Saint Paul, and Ramsey County continue to have a presence in the Long-Term Alliance, and
that the body also includes diverse stakeholders including representatives of local businesses, residents,
community institutions (schools and churches), commercial and residential developers, nonprofits, and
foundations. We will schedule meetings with each prospective member and bring recommendations for
membership to the Alliance.
The Long-Term Alliance may function as an independent advisory commission, and while the Short-Term Alliance
will consider different organizing models, we recommend that SPACC continue to staff and support the Alliance
with back-of-house infrastructure, eliminating the immediate need to file for independent tax status. SPACC is a
501c6 Nonprofit Business Group and our Charitable Foundation is a 501c3 which can serve as the Alliance’s fiscal
agent to apply for and administer grant funding. SPACC has comparable arrangements with East Metro Strong and
the Saint Paul Downtown Alliance, for example. Please note this recommendation has evolved since our July
proposal to most efficiently utilize resources available.
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Led by the Executive Director, the Short-Term Alliance will develop a draft Charter (governing document) for the
Long-Term Alliance that will define its mission/purpose, vision, membership, activities, responsibilities and
procedures. The Long-Term Alliance will hear, edit, and formally adopt the Charter document as one of its first
official orders of business.
Convene the Long-Term Alliance
Once the Long-Term Alliance membership and Charter is in place, we recommend bi-monthly meetings (6
annually) which will continue to be planned and staffed by the Executive Director. Committees may be formed to
dig-in deeper on specific events or projects that require additional attention and planning. Meetings will continue
to be held in both public and private spaces within the Rice and Larpenteur area. In addition to meeting agendas
and minutes, the Executive Director will supply financial statements (Profit and Loss) to the Alliance members to
account for funding. The Alliance will continue to work to advance the Vision Plan for the area and SPACC will
provide ongoing staffing and project management for two years (with contracts renegotiated each year).
In Years 1 and 2, we propose the functions of the Long-Term Alliance to be:
✓ Host quarterly community events.
✓ Activate the strategic fundraising plan (apply for grants and sponsorships).
✓ Support and inform public and private infrastructure and redevelopment projects.
✓ Create Design Guidelines for new and re-development.
✓ Execute three quick infrastructure projects.
✓ Secure annual administrative funding and contract.
✓ Seek opportunities for neighborhood branding and placemaking (banners, public art, trash, recycling, etc).
✓ Public Project Reports and Recommendations each year.
Fundraising
Our budget proposal sets aside funding for the creation of a Strategic Fundraising Plan and grant writing support,
led by an experienced nonprofit development partner who has a firm grasp of the local philanthropic landscape.
SPACC will draw upon our trusted relationships with The Saint Paul Foundation, McKnight Foundation, Knight
Foundation, Pohlad Foundation, Bush Foundation, Otto Bremer Trust, and others, to present opportunities to
support this ground-breaking, transformational initiative. The Cities of Maplewood, Roseville, Saint Paul, and
Ramsey County have sent a strong message that revitalization of the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Area is a high
priority and that will resonate with local grantors that have shared interests. SPACC’s 501c3 Charitable Foundation
will serve as a fiscal agent for grants and sponsorships. We will create a tracking spreadsheet of potential funding
opportunities including, but not limited to:
● Grants
● Property Tax Programs
● Loan Programs
● Federal Programs
● Transit Programs
● Housing Programs
In the process of creating our strategic fundraising plan, we will review sustainable, long-term funding models
such as Special Services Districts, which have been used successfully in other parts of the region to provide stable
funding for shared services such as trash and recycling, landscaping and maintenance, and tree lighting, etc.
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Each year, the publicly financed share of administration for the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Alliance should be
reduced until that point that a sustainable private source of funding is identified and secured. After two years,
SPACC could continue supporting the Alliance with professional services and facilitation. Our financial vision for
the Rice and Larpenteur Alliance would include diverse and sustainable sources of income to include private
philanthropy, corporate sponsorships, government grants and loans, and potentially tax increment or special
service district designation.
Community Engagement
Community buy-in is imperative to the success of this effort. Success requires authentic engagement and
relationships with cultural communities, renter communities, homeowners, existing businesses, and institutions.
We must ensure community input is sought at each stage of the process and that diverse voices are represented
as members of the Long-Term Alliance. To build a greater understanding of the places and people of the Rice and
Larpenteur area, we suggest meeting at local restaurants, schools, churches, businesses and apartment buildings.
Additionally, the Alliance will be represented at existing community events and initiatives such as North End
Safety Fair (hosted by local apartment managers association), Rice Street Garden events, Community School of
Excellence and Washington Technology Magnet, Galilee Lutheran Church, Karen Martyrs Day, and more.
The Short-Term and Long-Term Alliance will develop and activate a Community Relations and Communications
Plan which will include creation of a neighborhood brand, website, social media content, and quarterly
newsletters. The Alliance will build relationships in the community via our own community events as well as
supporting events held by partners in the neighborhood. We will work to keep area residents informed of
opportunities to connect with a community calendar posted online and shared in the community. The Alliance
may also sub-contract with local cultural liaisons to overcome language and cultural barriers that otherwise could
impede the active participation of the local community. We are sensitive to ensure that improvements to the
community are for the community (vs. new audiences who may risk displacement of current residents and
businesses). Guiding questions for the Alliance must be: “Who are these improvements for?” and “How are we
serving the current residents and businesses of the Rice and Larpenteur area?”
Finally, we propose engaging youth and families as a key audience for Rice and Larpenteur (as identified in the
Vision). Already, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation offers youth programming in the area at the apartments off of
Wheelock Parkway and near Washington Tech. Roseville Parks and Ramsey County hold events as Lake
Mccarrons, we will engage parks departments from all three cities as well as Ramsey County to coordinate efforts
and make sure all area residents are benefitting from public programs and services. Teens and young adults are
also a fantastic resource for service projects and to develop the next generation of Gateway Area leaders.
Placemaking and Activation
Branding: The proposed budget sets aside funding to sub-contract with marketing, events, and placemaking firms
to bring the community together and highlight the region and the progress towards the Rice and Larpenteur Area
Vision Plan. A key deliverable in the first six months will be to create a neighborhood brand which will visually
unify all print, online, and event communications for the neighborhood. Once a brand identity is created, the
brand can be incorporated into community signage and public art. Funds are also set-aside for creating
Neighborhood Design Guidelines (as recommended in the Vision Plan) to help provide consistency in appearance
for future development or redevelopment in the region.
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Events: Community events will celebrate the Rice and Larpenteur neighborhood and create a sense of connection
and cohesiveness currently missing from the area. We recommend partnering with placemaking and events
experts to plan vibrant quarterly events at varying locations in the community. The southwest corner of the
intersection has been identified in the Vision Plan as a potential community space or parklet, and the first event
could demonstrate a future permanent activation of this space. Additional events throughout the year should be
held in each of the three cities, utilizing outdoor spaces such as Lake McCarrons Park, mall parking lots, the Rice
Street Gardens, and Saint Paul Regional Water Services green space. Events will be fun, family-friendly, and
include community engagement components such as surveys to gain new perspectives and support.

Infrastructure: In year one, the Alliance will seek to implement three quick infrastructure projects and continue
to build upon these in years two and beyond. Below are thought-starters for these immediate betterments:
●

●

●
●
●

Clean-Community Cooperative: We have heard time and again from the community that the proliferation
of litter in this heavily trafficked neighborhood is negatively impacting livability. The Alliance can facilitate
shared trash and recycling services as well as litter remediation programs.
Neighborhood Branding: The Alliance should consider investing in neighborhood branding with banners,
signage, or other public art (such as attractive benches, bike racks, and bus shelters) to build
neighborhood cohesiveness and sense of place.
Beautification: The region will benefit from low-cost capital improvements and should explore facade
improvement programs to encourage beautification and modernization of building exteriors.
Greening: Explore volunteer-led projects (with Capital Region Watershed District or Conservation Corps)
such as planting boulevards and flower boxes to visually cue region’s natural amenities.
Pedestrian Infrastructure: The Gateway neighborhood must become safer to navigate by foot, bike, bus,
and car. Filling sidewalk gaps and exploring ways to make crossing both Rice Street and Larpenteur
Avenue safer is of vital importance.

We understand that cities have already worked hard to secure significant capital improvement funding for the
region including Saint Paul’s Commercial Vitality Zone and economic development support in Roseville.
Additionally, Ramsey County’s Rice Street reconstruction project will have a significant impact on walkability and
livability. As stated above, a high-priority for the Alliance must be to fill sidewalk gaps and improve crossings to
increase safety and livability in the Rice and Larpenteur area. These major investments have the potential to be
visible, meaningful improvements for the area and the Alliance will track, guide, and support these projects by
assisting with community outreach, as needed.
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Timeline & Budget
Project Deliverables (Years 1-2)
Short-Term
Alliance to lead

Project Quarter 1: March-May 2019
● Convene Short-Term Alliance.
● Conduct individual meetings with Short
Term Alliance members.
● Create a Communications & Community
Engagement Plan.
● Develop brand identity and launch new
website.
● Identify 3 quick infrastructure projects.

Project Quarter 2: June-August 2019
● Research options and develop
framework/Charter for Long-Term Alliance.
● Recruit members to Long-Term Alliance.
● Conduct individual or small group meetings with
additional community stakeholders.
● Host a community event.
● Execute infrastructure project 1.
● Create Strategic Fundraising Plan.

Long-Term
Alliance to lead

Project Quarter 3: September-November 2019
● Convene Long-Term Alliance.
● Adopt Alliance Charter.
● Host a community event.
● Execute infrastructure project 2.
● Execute Fundraising Plan (apply for grants
and sponsorships).

Project Quarter 4: December 2019-February 2020
● Secure contract for project management for
Year 2.
● Host a community event.
● Execute infrastructure project 3.
● Publish year-end report.

Project Year 2: March 2020-February 2021
● Continue bi-monthly Rice & Larpenteur Gateway Alliance meetings.
● Host quarterly community events.
● Encourage and support redevelopment and infill projects that align with Vision Plan.
● Publish year-end report and future recommendations.
Ongoingwith oversight by
Alliance

Ongoing Deliverables
March 2019-February 2021
● Plan and staff meetings for Short Term (monthly) and Long Term (bi-monthly) Alliance members.
● Present monthly financial statements to the Alliance.
● Research and follow-up on fundraising and redevelopment opportunities.
● Seek new opportunities for placemaking and activation.
● Communicate regularly with stakeholders:
○ Updates on website
○ Posts on social media
○ Monthly reports to the Alliance
○ Quarterly newsletters
● Conduct community outreach and maintain a presence at area events.
● Support and inform current projects occurring in the area (Saint Paul Commercial Vitality Zone funding,
Roseville economic development funding, Ramsey County Rice Street redesign, etc).
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TIMELINE OF DELIVERABLES
PROJECT TITLE

RICE & LARPENTEUR GATEWAY

COMPANY NAME

SAINT PAUL AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE: WORKSTREAM

PROJECT MANAGER

KIM O'BRIEN

DATE

1/25/19

LEAD

DETAILS

Year 1
March-May

Monthly Meetings

Meet Monthly

Individual Meetings

1:1 Meetings

Communications & Community
Engagement Plan

Communications Plan

Brand Development

SHORT-TERM
ALLIANCE

Website

Identify Three Quick Projects

ID Projects

Community Event
Infrastructure Project 1
Strategic Fundraising Plan

Year 2
Sept-Nov

Dec-Feb

Project

Meet Bi-Monthly
Charter

Community Events

Event

Infrastructure Projects

Event

Event

Project

Event

Project

Event

Event

Project

Project

Fundraise

Annual Report &
Recommendations

Report

Plan & Staff Meetings

Plan & Staff Meetings (Board Agendas, Minutes, Reports)

Provide Financial Statements

Provide Monthly Financial Statements (Profit & Loss)

Communications (Social Media,
Website, Newsletters)

Dec-Feb

Fundraising Plan

Adopt Charter

Seek Placemaking Opportunities

Sept-Nov

Event

Bi-Monthly Meetings

Research & Track Grants

June-Aug

Charter (Long-Term)

Fundraise

ONGOING
DELIVERABLES

March-May

Branding

Website Development

Framework (Charter) for LTA

LONG-TERM
ALLIANCE

June-Aug

Activate Fundraising Strategy (Apply for grants, loans, sponsorships, development programs, etc.)
Seek placemaking opportunities including public art, events, ways to encorporate design guidelines and brand identity into the landscape.
Update social media accounts; send quartly newsletters; update website and community calendar.

Community Outreach

Attend events and community meetings to represent the Gatway Alliance.

Track/Support Public & Private
Projects

Act as a resourse to public and private capital improvement and development projects to ensure Vision Plan adherence.

Report
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RICE & LARPENTEUR GATEWAY ALLIANCE BUDGET (YEAR 1)
Prepared January 25, 2019

SPACC STAFFING & OFFICE (Billed monthly)

WEEKLY
HOURLY RATE* HOURS

ANNUAL TOTAL

Community Relations & Outreach (Public and 1:1 Meetings)

$70.00

10

$36,400.00

Plan & Staff Alliance Meetings (Agenda/Minutes)

$70.00

5

$18,200.00

Project Management (Events, Initiatives, Fundraising, etc.)

$70.00

5

$18,200.00

Communications (Newsletters, Website/Social Media)

$70.00

4

$14,560.00

Financial Monitoring and Reporting

$70.00

4

$14,560.00

Database management

$70.00

1

$3,640.00

Accounting & Finance (via Harrington Langer & Associates)

$100.00

1

$5,200.00

Office/Phone/Email/Technology/Printing

n/a

n/a

$6,740.00

30

$117,500.00

Total Staff and Office (82.5%)

*$70 hourly rate is "blended" to account for various staff rates (Executive Director, Economic Development, Communications, President, Office Manager,
etc.)

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (Project-based)

ANNUAL BUDGET

Fundraising and Grant Writing

$3,000.00

Events and Placemaking

$5,000.00

Marketing: Logo, Website, Video

$10,000.00

Neighborhood Design Guidelines

$5,000.00

Translation Services

$1,000.00

Total Professional Services (16.8%)

$24,000.00

MEETING EXPENSES (Billed monthly)

ANNUAL BUDGET

Room rental

$500.00

Meeting refreshments

$500.00

Total Meetings (<1%)

$1,000.00

TOTAL

$142,500.00

ADDITIONAL COSTS (Requiring outside fundraising via grants, loans, public capital investment or private sponsorships)
●
●
●
●
●

Capital improvement loan and grant programs for facade and business improvements.
Economic development incentives for major rehabilitations or redevelopments of priority sites.
Community events (estimated 4 annually) costs beyond planning and consulting services. Most likely covered by sponsorships, in kind
donations, or community/municipal grant programs.
Improvements to public spaces (roads & sidewalks, lighting, parks, etc.)
Neighborhood branding and public art such as banners, benches, planting/landscaping, trash & recycling containers and services.
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Key Personnel Profile
Kim O’Brien, Planning Consultant (resume enclosed)
P: 651-265-2795
C: 651-276-4696
kim@saintpaulchamber.com
Kim has been with the Rice and Larpenteur Gateway effort since its inception and
knows the area, its residents, and the Rice and Larpenteur Vision Plan well. She brings
15 years of communications, community relations, public policy and advocacy
experience to this effort. Before being named top aide to Saint Paul City Council
President Amy Brendmoen, she served as Community Relations Manager at Children’s
Home Society where she led fundraising events, social media marketing, and state advocacy efforts for the agency
and coalition partners. She also has experience in account management and marketing as Account Executive for
two of the nation’s leading advertising agencies. Kim has a Master’s Degree in Public Policy from the Humphrey
Institute of Public Affairs and undergraduate degrees with honors in Sociology and Communications from the
University of Colorado. Kim will serve as Executive Director to the Gateway Alliance as a SPACC employee.

B Kyle, President/CEO of Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
P: 651-265-2771
C: 651-253-5245
bkyle@saintpaulchamber.com
B will serve an advisory role in the Rice and Larpenteur Public Private Partnership,
providing support to the Executive Director and offering expertise in community and
economic development, business acumen, and stellar relationships in the East Metro
business community. Before taking the helm at SPACC, B served in a senior leadership
role for the Saint Paul Port Authority, instrumental in a variety of redevelopment
projects including Saint Paul’s Police Training Center and Treasure Island Center in downtown Saint Paul.

Channon Lemon, Vice President of Economic Development
channon@saintpaulchamber.com
Channon has been leading economic development and business development initiatives
for nearly two decades. In her role at the Chamber, she is responsible for galvanizing
business support for regional economic development priorities, including land
development, workforce, small and diverse business participation and equity and
helping businesses grow by leveraging regional resources for retention and expansion.
Channon brings unique perspective from cities throughout the U.S. having served in
numerous leadership roles in industry and the public and non-profit sectors.
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Shannon Watson, Director of Public Affairs
shannon@saintpaulchamber.com
The Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Initiative is a public-private partnership and will benefit
from SPACC’s many trusted relationships with policy makers and leaders in each
community and statewide. Shannon oversees the Chamber’s public policy development,
political engagement, lobbying, and strategic communications. She has 20+ years of
experience in the political arena, working on local and statewide races, the Minnesota
Senate, the National Conference of State Legislatures, and U.S. Bank. Shannon has a
Bachelor's degree in English, Theatre and Psychology from Wichita State University and a Masters in Advocacy &
Political Leadership from the University of Minnesota-Duluth.
Cat McNerlin, Director of Events
cat@saintpaulchamber.com
Cat brings more than 20 years’ experience in event creation, planning and execution and a
diverse professional background in advertising, sales, and marketing gained while working
in places as far flung as Abu Dhabi, Madrid, London -- and of course, right here in Saint
Paul. Cat studied English and Music Composition at Webster University in St. Louis. She
will advise community events and offer expertise in securing event sponsors and hiring
talented and capable event consultants.
Kathleen Lomar Exel, Foundation Director
kathleen@saintpaulchamber.com
Kathleen will use her experience as a fundraising and event consultant, as well as a
licensed attorney to serve in an advisory role in the Rice and Larpenteur Public Private
Partnership. Kathleen has a wide variety of experience in working for nonprofits of all
sizes. She has worked directly for Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity, the University of St.
Thomas and Immigrant Law Center of Minnesota. Prior to arriving at the Chamber, she
worked as a fundraising consultant for a multitude of nonprofits on everything from last
minute events to large federal grants. She holds a B.A. in History from Carleton College and a Law Degree from
the University of St. Thomas.
Haley Thannum, Director of Marketing and Communications
haley@saintpaulchamber.com
As the marketing arm of the Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce, Haley provides
expertise for marketing strategies to help elevate and bring awareness to the work
happening at Rice and Larpenteur. She is skilled in content creation for social media, web,
press, and email marketing. Haley brings over five years of experience in marketing and
graphic design work. She ovesees SPACC’s creative services including video production.
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Kimberly O’Brien, MPP
Office (651) 265-2795 • Cell (651) 276-4696 • kim@saintpaulchamber.com

Professional Experience
Planning Consultant for Strategic Initiatives, Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce 2018-Present

SPACC is a dynamic network of employers and individuals organized to deliver economic opportunity for its more than 1,200 members.
●
●
●
●

Developed and led WorkStream, a new division providing consulting and professional services to business
organizations and community initiatives.
Researched opportunities and prepared new business pitches and proposals.
Worked with small associations and chambers to deliver professional services such as board leadership, events,
membership service, marketing communications and strategic planning.
Supported SPACC signature and annual events including Equity Summit, Deubener Awards, Holiday Open House,
Membership Meetings, Leaders in Local Government, Foundation Events and more.

Legislative Aide to City Council President, City of Saint Paul

Home to more than 300,000 people, Saint Paul is the capital city of Minnesota and a cultural and economic hub.
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

2012-2018

Directly participated in all aspects of municipal policy-making, communications, public relations, project
management and constituent services.
Selected to serve on Saint Paul 3K Task Force with elected officials, advocates and educators to research and
recommend options for universal access to pre-school education for all city youth.
Led commission of city, county and school district staff, students and parents to develop a Safe Routes to School
pedestrian safety plan for area high school. Effort resulted in the successful grant application for over $1 Million in
infrastructure improvements.
Collaborated on an award-winning multi-jurisdictional planning effort to revitalize the Rice Street and Larpenteur
Avenue commercial and residential area. Successfully raised funds to create Gateway Corridor Vision, adopted by
three participating cities and funded with $350,000 in capital improvements in Saint Paul.
Established and led North End Development Team, a community advisory group to advocate and oversee
neighborhood economic development and revitalization initiatives.
Researched and wrote policy memoranda and enacted legislation on a wide variety of topics including fair and
affordable housing, immigration and refugee issues, code enforcement and permitting.
Managed all external communications including newsletters, press releases, social media, website copy, direct mail
campaigns and public speeches.
Supervised volunteers, interns and campaign staff, and supported the development of new community leaders.
Played a key role in cross-departmental leadership team to redesign Saint Paul’s roughly $50 Million annual capital
improvement budget process for improved efficiency and equity.
Attended National League of Cities Conferences; touring and learning about cutting-edge best practices in
municipal governance in Boston, Seattle and Austin.
Attended Minnesota Main Street Training by the Preservation Alliance of Minnesota to learn strategies for
community redevelopment and downtown revitalization.

Community Relations Manager, Children’s Home Society & Family Services
2012

2008-

Children’s Home is a 501c3 family services organization specializing in adoption, family support services and early childhood education.

●
●

Led state and federal public policy initiatives to improve the lives of at-risk children and families through direct
lobbying, work in coalitions and grassroots advocacy.
Organized media events, drafted media advisories and acted as agency spokesperson, giving interviews on camera
to promote initiatives.
14
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●
●

Managed social media platforms including Facebook, Twitter and YouTube, exponentially growing audience.
Planned successful fundraising events netting tens of thousands of dollars for child and family support services and
special needs adoption support grants.

Advertising Account Executive, The Integer Group

The Integer Group is one of the world’s largest promotional, retail and shopper marketing agencies, based in Denver, CO.
●
●
●
●

2007-2008

Built positive and productive client relationships as key agency liaison to Polaris Industries marketing executives.
Led successful marketing campaigns for TV, print, radio, online, direct mail and point of sale initiatives.
Assisted senior marketing executives in brand development and strategic messaging for new products.
Project managed strategic brand and promotional marketing campaigns to drive sales on-time and within budget.

Assistant Advertising Account Executive, Campbell Mithun

Campbell Mithun is a traditional advertising agency founded in 1933 in Minneapolis; now part of McCann Minneapolis.

2005-2007

● Led successful national print, radio and television advertising campaigns for Burger King (youth and family) and
H&R Block clients to drive traffic and sales.
● Researched and published Burger Bites newsletter on market and restaurant industry trends.
● Conducted competitive analysis and presented findings to senior leadership.
● Assisted in new business pitches to prospective clients.

Public Relations Intern, Colorado Public Interest Research Group
2004-2005
CoPIRG is a consumer group that stands up to powerful interests whenever they threaten the health, safety, financial security or right to fully
participate in our democratic society.
● Led volunteer efforts such as Letter to the Editor writing groups and door-knocking campaigns.
● Planned an on-campus Voter Information Fair introducing students to candidates and ballot initiatives.
● Wrote press releases and media advisories resulting in statewide TV and print media coverage of events.

Education
Master of Public Policy (M.P.P.) , Humphrey School of Public Affairs
Concentration: Social Policy

2009

B.A. Communication & B.A. Sociology, University of Colorado at Boulder
Magna Cum Laude, with honors
Inducted as a member of Phi Beta Kappa, the nation’s oldest academic honors society
Studied for a semester at La Universidad de Alicante in Alicante, Spain (2004)

2005

Community Involvement
●
●
●
●
●

Member of the Communications Committee of the Friends of the Saint Paul Public Library. (2019)
Vice Chairman of the Board of Directors for Safe Passage for Children of Minnesota; a nonprofit citizens
group advocating for improvements to child welfare system. (2012-2018)
Member of the Board of Directors for Minnesota Landmarks, which preserves and manages Landmark
Center as a dynamic, historic cultural center. (2018-Present)
Graduate of Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce program, Leadership Saint Paul. (2011)
Mentor with Big Brothers Big Sisters of Twin Cities. (2008-Present)
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Project Costs
RICE AND LARPENTEUR ALLIANCE
YEAR 1 PROJECT COST ESTIMATE (DETAIL)

SAINT PAUL AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE STAFFING

% TIME
SPENT

HOURLY
RATE*

WEEKLY ANNUAL
HOURS TOTAL

Executive Director/Project Manager

83.33%

$70.00

25

$91,000.00

President & CEO

3.30%

$100.00

1

$5,200.00

Economic Development Director

1.60%

$65.00

0.5

$1,690.00

Events Director

1.60%

$65.00

0.5

$1,690.00

Marketing & Communications Director

1.60%

$65.00

0.5

$1,690.00

Public Policy Director

1.60%

$65.00

0.5

$1,690.00

Foundation Director

1.60%

$65.00

0.5

$1,690.00

Office Manager

1.60%

$40.00

0.5

$1,040.00

Accountant

3.30%

$100.00

1

$5,200.00

TOTAL

100.00%

$70.56

30

$110,890.00

Staffing = 77.82% of total budget
Staffing costs will be billed monthly at a blended rate of $70.56 per hour, not to exceed $9,241 per month.
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES/EXPENSES

% OF TOTAL BUDGET

ANNUAL
BUDGET

Fundraising and Grant Writing

2.11%

$3,000.00

Events and Placemaking

3.51%

$5,000.00

Marketing: Logo, Website, Video

7.02%

$10,000.00

Neighborhood Design Guidelines

3.51%

$5,000.00

Translation Services

0.70%

$1,000.00

Rentals

0.35%

$500.00

Refreshments

0.35%

$500.00

Office/Technology/Printing

4.64%

$6,610.00

TOTAL

22.18%

$31,610.00

Professional services and meeting expenses will be billed on a project-basis or by expenses incurred within that
billable month. SPACC will sub-contract with selected providers and handle their billing and payment.
Office and technology expenses will be billed at a fixed rate of $551/month.
TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

$142,500.00
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What is WorkStream?
WorkStream is a division of the Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce providing professional
services to Chambers of Commerce, Business Associations and Community Initiatives.
We specialize in supporting employers who want to collaborate to achieve shared goals and mutual
prosperity, but lack the time and resources to effectively and efficiently manage an association.

Consulting Services
Board and Committee Leadership

strategic planning | executive leadership | meeting facilitation | agendas and minutes
financial reports | volunteer management | events | marketing | member services

Event Planning and Execution

venue selection | manage contracts and vendors | registrations | bookkeeping
name badges | on-site support

Creative and Marketing Services

website and social media management | media relations | email newsletters
print materials | video production | photography

Office Support

phone and email | virtual office | mailing address | meeting space | storage | administrative

Why Choose WorkStream?
oo
oo
oo
oo
oo
oo
oo
oo

Provide seamless service to your members, under your brand name
Better utilize valuable volunteer time
Improve the volunteer and member experience
Tailor staffing solutions to your group’s unique needs
Eliminate the worry and work out of hiring and managing staff
Stay current on industry issues and trends
Grow and sustain your member base
Allow us to put SPACC’s relationships, network and expertise to work for you

Through WorkStream, SPACC can help convene, administer and grow your organization, so
your members can focus on the work of growing their business.
Contact us today for information and rates

Kim O’Brien, Planning Consultant for Strategic Initiatives
651-265-2795 | kim@saintpaulchamber.com
WORKSTREAM
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Presented by:

The Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
March 18, 2019
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Rice and Larpenteur Timeline
•
•

•

•
•

2015—City leaders discuss possible collaboration to improve Larpenteur Avenue

corridor.

2016—SPACC brings in Smart Growth America on a grant to consult with cities and

county.
– Rice and Larpenteur intersection determined to be the focus area.

2017—Maplewood, Roseville, Saint Paul jointly fund urban design firm Perkins + Will to

generate community-driven Vision Plan.
– Urban Land Institute awards Rice and Larpenteur Healthy Corridors Study grant and
generates recommendations to improve community wellness through design.

2018—Cities each adopt Rice and Larpenteur Gateway Area Vision Plan.
2019—Cities jointly fund SPACC WorkStream to implement Vision Plan.
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Rice and Larpenteur Vis ion Plan
Vis ion:
•

The Rice-Larpenteur Gateway area will be a safe, engaging, and inviting neighborhood center
that includes common spaces, a high-quality pedestrian environment and robust reinvestment
for the diverse people of the surrounding communities to live, conduct business and play
together.

Goals :
•
•
•
•
•

Provide s afe connections for walking and biking to and through the area.
Create a walkable and bikeable center that feels s afe and inviting for us ers of the commercial
s paces .
Develop a Village by the Lake, us ing McCarrons and other blue/green infras tructure to create
identity and increas e s us tainability.
Fos ter the creation of new hous ing of varying types and dens ities along the corridor to fos ter
mixed-us e walkable developments .
Attract pedes trian oriented land us es s uch as res taurants , cafes , markets and neighborhood
s ervices . Support the exis ting bus ines s es tthat provide valuable s ervices to our community.

Vis it www.riceandlarpenteur.com for the full plan.
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Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
Why SPACC?
•
•
•
•

•
•

This is our community and we are inves ted in a pos itive outcome for the region.
We know the project, people, and area well and will hit the ground running.
We are an experienced partner to Eas t Metro local government agencies .
We have a long track record of s upporting public private partners hips .
–

The Eas t Team

–

Saint Paul Downtown Alliance

–

Rice & Larpenteur Alliance

–

Rice Creek Commons

–

Bus ines s Retention, Expans ion, & Attraction

–

Ros eville and Maplewood Bus ines s Councils

–

Eas t Metro Strong

–

Full Stack

We have trus ted relations hips with employers , developers , and grant-makers to engage.
We have a multi-dis ciplinary team with expertis e in:
–
–
–
–
–

Economic development
Fundrais ing
Marketing & Communications
Event Planning
Public Affairs

ATTACHMENT B

Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
Our Mis s ion:
• Changing our economic future – one job at a time.
– We are a convener and coalition-builder for our region’s mos t critical is s ues .
– We integrate the growth of jobs and tax bas e with the broader priorities of livability:
workforce, education, trans portation, and culture.
– We trans late thinking into action through powerful advocacy, partners hips , and
programming.
– We promote economic growth, working towards goals that we can’t accomplis h alone.

WorkStream:
•

•

A SPACC divis ion s erving area chambers of commerce, bus ines s as s ociations and public-private
partners hips with profes s ional s ervices .
We s elect our partners bas ed on s hared principals including:
– Economic Development
– Livability/Vitality
– Equity
– Workforce Development
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Rice & Larpenteur Alliance
Phas e 1
•

Convene the Interim Alliance
– City and County leaders and their appointed s taff.
– Individual meetings to unders tand each partner’s goals and priorities .

•

Monthly meetings with clear goals :
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Develop a brand identity for the neighborhood.
Create an engaging new webs ite.
Make a Communications and Community Relations Plan.
Identify an immediate improvement project.
Plan a community event.
Create an Annual Event Calendar, targeting quarterly events .
Create a Strategic Fundrais ing Plan.
Develop infras tructure for (Charter), and recruit members to, the Long-Term Alliance.
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Rice & Larpenteur Alliance
Phas e 2
•

Convene Long-Term/Permanent Alliance
– Include government repres entatives , elected officials , local bus ines s es , local res idents ,
developers , nonprofits and philanthropis ts .

•

Bi-monthly meetings with clear goals (committees formed as needed):
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Hos t quarterly community events .
Activate the s trategic fundrais ing plan (apply for grants and s pons ors hips ).
Support and inform public and private infras tructure and redevelopment projects .
Create Des ign Guidelines for new and re-development.
Execute three quick infras tructure projects .
Secure annual adminis trative funding and contract.
Seek opportunities for neighborhood branding and placemaking (banners , public art, tras h,
recycling, etc).
– Public Project Reports and Recommendations each year.
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Community Engagement
•

Authenticity is key.

•

We actively avoid dis placement.

•
•

Community members mus t be at the table to guide and decide.
Vibrant events will build pers onal connections .

•

We will demons trate communications excellence with:

•

Activate volunteers and youth.

–
–

We will get to know area res idents , bus ines s es , ins titutions intimately.
We will become Rice & Larpenteur Area champions .

–
–

Develop for who lives and works here now.
Affordability is an as s et.

–
–

Hos t quarterly community events and take the opportunity to engage res idents .
Repres ent Alliance at additional community gatherings in the area.

–
–
–
–
–

An exciting brand
Profes s ional webs ite
Engaging s ocial media pos ts
Informative quarterly news letters
Strategic media relations
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Placemaking
•

Develop the Rice & Larpenteur brand.

•

Create connection through events .

•

Make it come alive with infras tructure improvements .

–
–

Vis ual unity online, in print, and on the s treet.
Des ign Guidelines will as s is t new development, remodels , and s treets cape decis ions .

–
–
–
–

Hos t quarterly family-friendly events in each city.
Demons trate a vibrant, public gathering s pace at Southwes t corner.
Engage and promote local bus ines s es .
Highlight area natural res ources and outdoor s paces .

–
–
–

Show phys ical res ults quickly.
Small, vis ible improvements are a great s tart.
Ideas for s hort-term projects :
• Pedes trian s afety is paramount. Addres s s idewalk gaps and uns afe cros s ings .
• Reduce litter with publically acces s ible tras h and recycling receptacles .
• Neighborhood branding/wayfinding, s ignage, public art.
• Green-up the area with planting boulevard and garden boxes .
• Create incentives for facade improvements for s mall bus ines s es and landlords .
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Kim O’Brien
Director of Strategic Initiatives
kim@s aintpaulchamber.com
651-276-4696
B Kyle
Pres ident and Executive Director
bkyle@s aintpaulchamber.com
651-253-5245
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Janice Gundlach
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pat Trudgeon
Friday, March 8, 2019 11:28 AM
Janice Gundlach; Jeanne Kelsey
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council

FYI
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Patrick Trudgeon | City Manager
O: 651.792‐7021 | | F: 651.792.7020
pat.trudgeon@cityofroseville.com

2660 Civic Center Drive | Roseville, MN 55113
Facebook | Twitter | YouTube

----------------------------------------------------

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 10:52 AM
To: *RVCouncil <city.council@cityofroseville.com>; Dawn O'Connor <dawn.oconnor@cityofroseville.com>; Pat Trudgeon
<Pat.Trudgeon@cityofroseville.com>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council

Contact City Council
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject

southeast roseville

Contact Information

Name:

roger hess jr

Address:
City:

roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

This form goes to the Mayor, all Councilmembers and certain City Staff. Due to the
volume of emails submitted, a personal reply is not always possible.

How would you prefer to
be contacted? Remember

No Reply Necessary
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to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.
Email Address:
Phone Number:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

councilmember, i understand that a consultant has finally been
chosen to help plan the revitalization of SE roseville, and that
she will be going before the council on march 18th. i spoke with
her recently and she seems to actually want to get something
accomplished as compared to the last consultant who did
nothing. therefore, i hope the council and city staff will provide
her with as much support as you can, and help her find funds
from various sources so that we can finally have some real
positive change in our area. have a great weekend, roger roger
hess jr

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
03/18/2019
Item No.: 7b.
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5

City Manager Approval

Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund and Related Financial
Sustainability Impacts

BACKGROUND
At the September 17, 2018 joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting, the Finance Commission
recommended that the City establish a Cash Reserve (cash carry-forward) Fund by reassigning excess
cash reserves that were being held in the City’s unrestricted operating funds. The recommendation was
preceded by nearly two years of on-going discussion at various Commission and City Council meetings.

6
7
8
9

As mentioned in previous discussions, the conversation surrounding the establishment of a Cash Reserve
Fund has the potential to impact a number of wide-ranging policies, planning efforts, and funding
strategies. Some of these impacts are identified following the initial discussion on excess cash reserves.

10
11
12
13
14

Identifying Excess Cash Reserves
For purposes of this exercise, we define ‘cash’ as monies currently in the bank plus the net of near-term
cash collections and payouts. ‘Excess’ cash reserves are further defined as cash being held excluding the
following:

15
16
17
18





Donations received, but not yet expended
Amounts reserved or transferred for capital replacements
Amounts needed for day-to-day cash flow purposes

19
20
21
22

The amount needed for cash-flow purposes is more specifically defined as the amount that exceeds the
HIGH Target cash reserve level as identified in the City’s Operating Cash Reserve Policy and as shown
in the table below:

23

Cash Reserve Target Levels
Target
Operating Fund
Low
General (unrestricted portion)
35%
Parks & Recreation
25%
Communications
10%
Information Technology
10%
License Center
10%
24
25

Target
High
45%
25%
30%
15%
15%

Target High revised from 25% to 30%
Target High revised from 25% to 15%
Target High revised from 25% to 15%

Percentages reflect the amount of cash holdings relative to the operating budget
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26
27

The following table provides a preliminary (unaudited) summary of the available cash reserves that could
be reassigned to a Cash Reserve Fund based on the Finance Commission’s recommendation:

28
29

Operating Fund
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

12/31/2018
12/31/2018
12/31/2018
12/31/2018
Less
Available 12/31/2018
Amount
Amount
Cash
From
Cash
Reserve Above High Below Low
Reserves Donations Reserves
Level
Target %
Target %
$ 5,103,081 $ (62,803) $ 5,040,278
32%
$
- $
456,689
2,171,463
(300,612) 1,870,851
38%
634,968
101,056
101,056
19%
616,458
616,458
21%
169,644
356,665
356,665
19%
80,990
$
885,602 $
456,689

As shown in the table, approximately $885,000 collectively would be considered ‘excess’ under the
determining criteria noted above. However when we consider that the General Fund is approximately
$456,000 below the minimum target level, the ‘excess’ drops to $429,000. Even then, there are a number
of other potential impacts that should be considered before transferring any monies. They are identified
in separate sections below starting with comments related to the financial performance of selected
operating funds.

38
39

Financial Sustainability Impacts

40
41
42
43
44
45
46

General Fund
As depicted in the table above, the General Fund reserve amount has dropped below its recommended
minimum level of 35%. As it turns out, the 2018 Budget proved to be remarkably accurate with actual
revenues and expenditures at 99.8% of expected amounts. However, the 2018 Budget also had a planned
deficit of $681,000 and when coupled with the 0.2% variance we’re showing an operating loss of
approximately $733,000 in 2018.

47
48
49
50
51

The higher-than-expected loss was primarily due to higher overtime costs, added remodel of City Hall
space for the Roseville Historical Society, and lower contracted engineering services (revenue source)
provided to the City of Falcon Heights. This negative outcome is compounded by the fact that the 2019
Budget has a planned deficit of another $340,000.

52
53

Based on these results, the Council is asked to consider three potential courses of action:

54
55
56
57
58
59

1) Do nothing now and institute corrective measures with the 2020 Budget
2) Authorize an immediate transfer of cash from another fund(s) into the General Fund to
bring it into compliance with the Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy before we close
the 2018 fiscal year.
3) A combination of options #1 & #2.

60
61
62
63
64
65

There are a number of policy-related issues that are now in play due to the operating results highlighted
above. We know with certainty that the bond rating agencies will examine the City’s 2018 financial
statements when they’re published later this spring. Eventually our investors will do the same. Staff
expects to field questions on why cash reserve levels dropped below target levels as well as how the city
will prevent future occurrences.

66
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67
68
69
70
71
72

Communications Fund
While the Communications Fund remains within the targeted 10-30% cash reserve level for now, it is
expected to decline by $82,000 in 2019. If this occurs, the cash reserve level will drop to 4%. At a
minimum, it will be necessary to take corrective action within the 2020 Budget to re-balance the staffingrelated costs that can be funded by cable franchise fees which have declined 12% ($54,000) in the past
year.

73
74
75

If made, the 2020 staffing-allocation change will require a corresponding increase in the property tax
levy.

76
77
78
79
80

Information Technology Fund
The calculated excess cash reserve amount in the Information Technology Fund declined by
approximately $50,000 as additional funds were set-aside for capital-related items to ensure the 20192038 CIP had sufficient cash reserves to fund scheduled replacements.

81
82
83
84

License Center Fund
Similar to the IT Fund, the calculated excess cash reserves in the License Center Fund dropped
considerably in 2018 due to a number of contributing factors. They include:

85
86
87
88





89
90
91
92
93
94



$250,000 cash transfer to finance the acquisition of the Lexington Shoppes site
$55,000 outlay for renovation of the Passport and Auto Dealer areas
$174,000 in monies set-aside to adequately fund capital-related items included in the 2019-2038
CIP. This includes $100,000 for possible renovation of the motor-vehicle side of the License
Center.
$140,000 general operating loss**
** The operating loss is calculated after making $455,000 in financial support payments to
other city programs

95
96
97
98
99

With regard to the oprating loss, we had projected a $103,000 operating loss based on expected revenues
and expenditures. While revenues came in 1% higher than expected, we continued to experience on-going
challenges associated with motor-vehicle related transactions (MNLARS). This resulted in added costs
as staff routinely stayed well past normal operating hours to meet customer needs.

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108

There are a number of legislative bills that are in progress for Roseville and other deputy registrars to
receive reimbursement for some of these excess costs, and there appears to be broad support within the
Legislature as well as the Governor’s Office.
DISCUSSION ITEMS
The City Council has discussed at length the potential advantages and upside of creating a separate Cash
Reserve Fund - monies that might provide startup or temporary funding for a new initiative or perhaps
help buoy future property tax increases. However commendable it may be, the reassignment of cash from
one purpose to another carries potential tradeoffs and consequences.

109
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113

The cash reserve target levels noted earlier were established primarily based on meeting the day-to-day
cash flow needs of the respective fund. However, these targets do not factor in business and economic
risk or initiatives identified in long-range plans where funds may have been accumulating over a period
of years.
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The City’s Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Program is a good example of the latter, while the 2007-2009
recession demonstrated the financial impacts that can occur at the License Center during an economic
downturn. During the recession and subsequent years, the License Center experienced a significant drop
in every transaction category including a 39% decline in passports and 18% decline in vehicle title
transfers. The result was a $900,000 loss in revenue from 2007-2013. We didn’t return to pre-recession
passport transaction volumes until 2015.
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A separate Cash Reserve Fund might supplant these and other ancillary reasons for holding excess
reserves in individual funds but only if the monies aren’t spent. Staff will be available at the meeting to
address any Council inquiries.
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To provide the Council with a complete picture of available cash reserves, a summary of 12/31/18 Cash
Reserves for all funds is included in Attachment A. The attachment includes two columns that depict the
projected cash reserves in our unrestricted CIP funds at the 5-year, and 10-year mark.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Not applicable.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
See comments above.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Given the near-term funding challenges and lack of financial sustainability in some of the City’s
unrestricted operating funds, Staff recommends that the Council forgo the creation of a Cash Reserve
(cash carry-forward) Fund at this time.

137
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Staff further recommends that the City Council authorize a one-time cash transfer of $500,000 from a
fund identified on Attachment A, to bring the General Fund into compliance with the City’s Operating
Fund Cash Reserve Policy. Staff recommends that the cash transfer be made effective on 12/31/18 and
memorialized in a resolution to be brought forth at the March 25, 2019 City Council meeting.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Staff is seeking direction on whether to proceed with the creation of a separate Cash Reserve Fund as
well as whether to enact any cash transfers to improve the General Fund’s cash position before closing
the 2018 books.

146

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Summary of 12/31/18 Cash Reserve Levels: ALL FUNDS.
B: Supplemental Attachments
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City of Roseville

Attachment A

December 31, 2018 Cash Reserve (Fund balance) Levels

Restricted Funds
Police Forfeitures (General)
$
Community Development
Debt Service
Lawful Gambling
Sanitary Sewer
Water
Storm Drainage
Recycling
MSA Funds
Park Dedication
TIF
Roseville HRA
Roseville EDA
Total: Restricted $

Amount
Designated
For
Operations

Amount
Held In
Donations

Amount
Designated
For
Capital

Amount
Designated
For
Other

12/31/2018
Total

- $ 238,965 $
- $
- $ 238,965
422,730
1,717,032
2,139,762
2,510,964
2,510,964
71,844
9,907
81,751
440,385
658,870
1,099,255
118,572
478,499
597,071
95,667
95,667
512,171
512,171
4,140,609
4,140,609
4,089,380
4,089,380
229,599
229,599
- $ 5,707,143 $ 2,854,401 $ 7,173,651 $ 15,735,195
Projected

2023 CIP

Projected

2028 CIP

Unrestricted Funds
General
$
Recreation
License Center
Information Technology
Communications
Police Vehicles & Equip.
Fire Vehicles & Equip.
Parks & Rec Vehicles & Equip.
Public Works Vehicles & Equip.
Administration Equip.
Finance Equip.
Central Services Equip.
Building Replacement
Streetlight Replacement
Pathway/Parking Lot Maint.
Parks Improvement Program
Boulevard Landscaping
2719 Lexington Ave
Street Replacement
Golf Course
Risk Management Funds
Total: Unrestricted $

Cash Level
Cash Level
62,803 $ 5,040,278 $
- $
- $ 5,103,081
n/a
n/a
300,612
1,870,851
2,171,463
n/a
n/a
356,665
174,200
530,865
262,909
239,937
616,458
919,217
1,535,675
523,885
320,937
101,056
244,000
345,056
21,705
(98,948)
457,299
457,299
240,016
139,584
1,002,626
1,002,626
428,100
554,585
299,717
299,717
417,563
684,603
711,067
711,067
397,731
230,909
(27,541)
(27,541)
(12,802)
(6,353)
63,588
63,588
103,465
53,772
98,692
98,692
92,065
83,953
1,143,781
1,143,781
(616,822)
1,254,713
91,361
91,361
52,858
79,177
212,737
212,737
308,479
325,862
1,066,137
1,066,137
156,351
989,015
246,371
246,371
n/a
n/a
48,580
48,580
n/a
n/a
6,021,195
6,021,195
4,982,507
4,302,037
95,000
95,000
n/a
n/a
1,887,459
1,887,459
n/a
n/a
363,414 $ 8,375,259 $ 6,456,879 $ 7,908,654 $ 23,104,206 $ 7,358,010 $ 9,153,783

Combined: All Funds

363,414

$

$ 14,082,402

$ 9,311,280

CIP Cash Level Projection Assumptions:
* $765,000 expriing debt levy will be re-purposed towards the CIP beginning in 2020
* Street Replacement Fund excludes $1.5 Million internal loan
* Building Replacement Fund excludes State funding for Skating Center improvements

$ 15,082,305

$ 38,839,401
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Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director

Date:

January 10, 2017

Re:

Item #6: Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
At a previous Finance Commission meeting, the Commission briefly touched on the concept of
establishing a Cash Reserve Fund. A continuation of that discussion is scheduled for the January
meeting.

Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
Requested Commission Action
For review purposes only. No formal Commission action is necessary.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Not applicable.
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Chair Schroeder asked if there was a way the Commission could get the detailed information
they need without it being costly or burdensome for staff.
Finance Director Miller stated all of the data that he uses is in an Excel format.
Commissioner Zeller stated the new version of Excel has a feature called Tree Mapping which
would be similar to Tableau. As an accountant, he would find it helpful to have a comprehensive
trial balance with account titles, balance, and credit or debit.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated a higher level of detail would be helpful for the Commission to
do their job and challenge assumptions in the budgeting process.
Chair Schroeder asked what it would take to get a summary trail balance for the Commission to
review.
Commissioner Zeller stated he would like to see this include a summary of each account in the
trial balance including the ending balance and credit or debit.
Finance Director Miller stated they do not produce this much detail for the auditors but this is
something that would be available internally. He could provide a summary for the Commission
on areas that they are interested in looking into.
Chair Schroeder stated this would be good information for the Commission to start with and they
can determine where to go from this point.
Finance Director Miller stated he would send out what the current program provides and the
Commission can look at the format and determine if this is something that would be useful to the
work they are doing.
Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Chair Schroeder stated this was a concept she would like the Commission to consider. All of the
funds have a reserve amount that they need to have and this fluctuates for every fund from year
to year. This makes it difficult to determine if the overall reserve is up or down. If each
department or fund area put the reserve amount they need for the year in their budget documents.
This would be an additional line item and all of the over or under amounts would be calculated in
one fund. She clarified this would be for the unrestricted operating reserves. The amount in the
final account would be what is over or under each department reserve requirements. This would
make it easy to determine of the budget was over or under each year. This would provide a clear
picture of what the City’s total surplus or deficit was for the year. She suggested Commissioners
consider this and put together comments or questions for a future Commission discussion.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked how this would be different than the one spreadsheet the
Commission provided to the Council that combined all of the accounts. He also asked what the
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Commission would recommend for surplus cash from a budgetary standpoint and if the trends
for each account would be lost in this type of transition.
Chair Schroeder stated these would be things the Commission could talk more about if they
decided to move forward with the discussion.
Finance Director Miller stated this is a long-term dilemma of taking a complex system and
simplifying it for others to understand. The City has struggled with this and realizes there are
limitations on how far they can go. There are restricted funds, funds for transparency purposes,
and management purposes and the City keeps these separated because the City wants to track
revenue and expenditures separately and hold people accountable for managing their projects and
budgets. If the account is created as Chair Schroeder is stating, then this would create a
mechanism for the City to use funds that were raised for a specific purpose to be used for
something else. This would be a change for the current culture and mindset of the City.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the City would be good stewards if they did use these funds in
other areas that may need it rather than leaving it in a fund that does not need it and raising taxes
to cover the needs in another area.
Finance Director Miller stated this would impact the accountability because if a department is
working hard to manage and reduce costs the City would use those excess funds for another
purpose versus something the department is working towards.
Commissioner Murray stated changing the way things are reported makes comparing financial
statements more difficult.
Commissioner Hodder stated the number of funds that could be included in this type of fund
would be limited to those that are not restricted and this would reduce the amount of funds
available for other areas and would only reflect the non-restricted funds surplus or deficit.
Commissioner Zeller stated this would be a big change in how the City reports and they could
look at the General Fund to get this same information without having to do the transferring.
Chair Schroeder stated this could be added to a future agenda for additional discussion and
consideration.
Review Budget Comment Card Content & Layout
Finance Director Miller stated the Communications staff had put together the information that
was sent out. The Council will determine if the City will send another comment card in 2017.
He asked the Commission if there would be a better way to package and send out the information
and comment card. In 2016 the comment card was included with the budget information and on
the City’s website.
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Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director

Date:

February 14, 2017

Re:

Item #5: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
At the January Finance Commission meeting, the Commission held an opening discussion on the concept
of establishing a Cash Reserve Fund. The concept was based on the idea of forgoing the current practice
of holding excess cash reserves in specific-purpose funds in favor of a single all-encompassing fund.
A number of talking points were made during the discussion including:
The desire to more easily determine whether overall financial results produced a surplus or
deficit.
The desire to more easily demonstrate the level of overall cash reserves.
The desire to be good financial stewards and re-direct excess funds to other areas to avoid
unnecessarily raising taxes.
During the discussion Staff noted a few concerns with moving towards a single cash reserve fund
approach including:
Repurposing monies that were originally raised for specific intentions
The potential for disrupting a means of holding staff accountable for programs and assets.
The potential for de-emphasizing entrepreneurial initiatives that lead to the capture resources
from non-tax or voluntary sources.
To add some clarity to these concerns, I will add that under our current financial circumstances City
Staff is regularly issued the challenge to find new efficiencies, create economies of scale, or capture new
funding from voluntary sources. At the same time, Staff is also held accountable for creating service
delivery systems that are sustainable and resilient enough to withstand future uncertainties. These efforts
can result in the carrying of excess cash reserves in advance of planned initiatives that enhance programs
and services. These implications should be factored in when considering whether to re-purpose excess
cash reserves.
It should be noted that under governmental accounting practices, the General Fund serves as the central
repository for all unrestricted and undesignated monies – effectively acting as both a ‘ rainy-day’ fund
and ‘ tax-stabilization’ fund. A cash reserve fund without a specific purpose will effectively get rolledup into the General Fund for financial statement purposes.
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Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item
Finally, Staff will suggest that any discussion associated with cash reserves be held in the context of the
City’s Capital Investment and Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policies; both of which contain guidance
on keeping cash reserves at an appropriate level to ensure financially sustainability. Taking these policies
together, one might consider earmarking unneeded cash reserves towards the City’s underfunded capital
replacement programs which currently has a funding deficit of $26 million over the next 20 years.

Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
Requested Commission Action
For review and discussion purposes only. No formal Commission action is necessary.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Not applicable.
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Chair Schroeder suggested setting up a format with parameters and presenting this to the City
Council. This would give the Council something to review and comment on.
Commissioner Zeller clarified this process was something that the City stopped doing 10 years
ago.
Finance Director Miller stated this was correct. There are several cities that look at a 5-year time
frame for requiring additional justification and information. Staff is waiting for more direction
from the Council on what they would like to see for documentation.
Commissioner Zeller stated they could include this on their action list to get direction from the
City Council on.
Finance Director Miller stated staff’s initial view would be to keep the required narrative and
documentation simple until there are reasons to require additional information
Chair Schroder stated it would be nice if the Council approved the proposed policy changes on
prioritizing because if this is approved it would give the Commission more guidance.
Finance Director Miller stated the Commission could have it added to a Council agenda for
consideration or send the information and the Council would determine when they were able to
consider the recommendations.
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to see the policy change recommendation and the Charter
changes on a Council agenda.
Commissioner Murray asked if a check box format would be better because it would involve less
reading.
Finance Director Miller stated the Council would make the final decision but it is something that
could be considered.
It was the consensus of the Commission to table additional discussion until after the City Council
has taken action.
Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Chair Schroeder stated this was a concept of creating a cash reserve fund to collect the reserve
balances from each account in one fund. She stated staff have expressed concerns about
repurposing monies that were originally raised for specific intentions. She asked for clarification
on this.
Finance Director Miller stated this could include items like donations. Parks and Recreation
might receive a donation for a park program or amenity but there may not be a need for a year or
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two. These funds would not be part of a legally restricted fund but repurposing these would not
be used for the intended purpose. There are funds that are currently earmarked and being tracked
in the individual funds.
Chair Schroeder asked for clarification on staff’s concern about the potential for disrupting a
means of holding staff accountable for programs and assets.
Finance Director Miller stated for every dollar the City holds, someone is accountable for
holding that dollar. The City has created funds for specific purposes including greater
transparency and greater accountability. Having a system that is automated that whenever there
is a surplus these funds are transferred to a larger cash reserve fund would take away the
accountability of individuals or departments to capture this surplus to meet an unmet need in the
future. There would not be a way for these individuals or departments to know what funds are
available to them in the future. A lot of the surplus funds are sitting in CIP funds.
Chair Schroeder stated if there is a need in any department then these excess funds could be used
without having to raise taxes.
Commissioner Hodder stated the problem would arise if these funds were not returned or repaid
when they are needed to fund the original intended purpose.
Commissioner Zeller stated his idea on the concept had been that the amount needed in that
reserve would be quantified and in the budget as part of the budgeting process. Any excess
would be considered revenue for the following year, and any deficits would need additional
funding requirements. This would strip out the CIP and any designated fund.
Finance Director Miller clarified using the General Fund as an example. The Commission is
looking to designate the amount of excess reserves which signals to the Council these can be
used in funding the next year’s general fund budget.
Chair Schroeder stated the concept would be to move those funds that are in excess of the set
reserve amount for each fund into a separate cash reserve fund and use these funds for CIP items
or other needs in the City without raising taxes. These would not be reserve funds but rather
surplus funds beyond the reserve amounts. Having a separate account would make it easier to
see what is available and track how it is spent and show the accumulated annual surplus or
deficit of actual expenditures versus budgeted expenditures.
Chair Schroeder asked who would make the decision that funds should be set aside for a future
purchase or acquisition.
Finance Director Miller stated that any large purchase has been identified in some long-term
document such as the CIP and this is shared with the City Manager. This then becomes part of
the City Manager budget recommendations. If it is a strategic plan it is typically shared with the
City Council. Many of the City’s departments have strategic plans that have been presented to
the City Council. He stated there is a story behind every dollar of cash reserves and he cautioned
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the Commission to be careful with setting up an automatic transfer of surplus funds without
knowing what these reserves are designed to do.
Chair Schroeder asked if there was documentation that stated what these excess funds were being
accumulated for.
Finance Director Miller stated there is no specific documentation but each department would
know what the reserves are earmarked for but most of the expenditures are included in the CIP.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated if there is money existing in funds beyond the reserve target
range he would like to see in writing what these funds are being accumulated for.
Finance Director Miller stated that every department does have a master plan and other long term
planning documents but there is no document that ties all of the City’s planning documents
together. The City does not have a strategic plan.
Commissioner Zeller stated the City needs to have policies in place as far as what the operating
reserves need to be and if there are needs over and above this the Commission could
recommended that documentation be required.
Chair Schroeder suggested this item be tabled
Review Finance Commission Recommendations: Tracking Report
Finance Director Miller stated he had reviewed past Commission meetings and added in these
action items that had not been included in the initial report.
Commissioner Bachhuber clarified that status pending meant the item was waiting for Council
action.
Chair Schroeder suggested adding discussions of each of the items to a future meeting agenda so
that the Commission is aware of the status for each item and determine if there is more the
Commission needs to do to move items forward.
Review City Pension Obligations
Chair Schroeder asked how often the payments were adjusted for the City.
Finance Director Miller stated this is a set amount and is a percentage of an employee’s wage
and this is what the State requires the City to pay.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked how often the State changed the rate.
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BACKGROUND
Earlier this year, the City established a joint meeting between the City Council and Finance Commission
to review the Commission’s activities during the past year, to receive any Commission guidance or
recommendations, and to identify potential topics for future discussion.

5
6

During the past year, the Finance Commission conducted the following discussions or activities:

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
















Continued the discussion on the use of a financial dashboard
Reviewed citizen Budget Comment Card content and layout
Reviewed property tax and utility rate comparisons of peer cities
Reviewed the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) document format
Reviewed the 2018-2037 CIP
Establish priority rankings for the items contained in the CIP
Discussed the creation of a Cash Reserve Fund
Toured the Fire Station, Maintenance Facility, and Skating Center
Reviewed the City’s 2016 Investment Portfolio performance
Reviewed the use of Police Forfeiture Funds
Received a historical financial and tax levy review + 5-year projection
Discussed the 2016 cash reserve balances
Reviewed the 2016 Audit & Annual Report
Reviewed the City’s trial balance summary reports & analysis

22
23
24

During the last few months, the Finance Commission identified a few topics that they desired to share
and discuss at the joint meeting. They include:

25
26
27
28
29
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1) A review of the items contained on the Commission’s ‘Tracking Report’ (see Attachment A) which
identifies prior Commission recommendations to the City Council as well as their status.
2) A recommendation to modify the Commission’s Roles & Responsibilities as defined in City Code
208.02 (See Attachment B); to move a portion of Section F to Section G and include two separate
sections that were inadvertently omitted earlier this year:
 ‘Item G: Review City’s financial affairs and bring to the City Council any items of

32
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34



concern or improvements
Item H: Perform other duties the City Council assigns’ .
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35
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3) A review of the Commission’s Cash Carryover Fund & Cash Reserve Summary Sheet (See
Attachment C).
4) A recommendation to formally assign a numerical CIP priority ranking for individual categories
or items (See Attachment D).
5) An updated CIP funding recommendation (see Attachment E).
6) A general discussion on whether the Commission’s recommendations are valuable, and if there
are other areas to stay focused on.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Not applicable.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Not applicable.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Not applicable.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
For information purposes only. No formal Council action is required, however the Finance Commission
is appreciative of any guidance the City Council provides.
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Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Finance Commission Tracking Report
B: Draft RCA to Modify City Code Chapter 208.02
C: 2016 Cash Reserve Summary Sheet
D: July 11, 2017 Memo to the Finance Commission on Assignment of CIP Rankings
E: CIP Funding Recommendations
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Roseville 2016 Operating Reserve Surplus by Fund
The following table summarizes the Operating reserve information

Operating Fund
General Fund (1)
Parks & Recreation
Community Development
Information Technology
License Center
Communications
Total

Budgeted 2016
Actual 2016
Reserve Balance Reserve Balance
$
6,593,000 $
6,727,000
1,385,000
1,638,000
1,022,000
1,759,000
944,000
1,041,000
1,344,000
1,173,000
469,000
437,000
$
11,757,000 $
12,775,000

(1) Excludes Restricted Law Enforcement Fund

Reserve Goal
(Midpoint)
$
5,655,600
1,138,000
600,375
345,625
250,972
83,873
$
8,074,445

Reserve surplus
over midpoint
fund goal
$
1,071,400
500,000
1,158,625
695,375
922,028
353,127
$
4,700,555

Reserve Goal
Maximum
$
6,362,550
1,138,000
800,500
493,755
358,531
119,819
$
9,273,155

Reserve surplus
over maximum
fund goal
$
364,450
500,000
958,500
547,245
814,469
317,181
$
3,501,845
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$27

City of Roseville Annual Operating Expenses and Reserve Balance vs. Reserve Goal
(In Millions)

$25

$25.7
$24.2

$23

Annual Operating Expenses
$21

$20.2

$19

$21.2
$19.6

$18.6

$18.8

$17

$21.6

$22.1

$20.0

$18.3

$17.1
$15
$13

$12.8
$11.8

$11

Annual Operating Reserves

$9

$7.9

$9.3

$10.4

$10.1

$11.3
Target
Reserve

$9.1

$7
$5
$3

$5.6

$4.4

$4.5

$6.5

$4.9

General , Parks & Recreation, Community Development., Information Technology, License Center & Telecommunications funds combined

2006

2007

Annual Expenses‐Actual

2008

2009

2010

Annual Expenses‐Budget

2011

2012

2013

Operating Reserves‐Actual

2014

2015

2016

Operating Reserves‐Budget

2017
Budget
Goal
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**Note – This draft policy was submitted to the City Council for review in conjunction with the
City Manager-Recommended Budget. It has not been evaluated by the Finance Commission, but
is included here as a reference to the discussion on establishing a Cash Carry-Forward Fund.
August 28, 2017
City of Roseville Future Initiatives Funding Program
Purpose
The purpose of the Future Initiatives Funding Program is to establish a mechanism for capturing
annual operating budget surpluses to be used for future initiatives, in accordance with target cash
reserve levels outlined in the City’s Operating Fund Reserve Policy; while also preserving the
mission and essence of previously established and separately managed city functions.
Monies set aside for the Future Initiatives may be used for any public purpose in accordance with
State Statutes.
Background
In previous discussions, the City Council has expressed support for creating the means to capture
surplus monies from designated operating budgets. It is proposed that only the General Fund be
considered as a funding source for this new Program given that the General Fund is specifically
and statutorily designated for general-purpose type functions that typically do not carry any outside
restrictions.
In contrast, other city functions including revenue-generating functions such as the Parks &
Recreation, License Center, and Information Technology Funds, should be excluded from
consideration in order to preserve the original intent behind the establishment of a separately
managed function which oftentimes is accompanied by an objective of generating revenues for
current and future operations in lieu of greater reliance on the property tax levy.
Process & Procedures
At the close of each fiscal year, any unassigned surplus monies held in the General Fund in excess
of minimum targeted cash reserve levels may be considered for the Future Initiatives Program.
Upon formal Council action, a separate Future Initiatives designation shall be made within the
General Fund’s balance sheet which shall be updated annually to reflect associated financial
activity during the past fiscal year.
It should be noted that any monies assigned for future initiatives is still nonetheless monies held
by the City. As such, it must be disclosed on the City’s financial statements. A depiction of the
General Fund balance sheet incorporating the new Future Initiatives category is shown below.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS BALANCE SHEET
December 31, 2016
ASSETS
Cash and investments
Investment interest receivable
Accounts receivable
Taxes receivable
Special assessments receivable
Due from other governments
Prepaid items
TOTAL ASSETS
Deferred Outflows of Resoures

General
Fund
$ 7,925,320
16,137
73,191
338,649
8,232
16,321
80,717
8,458,567
-

TOTAL ASSETS AND DEFERRED OUTFLOWS OF
RESOURSES

8,458,567

LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other governmental units
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

325,985
231,544
201,193
378,557
1,137,279

Deferred Inflows of Resources
Unavailable Revenue - property taxes

148,058

Total Deferred Inflows of Resoures

148,058

FUND BALANCE
Nonspendable
Restricted
Law Enforcement
Assigned
Engineering Services
Accounting Service
Future Initiatives
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES

80,717
446,436
772,697
17,319
5,856,061
7,173,230
$ 8,458,567
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Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 18, 2017
Page 6

General Fund, but otherwise questioned the value in spending time for reviewing
either function.
Councilmember Laliberte spoke in support of Councilmember Willmus' sugges-

tion, opining that the city was investing in the License Center and counting on
considerable funds collected with the Passport function; and should ensure and

consider a revenue-minded approach when investing in staff and new facilities to
guarantee

its stability.

Therefore, Councilmember Laliberte stated that she was

open to having the commission look at the License Center from that perspective.
However, Councilmember Laliberte stated that while she wasn' t sure if Councilmember

Willmus

meant

that

as part of

the

commission' s "

other duties as as-

signed" to include the IT function, she saw a review of either function as a service

the City Council owed to the community in efforts to communicate and be transparent about

any security

risks.

Councilmember Laliberte opined that she would

prefer the review be performed by the commission versus the public contacting
individual city staff.
Mayor Roe clarified that the commission was tasked with City Council assigned

duties, and such a review of either of those functions would not completely fall
under

the Finance Commission'

s purview as

currently

set

up.

Mayor Roe opined

that neither IT practices nor data security involved a financial nexus, and while
obviously involving some risk, it probably shouldn' t lend itself to a public discussion either, given

the

actual

security involved

with

data

and networks.

Specific to

the License Center, from the aspect of looking at ways to improve their finances,
Mayor Roe stated that he could agree to that, but not the operational aspect that
didn' t

seem under

their

purview.

Given tonight' s discussion, Mayor Roe noted

that there appeared to be two sets of different opinions, resulting in no clear guidance for the commission at this time.

Chair Schroeder reiterated the City Council direction for proposed revisions for
Attachment B to include adding Items G ( with further wordsmithing) and H " Other Duties as Assigned" for the next iteration.
Review

of

Cash Carryover Fund & Cash Reserve Summary Sheet( Attachment C)

Commissioner Zeller provided a recap of the six funds, their specific goals, and
comparative year- end balances.

Councilmember McGehee questioned the Community Development Fund and
how their funds fit into this picture since they provided for their own funding and
reserves through fees.

Mayor Roe agreed that there wasn' t a lot of discretion in spending of those reserves.
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City Manager Trudgeon agreed, but noted there were best management practices
involved even though those reserves were cyclical and fluctuated depending on
development projects.

Given that there was a nexus between permit fees and the purpose of the Commu-

nity Development Fund, Mayor Roe philosophically questioned why that fund
was even listed in Attachment C.

Councilmember McGehee noted that since funds were already committed for the
License Center remodel, and questioned if this document may confuse the issue
and give the public the perception that the fund was stronger than it was in reality
with those funds allocated.
Commissioner Zeller clarified that this spreadsheet was based on that current pol-

icy.
Mayor Roe suggested that the Community Development Fund needed to be considered as per policy and Finance Commission recommendation.

Also with the Community Development Fund, Councilmember McGehee noted
that if that department hit a rough patch with permits and fees down significantly,
it resulted in job losses and therefore differed from other departments ( e. g. Parks
Recreation Fund) that were funded through the levy.
Councilmember Willmus questioned if the EDA budget and reserve accounts

should be included as ancillary to the Community Development Fund.

While unsure of the answer, Mayor Roe suggested looking at the dollars versus
policy; and suggested the commission revisit that fund and recommend whether
or not it be included in this document.

Chair Schroeder reviewed the policy, but agreed that the Finance Commission

may not know the entire back story for each of the funds, and therefore typically
showed only the actual amounts in each Fund based on the math, while the City
Council determines where that money goes.
Specific to the Parks & Recreation Fund

and

100%

balance in the operating fund,

Mayor Roe clarified that wasn' t directed to the CIP.

Discussion ensued regarding the need for shoring up of three of the Enterprise
CIP Funds to make it clearer for the public; and verifying the actual considerations in operating and CIP funds and transparency goals.
Graphic Representation

Attachment B

Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 18, 2017
Page 8

Commissioner Zeller reviewed annual operating expenses and reserve balances
versus goals; with Mayor Roe pointing out that the reserve targets are well under
expenses overall.

Specific to the " Future Initiatives Fund," Commissioner Zeller advised that this

was a new Fund first seen at their last commission meeting; with Mayor Roe and
City Manager Trudgeon both clarifying that this was actually submitted for reference with the City Manager' s Recommended 2018 Budget, and had not yet received City Council discussion for creation of a policy.
Commissioner Zeller clarified that the concept of these reserves had been dis-

cussed by the commission, but without a full year evaluated and only referred to
for establishing a Cash Carry Forward Fund, they would be discussing it in more
depth in the future.

Without objection, the commission was directed to work on this policy initially
without receiving City Council feedback to any great extent at this point until they
had further evaluated it.
CIP priorities (Attachment D)

Commissioner Bachhuber reviewed this attachment, seeking clarification from the
City Council as to whether they wanted to number CIP priorities to further assist
them.

Finance Director Miller clarified that this was formally adopted into policy, and
asked if the City Council saw any value to rank those many CIP items.
Mayor Roe

stated

that

at

the time the

answer was " yes,"

however after further

thought, there now seems to be some questions about the value of that.
Councilmember Willmus opined that as to the question of prioritization of needs,
the

answer remained " yes,"

delved into establishing

but he questioned if the City Council had actually

what

that scoring

or

ranking

might

look like.

Coun-

cilmember Willmus noted his concern in ranking things numerically as suggested
in Attachment D when often the nexus of one may be directly or indirectly correlated to another. While having no problem with prioritizing the CIP, Councilmember Willmus noted the immediate concern in defining what made up the
criteria.

Mayor Roe suggested that if the City Council was not in unison on the criteria,

they may want to revisit the policy it had already adopted.
Councilmember McGehee stated that she had a different view of the policy, opin-

ing that efforts to- date to put number rankings on paper had proven worthless, and
therefore

she

McGehee

stated

wouldn'

that

t

recommend

she saw

this

the

process

as an exercise

to

to

anyone.

Councilmember

consider when

considering

a
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 14, 2017

Re:

Item #8: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
At both the January and February Finance Commission meetings, the Commission held a discussion on
the concept of establishing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Fund. The Commission later discussed
the subject to the joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting held on September 18, 2017 during
which the Council formally directed the Commission to review the concept and come back with a
recommendation.
Prior to the directive to the Finance Commission, the City Council also put forth a similar directive to
Staff to bring a recommendation in conjunction with the City Manager Recommended Budget. The
Recommended Budget along with Staff’s recommendation on creating a Cash Reserve Fund was
presented to the Council on August 28, 2017. A copy of Staff’s recommendation is included in
Attachment A.
The Commission is now asked to develop its own recommendation to the Council.
Staff Recommendation
See Attachment A.
Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Policy.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Not applicable.
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July 12, 2017
City of Roseville Future Initiatives Funding Program
Purpose
The purpose of the Future Initiatives Funding Program is to establish a mechanism for capturing
annual operating budget surpluses to be used for future initiatives, in accordance with target cash
reserve levels outlined in the City’s Operating Fund Reserve Policy; while also preserving the
mission and essence of previously established and separately managed city functions.
Monies set aside for the Future Initiatives may be used for any public purpose in accordance with
State Statutes.
Background
In previous discussions, the City Council has expressed support for creating the means to capture
surplus monies from designated operating budgets. It is proposed that only the General Fund be
considered as a funding source for this new Program given that the General Fund is specifically
and statutorily designated for general-purpose type functions that typically do not carry any outside
restrictions or expectations.
In contrast, other city functions including revenue-generating functions such as the Parks &
Recreation, License Center, and Information Technology Funds, should be excluded from
consideration in order to preserve the original intent behind the establishment of a separately
managed function which oftentimes is accompanied by an objective of generating revenues for
current and future operations in lieu of greater reliance on the property tax levy.
Process & Procedures
At the close of each fiscal year, any unassigned surplus monies held in the General Fund in excess
of targeted cash reserve levels shall be considered for the Future Initiatives Program.
Upon formal Council action, a separate Future Initiatives designation shall be made within the
General Fund’s balance sheet which shall be updated annually to reflect associated financial
activity during the past fiscal year.
It should be noted that any monies assigned for future initiatives is still nonetheless monies held
by the City. As such, it must be disclosed on the City’s financial statements. A depiction of the
General Fund balance sheet incorporating the new Future Initiatives category is shown below.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS BALANCE SHEET
December 31, 2016
ASSETS
Cash and investments
Investment interest receivable
Accounts receivable
Taxes receivable
Special assessments receivable
Due from other governments
Prepaid items
TOTAL ASSETS
Deferred Outflows of Resoures

General
Fund
$ 7,925,320
16,137
73,191
338,649
8,232
16,321
80,717
8,458,567
-

TOTAL ASSETS AND DEFERRED OUTFLOWS OF
RESOURSES

8,458,567

LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other governmental units
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

325,985
231,544
201,193
378,557
1,137,279

Deferred Inflows of Resources
Unavailable Revenue - property taxes

148,058

Total Deferred Inflows of Resoures

148,058

FUND BALANCE
Nonspendable
Restricted
Law Enforcement
Assigned
Engineering Services
Accounting Service
Future Initiatives
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES

80,717
446,436
772,697
17,319
5,856,061
7,173,230
$ 8,458,567
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collaboration. If there are communities that leave the collaboration then the City can either
redistribute the costs or downsize the number of employees. . He explained the system that
Roseville uses is standardized but the applications are separate. The end users are responsible
for the applications. Roseville only ensures that these applications work on the network.
Commissioner Zeller stated that it is Roseville’s obligation to fund future pension liabilities for
City IT Staff.

Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Vice Chair Zeller stated the City Council had asked the Commission to review the concept of a
cash reserve fund and to provide recommendations. The City Council also put forth a similar
directive to staff to bring a recommendation in conjunction with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. He stated these surpluses are the result of recurring overages in the
operating budget in recent years. He asked if the problem should be addressed at the source. He
stated there had been discussions to use these funds for special projects. He expressed concerns
that this would skew the budgeting process to produce excess fund for special projects. The City
should not rely on surplus funds.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that if a department was continually under spending then that
department’s budget should be reviewed so they are not producing a surplus every year.
Vice Chair Zeller stated if departments took into account their surplus during the next budgeting
cycle then the there would not be the continued surplus year over year.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated that if the City is budgeting based on a surplus then there could
be large fluctuations in the levy to account for the years that there was not a surplus.
Finance Director Miller explained that surpluses were generally the result of vacancies within the
City.
Commissioner Harold stated one advantage of having the cash reserve fund would be that there
is no set designation where the funds would go and this would keep departments from building
reserve funds for a future use. He stated all of the operating funds cash reserves that are not
legally restricted should be included in the cash reserve fund and not just the general fund. He
also stated having flexibility in what these reserve funds could be used for would allow using
these funds for the operating budget if needed and not just future initiatives.
Commissioner McRoberts asked what the Commission was hoping to address by creating a cash
reserve fund. He stated this may need to be defined in order to understand what the reserve fund
would accomplish.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated he would like to see the City maintain the level necessary to
cover the needs in a downturn but also maintain a stable tax levy and utilize the City’s funds
where they are not needed and not have excess funds not being used where they could be needed.
Finance Director Miller stated the separate funds had been created in order to allow for these
different departments to manage for their needs now and in the future. By changing this it could
potentially change the way departments are managed.
Vice Chair Zeller stated the Commission would continue discussions on the cash reserve fund at
the next meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if staff could provide a breakout of each fund that shows how
each department is performing based on their budgets. This could be useful in identifying areas
that are consistently under budget and allow the City the opportunity to adjust those budgets.
This would reduce the amount of reserve the City has but also potentially reduce the tax levy.
Finance Director Miller stated he would provide this information for the next meeting. He also
stated he may not know all the whys from the last 5-years but he can provide the data.

Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting (Dec 12, Jan, 9, Feb. 13, Mar. 13
Vice Chair Zeller stated the next agenda would include continued discussions on the cash reserve
fund, continued discussions on the CIP priority rankings, discussion on the 2017 excess TIF
funds, and the 2018 work plan.

Adjourn
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Harold to adjourn the
meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Tina Borg
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From:

Chris Miller, Finance Director

Date:

December 14, 2017

Re:

Item #6: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
Over the past year, the Finance Commission has held a number of discussions on the concept of
establishing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Fund. This included discussions on the following
dates:





January 10, 2017
February 14, 2017
September 18, 2017 (Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting)
November 14, 2017

At the September 18, 2017 Joint City Council-Commission meeting, the Council directed the Finance
Commission to discuss the concept of creating this fund. Prior to that directive, the City Council also
put forth a similar directive to Staff to bring a recommendation in conjunction with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. The Recommended Budget along with Staff’s recommendation on creating a
Cash Reserve Fund was presented to the Council on August 28, 2017. A copy of Staff’s
recommendation is included in Attachment A.
More recently at the November 14 Finance Commission meeting, the Commission expressed an
interest in better understanding the actual operating surpluses or deficits that the City has experienced
in the past few years. Attachment B provides a 5-year summary of the year-end results for the selected
operating funds that have generally been included in previous discussions associated with cash reserve
balances.
The Commission is now asked to develop its own recommendation to the Council.
Staff Recommendation
See Attachment A.
Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Policy.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Staff Recommendation on the Creation of a Cash Reserve (Carryforward) Fund.
B: 5-Year Summary of Financial Results for Selected Operating Funds.
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August 23, 2017
City of Roseville Future Initiatives Funding Program
Purpose
The purpose of the Future Initiatives Funding Program is to establish a mechanism for capturing
annual operating budget surpluses to be used for future initiatives, in accordance with target cash
reserve levels outlined in the City’s Operating Fund Reserve Policy; while also preserving the
mission and essence of previously established and separately managed city functions.
Monies set aside for the Future Initiatives may be used for any public purpose in accordance with
State Statutes.
Background
In previous discussions, the City Council has expressed support for creating the means to capture
surplus monies from designated operating budgets. It is proposed that only the General Fund be
considered as a funding source for this new Program given that the General Fund is specifically
and statutorily designated for general-purpose type functions that typically do not carry any outside
restrictions.
In contrast, other city functions including revenue-generating functions such as the Parks &
Recreation, License Center, and Information Technology Funds, should be excluded from
consideration in order to preserve the original intent behind the establishment of a separately
managed function which oftentimes is accompanied by an objective of generating revenues for
current and future operations in lieu of greater reliance on the property tax levy.
Process & Procedures
At the close of each fiscal year, any unassigned surplus monies held in the General Fund in excess
of minimum targeted cash reserve levels may be considered for the Future Initiatives Program.
Upon formal Council action, a separate Future Initiatives designation shall be made within the
General Fund’s balance sheet which shall be updated annually to reflect associated financial
activity during the past fiscal year.
It should be noted that any monies assigned for future initiatives is still nonetheless monies held
by the City. As such, it must be disclosed on the City’s financial statements. A depiction of the
General Fund balance sheet incorporating the new Future Initiatives category is shown below.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS BALANCE SHEET
December 31, 2016
ASSETS
Cash and investments
Investment interest receivable
Accounts receivable
Taxes receivable
Special assessments receivable
Due from other governments
Prepaid items
TOTAL ASSETS
Deferred Outflows of Resoures

General
Fund
$ 7,925,320
16,137
73,191
338,649
8,232
16,321
80,717
8,458,567
-

TOTAL ASSETS AND DEFERRED OUTFLOWS OF
RESOURSES

8,458,567

LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other governmental units
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

325,985
231,544
201,193
378,557
1,137,279

Deferred Inflows of Resources
Unavailable Revenue - property taxes

148,058

Total Deferred Inflows of Resoures

148,058

FUND BALANCE
Nonspendable
Restricted
Law Enforcement
Assigned
Engineering Services
Accounting Service
Future Initiatives
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES

80,717
446,436
772,697
17,319
5,856,061
7,173,230
$ 8,458,567
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City of Roseville
Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

General Fund
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Budget
Surplus
Budgeted
(Deficit)
Revenues
371,697 $ 12,411,697
(357,094)
12,836,937
74,711
13,083,006
(313,918)
13,558,430
1,204,544
13,908,635

Actual
Revenues
$ 12,806,712
12,905,511
13,369,799
13,347,799
15,462,734

$ Over
% Over
(Under)
(Under)
Budget
Budget
$ 395,015
3%
68,574
1%
286,793
2%
(210,631)
-2%
1,554,099
11%

Budgeted
Expenditures
$ 12,411,697
12,836,937
13,429,235
13,977,930
14,359,435

Actual
Expenditures
$ 12,435,015
13,262,605
13,295,088
13,661,717
14,258,190

$ Under
% Under
(Over)
(Over)
Budget
Budget
$ (23,318)
0%
(425,668)
-3%
134,147
1%
316,213
2%
101,245
1%

Comments:
(a) 2016 revenues included the one-time receipt of $1.1 million in excess TIF monies. Absent these funds, the surplus would have been $104,000.

Parks & Recreation Fund
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Budget
Surplus
Budgeted
(Deficit)
Revenues
278,625 $ 3,904,863
188,624
4,008,105
(12,150)
4,060,710
185,850
4,283,320
352,874
4,551,710

Actual
Revenues
$ 3,966,739
3,996,699
4,057,333
4,336,384
4,671,526

$ Over
% Over
(Under)
(Under)
Budget
Budget
$
61,876
2%
(11,406)
0%
(3,377)
0%
53,064
1%
119,816
3%

Budgeted
Expenditures
$ 3,904,863
4,069,844
4,134,050
4,283,320
4,551,710

Comments:
(a) A portion of the revenues includes private donations. Current balance is approximately $300,000

Actual
Expenditures
$ 3,688,114
3,808,075
4,069,483
4,150,534
4,318,652

$ Under
% Under
(Over)
(Over)
Budget
Budget
$ 216,749
6%
261,769
6%
64,567
2%
132,786
3%
233,058
5%
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City of Roseville
Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

Communications Fund
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Budget
Surplus
Budgeted
(Deficit)
Revenues
69,664 $
366,735
(6,463)
374,698
49,087
438,000
(164,379)
448,000
(32,737)
480,000

Actual
Revenues
$
419,847
407,080
473,221
441,703
449,029

$ Over
% Over
(Under)
(Under)
Budget
Budget
$
53,112
14%
32,382
9%
35,221
8%
(6,297)
-1%
(30,971)
-6%

Budgeted
Expenditures
$
366,735
374,698
406,195
555,325
506,275

Actual
Expenditures
$
350,183
413,543
424,134
606,082
481,766

$ Under
% Under
(Over)
(Over)
Budget
Budget
$
16,552
5%
(38,845)
-10%
(17,939)
-4%
(50,757)
-9%
24,509
5%

Actual
Revenues
$ 1,310,871
1,694,063
1,735,993
1,976,894
2,322,445

$ Over
(Under)
Budget
$ 104,724
430,166
33,713
12,699
51,325

Budgeted
Expenditures
$ 1,248,232
1,562,060
1,639,000
2,016,160
2,250,020

Actual
Expenditures
$ 1,193,705
1,561,313
1,441,439
1,786,261
2,125,745

$ Under
% Under
(Over)
(Over)
Budget
Budget
$
54,527
4%
747
0%
197,561
12%
229,899
11%
124,275
6%

Information Technology Fund
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Budget
Surplus
(Deficit)
117,166
132,750
294,554
190,633
196,700

Budgeted
Revenues
$ 1,206,147
1,263,897
1,702,280
1,964,195
2,271,120

% Over
(Under)
Budget
9%
34%
2%
1%
2%
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City of Roseville
Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

License Center Fund
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Budget
Surplus
Budgeted
(Deficit)
Revenues
192,560 $ 1,130,525
134,616
1,195,295
228,827
1,394,090
89,509
1,413,500
(70,977)
1,603,500

Actual
Revenues
$ 1,305,990
1,313,640
1,516,814
1,638,072
1,695,107

$ Over
(Under)
Budget
$ 175,465
118,345
122,724
224,572
91,607

% Over
(Under)
Budget
16%
10%
9%
16%
6%

Budgeted
Expenditures
$ 1,130,525
1,195,295
1,275,075
1,554,775
1,877,625

Actual
Expenditures
$ 1,113,430
1,179,024
1,287,987
1,548,563
1,766,084

$ Under
% Under
(Over)
(Over)
Budget
Budget
$
17,095
2%
16,271
1%
(12,912)
-1%
6,212
0%
111,541
6%

Comments:
(a) 2012-16 expenditures includes $50,000, $50,000, $110,000, $340,000, and $422,000 respectively in cash transfers to support other city operations
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though it had been accepted. He recommended marking item 2017-3 as accepted and adding the
new direction from the City Council to look at it again as a new item.
Commissioner Murray asked if 2017-6 was closed.
Chair Schroeder stated this item was closed at the City Council meeting on December 11.
Commissioner Hodder stated the Commission roles could also be closed as the City Council
approved this.
Commissioner Zeller stated he was not sure if the recommendation on the levy would be
considered accepted or rejected but would mark it was rejected based on the meeting.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he would not consider this recommendation as rejected because
the City did recognize the need to address the CIP and the use of reserves and chose to be more
proactive than the Commission had recommended.

Establish 2018 Meeting Calendar
Chair Schroeder stated the August meeting would be changed to August 16.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that he would not be able to make the August 16 meeting.
Chair Schroeder suggested adding the date as August 16 as a tentative date and review it at the
next meeting when Commissioner Harold is present.

Continue Discussion on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Finance Director Miller reviewed the cash carry forward fund that had been prepared by staff for
the City Council. Staff has recommended that this be limited to the general fund at this time. He
stated that several of the funds the Commission had discussed have funds set aside for specific
uses and the reasons for these warrants additional conversation before they are lumped into the
cash carry forward fund. He reviewed the summary results for various funds as requested by the
Commission at the last meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated looking at the IT Fund they are consistently spending under
budget. This could be something that is considered when looking at the levy and the budgets
could be adjusted to reflect the actual spend.
Commissioner Murray stated some items on a budget are predictable but other things are not.
There is a tendency to not use the average spend in the budget because this could create short
falls. On an average this would create a surplus.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated the budget should be closer to the actual spend and there should
not be large surpluses generated.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the IT Fund does look like they are budgeting more than their
needs consistently and this is something that could be looked at.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT Fund is the large surpluses resulted from vacant positions.
The City also sets aside approximately $150,000 to $300,000 for capital replacements and this is
based on the CIP schedule. There are times the City does not spend these CIP funds because
there is not a need yet because the items that are scheduled to be replaced are still working.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there should be some priority in the CIP because the
replacement schedule should not be that discretionary.
Finance Director Miller stated this is a business model that may change but currently the City set
up the IT Fund to be separate and the monies in this fund stay in this fund. One of the reasons
the City set this up this way was to allow discretion to not replace assets until you had to. This
means the funds are there when the asset does need to be replaced.
Chair Schroeder asked why some funds or departments did not have a separate CIP Fund.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT Fund, Parks and Recreation Fund, and License Center Fund
had been established as a separately managed function. The idea behind this was to isolate costs
and decision-making.
Chair Schroeder stated it makes things confusing when some areas have their CIP in their
operating budget and there is not clear way to know what funds are set up this way.
Commissioner Zeller stated there are CIP processes and a specific fund set up for capital
improvements. There is a Parks and Recreation CIP fund but they also have CIP items built into
their operating budget.
Finance Director Miller stated the Parks and Recreation fund the Commission is reviewing at this
time only operations and does not include CIP items.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated what Chair Schroeder and Commission Zeller are
recommending is to pull the CIP items from the operating budgets and look at these items and
prioritize them. He would not have the Park and Recreation fund separate because it does not
generate enough revenue to operate as a separate business.
Chair Schroeder stated the License Center transfers funds to other departments throughout the
year.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated when the City uses two or three different ways to do things it is
not transparent to the public or easy for the public to get involved and understand how their
government is running.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commissioner should look at considering taking the CIP out of the
operating funds for the License Center, IT Fund, and other departments that might include CIP
items in their operating budgets. These should be included in the CIP funds.
Commissioner Zeller asked if the IT capital needs were listed in the master list of capital needs
for the City.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT CIP items are included in the master list but the funding
comes out of the IT Fund rather than a separate CIP fund. The City had set this up in an attempt
to capture fiscal operations for both the expenditures and revenues.
Commissioner Zeller stated it would be possible to do and have the visibility of what is in the
surplus balance, how much of it is operational carry forward that’s required for capital needs.
Chair Schroeder shared comments submitted by Commissioner Harold: As noted in a prior
meeting, a cash carry over fund should receive all surplus operating monies not restricted by law.
This is contrary to the recommendation by staff, which indicated only general funds surplus be
added. He also believes the use of this fund should allow for sufficient Council discretion with
the primary purposes being bolstering deficient areas of the CIP and property tax relief.
Commissioner Zeller stated he would recommend a different approach to these operating
reserves. He would recommend they be taken into account during the budgeting process. The
City should budget to the target reserve level as a matter of policy. The reserve would be a line
item in the budget. The operating reserve is for carrying the City through the revenue cycles.
The CIP is a separate issue. With this approach there would not be a cash carry over fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked if all the CIP items would be n a separate fund.
Commissioner Zeller stated the CIP would remain separate from the operating fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated one thing that concerns him with managing to the target is this
could create volatility in the tax levy year over year.
Commissioner Zeller stated continually moving surplus funds to the CIP is not a sustainable
funding source. If there are no surpluses then the CIP does not get funded. He foresees a lot
discussion concerning the proposed future initiatives fund proposed by staff.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the operating levy should be just what the City needs to operate
and there should not be large surpluses every year.
Commissioner Hodder asked how maintenance would work in this scenario.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated if a capital expense is being approved then it would be assumed
that the operating expense of maintaining that capital is approved and built into the plan.
Commissioner Hodder stated from past experience this has not been the case.
Commissioner Zeller stated these expenses would eventually have to come into the operating
budget if the City wants to maintain their capital investments.
Chair Schroeder stated the capital policy does address the concerns about future maintenance of
assets.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the CIP plan does look at the capital replacements that are
coming up but the City may not be planning for the maintenance on the new capital items.
Commissioner Hodder asked how the City would account for investing in renewable
technologies that decrease the City’s expenditures over time.
Commissioner Murray stated usually these savings are gradual over time.
Commissioner Murray clarified the surplus in the IT Fund was partly due to vacant positions.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the City should take into account that departments would never
be fully staffed and not budget to this amount.
Commissioner Zeller suggested taking a pole on of the Commissioners to see if there was
support for creating a cash reserve fund.
Commissioner Murray stated he would support this in some form but does not want to burden
staff with managing this type of fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he is not a fan of the cash reserve fund. He does like
Commissioner’s Zeller idea of making the operating budgets actual operating budgets and CIP
budgets as a separate item. Any surplus on the operating budgets could then be used for tax
relief or for capital needs.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the departments do budget to actual operating expenses then
there should be some mechanism for when departments have a need to go over their budget such
as hiring an additional people in their department.
Chair Schroeder stated removing the CIP from all the funds should be done because it is
mudding the waters of what they are discussing. It is difficult to discuss a cash reserve fund
when there is CIP mixed with it. She does not see the CIP is not an operating budget item.
Commissioner Zeller suggested adding two columns to the analysis provided for the
Commission’s discussions: actual fund balance at the end of the fiscal year and the capital needs.
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Finance Director Miller clarified the concept of creating some sort of cash carry forward fund
was so the City could take the excess monies and prioritize how they are spent. This would
imply that the City has priorities that are more than the department priorities.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated it would be the City Manager’s job to know what the City’s
priorities were.
Finance Director Miller stated this is what the City Manager does with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. He is letting the City Council know what he feels should be funded to
meet the needs of the City.
Chair Schroeder stated this item should be added to the next agenda for further discussion.

Continue Discussion On The CIP Priority Rankings
Chair Schroeder provided Commissioner’s Harold’s comments: At this point there are two
options to recommend to the Council. The first is to add the CIP priority rankings as guidance
only and state it as such in the Capital Investment Policy. The other is to update the policy to
direct staff to add the priority rankings to next year’s expenditures when updating the CIP. The
Council did not seem to think that having staff assign the priority rankings had value so until the
Council changes their mind it would probably be best to add language that the rankings are
guidance only.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the guidelines would not be useful if the projects are not
classified or ranked in order of importance.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated his recommendation would be follow the policy that was
adopted and ask staff to start categorizing their projects.
Chair Schroeder stated she would agree because if it is done this information would be available
in the future. The Council asked the Commission to review this item so the Commission should
make a formal response and this could be in the form of a motion.
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McRoberts to recommend
the City Council direct staff to begin using the priority rankings as adopted in the Capital
Investment Policy for future budgeting cycles.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the City felt there was value in prioritization whether for
discussion or advisory you cannot do this unless the projects are categorized.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Capital Investment Policy is guidelines and is not binding
by law. The City can make decisions without following the policy.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

January 9, 2018

Re:

Item #6: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
Over the past year, the Finance Commission has held a number of discussions on the concept of
establishing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Fund. This included discussions on the following
dates:






January 10, 2017
February 14, 2017
September 18, 2017 (Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting)
November 14, 2017
December 12, 2017

At the September 18, 2017 Joint City Council-Commission meeting, the Council directed the Finance
Commission to discuss the concept of creating this fund. Prior to that directive, the City Council also put
forth a similar directive to Staff to bring a recommendation in conjunction with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. The Recommended Budget along with Staff’s recommendation on creating a
Cash Reserve Fund was presented to the Council on August 28, 2017. A copy of Staff’s recommendation
is included in Attachment A.
More recently at the November 14 Finance Commission meeting, the Commission expressed an interest
in better understanding the actual operating surpluses or deficits that the City has experienced in the past
few years. Attachment B provides a 5-year summary of the year-end results for the selected operating
funds that have generally been included in previous discussions associated with cash reserve balances.
The Commission is now asked to develop its own recommendation to the Council.
Staff Recommendation
See Attachment A.
Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Policy.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Staff Recommendation on the Creation of a Cash Reserve (Carryforward) Fund.
B: 5-Year Summary of Financial Results for Selected Operating Funds.
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July 12, 2017
City of Roseville Future Initiatives Funding Program
Purpose
The purpose of the Future Initiatives Funding Program is to establish a mechanism for capturing
annual operating budget surpluses to be used for future initiatives, in accordance with target cash
reserve levels outlined in the City’s Operating Fund Reserve Policy; while also preserving the
mission and essence of previously established and separately managed city functions.
Monies set aside for the Future Initiatives may be used for any public purpose in accordance with
State Statutes.
Background
In previous discussions, the City Council has expressed support for creating the means to capture
surplus monies from designated operating budgets. It is proposed that only the General Fund be
considered as a funding source for this new Program given that the General Fund is specifically
and statutorily designated for general-purpose type functions that typically do not carry any outside
restrictions or expectations.
In contrast, other city functions including revenue-generating functions such as the Parks &
Recreation, License Center, and Information Technology Funds, should be excluded from
consideration in order to preserve the original intent behind the establishment of a separately
managed function which oftentimes is accompanied by an objective of generating revenues for
current and future operations in lieu of greater reliance on the property tax levy.
Process & Procedures
At the close of each fiscal year, any unassigned surplus monies held in the General Fund in excess
of targeted cash reserve levels shall be considered for the Future Initiatives Program.
Upon formal Council action, a separate Future Initiatives designation shall be made within the
General Fund’s balance sheet which shall be updated annually to reflect associated financial
activity during the past fiscal year.
It should be noted that any monies assigned for future initiatives is still nonetheless monies held
by the City. As such, it must be disclosed on the City’s financial statements. A depiction of the
General Fund balance sheet incorporating the new Future Initiatives category is shown below.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS BALANCE SHEET
December 31, 2016
ASSETS
Cash and investments
Investment interest receivable
Accounts receivable
Taxes receivable
Special assessments receivable
Due from other governments
Prepaid items
TOTAL ASSETS
Deferred Outflows of Resoures

General
Fund
$ 7,925,320
16,137
73,191
338,649
8,232
16,321
80,717
8,458,567
-

TOTAL ASSETS AND DEFERRED OUTFLOWS OF
RESOURSES

8,458,567

LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other governmental units
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

325,985
231,544
201,193
378,557
1,137,279

Deferred Inflows of Resources
Unavailable Revenue - property taxes

148,058

Total Deferred Inflows of Resoures

148,058

FUND BALANCE
Nonspendable
Restricted
Law Enforcement
Assigned
Engineering Services
Accounting Service
Future Initiatives
Unassigned
Total Fund Balances
TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES

80,717
446,436
772,697
17,319
5,856,061
7,173,230
$ 8,458,567
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

General Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
$ 12,411,697
12,806,712
$
395,015

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

3%

-

0%
$

371,697

Total
$ 12,411,697
12,806,712
$
395,015

0%

$ 12,411,697 $
12,435,015
$
(23,318) $

% Over (Under) Budget

2013

3%
$ 12,411,697
12,435,015
$
(23,318)

0%
$

-

Operations
$ 12,836,937
12,905,511
$
68,574

$

371,697

Capital
$
$

$ 12,836,937 $
13,262,605
$ (425,668) $

Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

-2%
$ 13,977,930
13,661,717
$
316,213

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

2%
$

Total
$ 13,558,430
13,347,799
$ (210,631)

0%
$

(313,918) $

$ 12,836,937
13,262,605
$ (425,668)

0%

(357,094) $

-

-2%
$ 13,977,930
13,661,717
$
316,213

0%
-

$

(357,094)

-

Total
$ 13,908,635
15,462,734
$ 1,554,099

(313,918)

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

6,033,077
(54,000)
5,979,077

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

646,881

$

$ 14,359,435
14,258,190
$
101,245

0%
$
$

1%
$

1,204,544

-

11%
$ 14,359,435
14,258,190
$
101,245

0%
$

-

1%
$

1,204,544

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

39%
35%
45%

10-Year CIP Amount

n/a

Capital
$
$

2%
$ 13,429,235
13,295,088
$
134,147

-3%

-

Capital
$

11%

2%
$

** Note - $681,000 use of cash reserves included in 2018 Budget

Operations
$ 13,908,635
15,462,734
$ 1,554,099

Operations
$ 13,083,006
13,369,799
$
286,793

1%

2016

Operations
Capital
$ 13,558,430 $
13,347,799
$ (210,631) $
-

% Over (Under) Budget

-

-3%
$

Total
$ 12,836,937
12,905,511
$
68,574

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

1%

0%

2014

74,711

Total
$ 13,083,006
13,369,799
$
286,793

0%
$
$

1%
$

-

-

2%
$ 13,429,235
13,295,088
$
134,147

0%
$

-

1%
$

74,711

City of Roseville
Attachment B

Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

Parks & Rec Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
3,904,863
3,966,739
$
61,876

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

2%
$

3,904,863
3,688,114
216,749

278,625

$
$

0%
$

-

$

6%
$

2013

-

Operations
Capital
4,008,105 $
3,996,699
$
(11,406) $
-

$

2%
$
$

0%
$

Total
3,904,863
3,966,739
61,876

3,904,863
3,688,114
216,749

0%
$
$

6%
$

278,625

4,069,844
3,808,075
261,769

$

Operations
4,283,320
4,336,384
$
53,064

$

188,624

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

4,283,320
4,150,534
132,786

$

3%
$

185,850

-

$
$

0%
$

-

-

Total
4,283,320
4,336,384
53,064

Operations
4,551,710
4,671,526
$
119,816

$

1%
$
$

0%
$

$

$

$
$

4,069,844
3,808,075
261,769

4,283,320
4,150,534
132,786

3%
$
$

3%
$

185,850

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

1,781,111
(305,000)
1,476,111

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

280,855

$

4,551,710
4,318,652
233,058

-

$

-

$

$

5%
$

352,874

$

0%
$

-

188,624

-

Total
4,551,710
4,671,526
119,816
3%

$
$

0%
$

0%
$
$

6%

Capital
$

Operations
Capital
4,060,710 $
4,057,333
$
(3,377) $
-

$

0%

0%
$

Total
4,008,105
3,996,699
(11,406)

2016

Capital
$

-

6%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2014

4,551,710
4,318,652
233,058
5%

$

352,874

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

31%
25%
25%

10-Year CIP Amount

n/a

4,134,050
4,069,483
64,567

$

0%
$
$

2%
$

$

(12,150) $

-

0%
$
$

0%
-

Total
4,060,710
4,057,333
(3,377)

4,134,050
4,069,483
64,567
2%

$

(12,150)
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

Communications Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
366,735
419,847
$
53,112

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

14%
$

356,735
335,660
21,075

84,187

$
$

0%
$
$

6%
$

2013
Operations
374,698
407,080
$
32,382

$

14%

10,000 $
14,523
(4,523) $
-45%

$

Total
366,735
419,847
53,112

366,735
350,183
16,552

$

5%

(14,523) $

69,664

Capital
$
$

364,695
356,742
7,953

$

50,338

$

Operations
Capital
448,000 $
441,703
$
(6,297) $
-

Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

-1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

410,325 $
457,098
(46,773) $
-11%

$

(15,395) $

$
$

0%

Total
448,000
441,703
(6,297)

374,698
413,543
(38,845)

(6,463)

Operations
Capital
480,000 $
449,029
$
(30,971) $
-

-1%

145,000 $
148,984
(3,984) $
-3%

555,325
606,082
(50,757)

-6%
$
$

-9%

(148,984) $

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

(164,379)

496,275
481,766
14,509

$

0%
$
$

3%
$

$

10,000
10,000

-6%
$
$

100%

(32,737) $

$

433,916
433,916

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

$

379,559

10-Year CIP Amount

-

Total
480,000
449,029
(30,971)

506,275
481,766
24,509
5%

$

(32,737)

80%
10%
25%
$

228,500

Capital
$
$

8%
$
$

-10%

(56,801) $

$

Operations
438,000
473,221
$
35,221

$

9%

-468%
$

Total
374,698
407,080
32,382

2016

$

% Over (Under) Budget

$

10,003 $
56,801
(46,798) $

2%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

9%
$

2014

396,195 $
423,082
(26,887) $

50,139

$
$

0%

-7%
$

-

10,000
1,052
8,948

8%
$
$

89%
$

Total
438,000
473,221
35,221

(1,052) $

406,195
424,134
(17,939)
-4%
49,087
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

Info. Technology Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
1,206,147
1,310,871
$
104,724

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

9%
$

1,055,361
1,038,179
17,182

272,692

$
$

0%
$
$

2%
$

2013

192,871
155,526
37,345

Operations
1,263,897
1,694,063
$
430,166

$

9%
$
$

19%
$

Total
1,206,147
1,310,871
104,724

1,248,232
1,193,705
54,527

$

4%

(155,526) $

117,166

Capital
$
$

1,182,095 $
1,303,064
(120,969) $

Operations
1,964,195
1,976,894
$
12,699

$

390,999

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

1,659,520
1,598,773
60,747

$

4%
$

378,121

-

$
$

0%
$

356,640
187,488
169,152

Total
1,964,195
1,976,894
12,699

Operations
2,271,120
2,322,445
$
51,325

$

1%
$
$

47%
$

$

$
$

1,562,060
1,561,313
747

132,750

2,016,160
1,786,261
229,899

Capital
-

$

2%
$
$

11%

1,975,020 $
2,063,106
(88,086) $

259,339

$

0%
275,000
62,639
212,361

-4%
$

$

2%
$
$

77%

(187,488) $

190,633

$

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

937,002
937,002

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

644,060

10-Year CIP Amount

Total
2,271,120
2,322,445
51,325

2,250,020
2,125,745
124,275
6%

(62,639) $

196,700

32%
10%
25%
$

1,848,500

Capital
$
$

2%
$
$

0%

(258,249) $

$

Operations
1,702,280
1,735,993
$
33,713

$

34%

32%
$

Total
1,263,897
1,694,063
430,166

2016

Capital
$

379,965
258,249
121,716

-10%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

34%
$

2014

1,449,000
1,200,547
248,453

535,446

$
$

0%
$
$

17%
$

-

190,000 $
240,892
(50,892) $
-27%

$

(240,892) $

Total
1,702,280
1,735,993
33,713
2%
1,639,000
1,441,439
197,561
12%
294,554
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016

License Center Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
1,130,525
1,305,990
$
175,465

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

16%
$

1,130,525
1,110,768
19,757

195,222

$
$

0%
$
$

0%
$

Total
1,130,525
1,305,990
175,465

Operations
1,195,295
1,313,640
$
118,345

$

16%

- $
2,662
(2,662) $

2%
$

2013

1,130,525
1,113,430
17,095

$

2%

(2,662) $

192,560

Capital
$
$

1,195,295
1,172,132
23,163

$

141,508

Operations
1,413,500
1,638,072
$
224,572

$

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

16%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

1,544,775 $
1,548,563
(3,788) $

89,509

$
$

0%

0%
$

-

10,000
10,000

-

Operations
1,603,500
1,695,107
$
91,607

$

16%
$
$

100%
$

Total
1,413,500
1,638,072
224,572

1,195,295
1,179,024
16,271

134,616

1,554,775
1,548,563
6,212

89,509

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

1,097,926
1,097,926

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

909,504

-

$

6%
$
$

0%
$

Capital

1,856,125
1,766,084
90,041

$

0%
$
$

5%
$

$

21,500
21,500

6%
$
$

100%

(70,977) $

-

1,877,625
1,766,084
111,541
6%

$

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High
10-Year CIP Amount

Total
1,603,500
1,695,107
91,607

(70,977)

58%
10%
25%
$

1,275,600

Capital
$
$

9%
$
$

1%

(6,892) $

$

Operations
1,394,090
1,516,814
$
122,724

$

10%

0%
$

Total
1,195,295
1,313,640
118,345

2016

Capital
$

$

- $
6,892
(6,892) $

2%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

10%
$

2014

1,275,075 $
1,282,652
(7,577) $

234,162

$
$

0%

-1%
$

-

- $
5,335
(5,335) $
0%

$

(5,335) $

Total
1,394,090
1,516,814
122,724
9%
1,275,075
1,287,987
(12,912)
-1%
228,827
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Commissioner Zeller stated line 153 change “replacement” with “replace” and line 170 strike the
word “it”. Line 309 change “weather” to “whether”. Line 366 change “funs” to “funds”.
Commissioner Zeller moved, Seconded by Commission Hodder to approve the December 12,
2017 meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.

Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Commissioner Harold stated he had made the recommended changes to the report and asked if
the Commission had other changes that should be made.
Chair Schroeder stated the date should be changed for recommendation 2017-9. She asked if the
Commission would want to include those items they wish to combine and meet with the City
Council to discuss.
Commissioner Harold stated he would add a comment in the last column that the Commission
would meet with the City Council to discuss.
Commissioner Bachhuber suggested putting this information after the date so it could be easily
tracked.

Establish 2018 Meeting Calendar
Chair Schroeder stated the August meeting would be rescheduled to August 16.
Commissioner Bachhuber moved, Seconded by Commissioner Murray to establish the Finance
Commission meeting calendar as the second Tuesday of each month with the exception of the
August meeting being scheduled for August 16. The motion carried unanimously.

Continue Discussion on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to include Commissioner’s Zeller idea of including this in
the budget as part of this discussion.
Commissioner Zeller stated one of the alternatives discussed by the Commission had been to
budget to target reserves for operating budgets and if there were an overage or shortage this
would be rolled into the next year’s budget instead of setting up a separate fund balance for this.
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to add to the future items discussions taking the capital
items out of the operating budget for these funds and having them in the CIP.
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Commissioner Harold stated removing the capital from these funds would be a prerequisite
before the Commission could make any recommendations on how the excess operating monies
should be carried forward.
Finance Director Miller stated there are also restricted funds that contain an operating and capital
component. He stated the funds the Commission’s referring to were established to capture funds
for a specific function and it was meant to include both operating and capital pieces for these
particular funds.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked if there was a way to account for the future need within an
account.
Finance Director Miller stated the CIP was setup to track and identify those needs. He stated the
Council was looking for a recommendation from the Commission on establishing a cash carry
forward fund for excess funds that could be used for future initiatives.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the Commissioner has expressed concerns regarding those
departments that consistently under spending or overachieving revenue. If the excess funds are
just moved to another fund then this would just be a mechanism for building up another fund.
Commissioner Zeller stated the City should not be building up excess funds unless they are
needed because this means the citizens are being over taxed. Taking the capital component out
of these funds would provide a better picture of the true operating costs.
Chair Schroeder asked if it was still useful to keep the capital costs in these particular funds.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated having all of the capital needs together would make it more
efficient for the City to determine where the needs are and how best to meet the capital needs of
the City. Departments could ask for more capital because it is not included in their budgets.
Commissioner McRoberts stated in the IT fund there is a budget surplus from an operating point
of view, which is designed to cover a capital expenditure. But then the department under
achieves in the capital expenditures so there is a greater than expected budget surplus. Yet there
is no prioritization of that capital expenditure with everything else. This seems that an
operational over or under which is essentially a source of funding and there is a capital
expenditure and that sort of funding should be considered with other sources of funding and the
capital expenditures should be prioritized with everything else. Otherwise those that are capable
of generating their own revenue get to write their own check for capital and there is no point in
prioritizing.
Commissioner Zeller stated the original staff recommendation had been to exclude the funds that
have capital built included in their budgets and only look at the general fund.
Commissioner Harold stated he still felt that all operating funds should be included. The general
fund already has a reserve fund and it did not make sense to move these same funds into a
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different fund when the general fund reserves can be used for what the City needs. There could
be more value if the other funds are included because then all of the excess funds can be pooled
together to use.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the License Center would be the only one that could be a standalone profit center.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there is no sense having prioritization if there are departments
that can be exempt from this prioritization.
Chair Schroeder stated if the capital was removed from these funds it would create more
consistency in the accounting and how each department is run.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if the Commission’s recommendation to the Council would be
capital should be split out and it should be included within whatever the Council deems to adopt
of the Commission’s recommendations for capital prioritization. Once the capital is taken out
the Commission could make a recommendation on the creation of a cash reserve fund.
Finance Director Miller stated the staff recommendation is already presented. He stated it would
be easier for this group if the capital were taken out of the funds but the Commission should
consider how it would be easier for the Council to make decisions.
Chair Schroeder stated the Council does struggle with determining what the excess and deficits
are for all of the funds. This is way the Council has discussed creating a cash fund because this
would allow them to see these surpluses and deficits. Taking the capital out would make it more
clear for the Council to see what the surplus or deficit is for each fund.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there were inconsistencies of the operating needs being
included in the budget when new capital expenditures were approved. If the capital were
separated out then it would be consistent for all departments.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Commission would want to establish a threshold for the
cash carry forward fund. The funds could be swept after the fund reaches the determined amount
or range.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if the intent was if one of the funds was over the threshold to
allocate these funds to another use or to adjust the expenditure for the next year.
Chair Schroeder stated the excess could follow the capital.
Commissioner Bachhuber suggested it get swept out and goes somewhere else. He would
recommend this because if it used for the next years budget it could create instability within the
fund in future years.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated each fund has an upper and lower excess threshold and if funds
that are swept out are those that are over the upper threshold amount then there should not be
instability or volatility in the fund because there is still an excess in the fund.
Finance Director Miller asked where the ongoing funding for the capital needs for these funds
would come from. Part of the reason for segregating some of these funds was for accountability.
If the department knows they will need funds and they know that the decision to make the capital
investment is so critical they do not want there to be a choice in doing it or not, they can have the
item already funded.
Commissioner McRoberts asked why the City would prioritize capital items if there were
different capital funds for each department.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission was in agreement to separate the capital from the
operating.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated departments would need to trust in the prioritization and the
work the City does on the CIP to know that these capital needs would be done appropriately. He
suggested that the amount that each department contributes to the CIP is based on what their CIP
needs and would be part of the departments budgeted expenditures. Then anything that is in
excess of the target surplus could be swept into a cash fund.
Finance Director Miller asked what would happen if the fund falls below the target range.
Commissioner McRoberts stated this would occur through budgeting. If a department falls
below the target levels then they should not be spending as much.
Finance Director Miller stated if the City lowers budgets and departments fall below the target
reserves then the City would have less flexibility to respond to unforeseen expenditures that may
arise.
Chair Schroeder clarified the Commission would recommend taking the capital out of these
funds and have it in its own separate CIP fund.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the funds in the CIP fund are greater than what is needed to
fund the 10-year CIP then the excess funds should be moved out.
Commissioner Hodder asked where public safety capital and operational needs would be found.
Finance Director Miller stated the operational needs are in the general fund and both police and
fire have separately managed capital equipment replacement funds.
Commissioner Zeller suggested removing the prioritization from the discussion at this time.
Separating the CIP from the operations would be a first step in establishing a cash carry over
fund.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated the target ranges for each fund would need to be reviewed to
ensure they are set to an appropriate level. Once this is done, if a fund is above the target range
the excess funds should be swept somewhere, for the City to use in other areas that may have a
need.
Chair Schroeder clarified the City Council would have the ability to decide where the excess
funds in the cash carry forward fund would be spent.
Commissioner Zeller stated if budgets are set to cover the CIP, operating and the maximum
reserve and funds in excess of this are moved to the cash carry forward fund it could encourage
under spending to increase the funds in the cash carry forward and these funds may not be used
to reduce the tax levy. There is no maximum level set for the cash carry forward fund. If there
are capital needs then the City should fund those needs.
Commissioner Bachhuber agreed these funds would be over and above what the City needs and
should be used to reduce the levy or fund the short falls in the CIP.
Commissioner Zeller stated the City should budget according to the needs as they exist rather
than incentivizing a cash carry forward fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the City should not need another account to grow money for
future initiatives. Future initiatives should be identified and prioritized in the CIP and funded
that way.
Chair Schroeder stated moving the funds to a separate account is essentially the same as leaving
them where they are unless there is a policy stating what to do with the funds. Ideally the fund
would be zero because if it were a line item in the budget it would automatically adjust itself
each year.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the policy for the excess funds beyond the operating and CIP
needs should be that these funds are reviewed as to why they occurred and make adjustments so
they do not continue to occur.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the amount in this fund should be greater than zero and the
amount would be dependent on the amount of reserve in each fund. The reserve targets for each
fund could be lowered. The City does want to ensure they are prepared for unforeseen
expenditures.
Finance Director Miller stated it would not be in the public’s best interest to have funds that have
zero balances. If the City is presenting financial statements there should not be accounts or
funds with zero balances. The structure of the City’s finances might not be able to weather this
change. Government operates in separate “pots” of money.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated the next discussion points would be what are the individual
limits in each of the funds and what would the limit be for the sweep fund.
Commissioner McRoberts suggested the sweep fund have a target level that would be sufficient
to be able to fund those areas that fall below their targets and if this account gets above the target
there should be a formal review.
Chair Schroeder clarified this concept would budget to the target low for each fund and
everything above that would be moved to the cash carry forward fund. The cash carry forward
fund would also have a target range and if the fund goes above this amount the City would have
a formal review and discussion on what the funds should be used for and the remaining funds
would be used to keep the funds at the target levels. She asked Finance Director Miller what the
target range would have to be for the cash carry forward fund in order to support the City if a
need were to arise. The Commission would like to know how these policy changes would
impact the funds.

Discussion On Utility Infrastructure Replacement Funding Strategies
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission had reviewed this previously and had unanimously
agreed that the utility infrastructure replacement funding should not be included in property
taxes.
Commissioner Murray asked if there had been any changes since the Commission had reviewed
this item.
Finance Director Miller stated there were no changes. The impact for the average household
may not be significant but other property types would be impacted significantly more.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the value of the infrastructure does not change with the price of
the house.
Commissioner Harold moved, Seconded by Commission McRoberts to recommend the City not
change the way the rates are charged for the utility infrastructure funding. The motion carried
unanimously.

Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting (Feb. 13, Mar. 13, April 10)
Chair Schroeder stated the next agenda would include continued discussions on the cash carry
forward fund, the draft meeting calendar and meeting topics and review and discussion of items
the Commission would like to present to the City Council.

Attachment B

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

February 13, 2018

Re:

Item #5: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
At the September 18, 2017 Joint City Council-Commission meeting, the Council directed the Finance
Commission to discuss the concept of creating a separate Cash Reserve Fund that would be comprised
of excess monies from the City’s unrestricted operating funds.
As expressed by the Council, the general intent behind the creation of a separate fund was to simplify
the determination of whether excess monies were available for future use. For purposes of this
discussion, ‘excess monies’ were meant to include cash amounts that exceeded the cash reserve targeted
amount for each fund.
Under the current approach, the City Council received a report of the excess monies as listed by
individual fund such as the one depicted most recently in a 12/11/17 Staff Memo:

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

12/31/2016
Cash
Reserves
$ 6,646,077
1,637,111
436,616
1,041,002
1,172,926

Projected
Projected
Projected
12/31/2017
2017
Less
12/31/2017 12/31/2017
Amount
Surplus
Amount From
Cash
Reserve
Above Low
Target %
Level
Donations
Reserves
(Deficit)
$ (613,000)
(54,000) $ 5,979,077
39%
$ 646,881
144,000
(305,000) 1,476,111
31%
280,855
(2,700)
433,916
80%
379,559
(104,000)
937,002
32%
644,060
(75,000)
1,097,926
58%
909,503

The available cash balance from all funds would be the summary of the right-hand column which totals
$2,860,858. In this example, the low end of the targeted cash reserve level was used.
In contrast, if a Cash Reserve Fund was created the Council and others would see something along the
lines of:

Description
Cash Reserve Fund

Amount
Available
12/31/2017
$ 2,860,858
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At the January Finance Commission meeting, a majority of Commission Members seemed to agree that
the general mechanics of creating a Cash Reserve Fund could be achieved by taking the following steps:
1) Remove cash reserves set aside for capital replacements within the Communications,
Information Technology, and License Center funds to more accurately depict what is needed
for future operations.
2) Transfer these monies to separate capital replacement funds for the Communications,
Information Technology, and License Center funds similar to the City’s other vehicle &
equipment funds.
3) Using the Council-adopted Operating Fund Reserve Policy as a guide, transfer any excess cash
reserves (less donations) from the individual Funds noted above into the newly-created Cash
Reserve Fund.
After the final step is completed, the Council could then determine how to use these excess funds. The
mechanics of these steps are depicted in the graphic below which was created by Commissioner
Bachhuber:
Remove Capital
From Operating
Funds

Create separate CIP
Funds as needed

Sweep $$ in excess
of Cash Reserve
Targets into Central
Fund

Determine Cash
Reserve Targets for
each Fund

Council determines
how to use (Tax
Relief/Capital)
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Staff Recommendation
As noted in previous discussions, City Staff has previously recommended that if the Council chooses to
create a separate Cash Reserve fund that it be limited to excess monies that are derived solely from the
General Fund. This recommendation is rooted in a number of policy considerations which are cited
below.
General (Core) vs. Specific-Purpose Functions
The General Fund is specifically and statutorily designated for general-purpose functions funded
primarily by general-purpose (i.e. property tax) dollars. General Fund functions such as police, fire,
streets, administration, etc., typically lack the ability to recover much if any of their costs through
revenue-generating initiatives. In fact, societal norms discourage attempts to generate a fee-for-service
for these types of functions.
As a result, Organizational responsibility to create sustainable funding (i.e. property taxes) for these
functions lies primarily with the City Council. Fortunately, these funding sources are fairly reliable.
In contrast, specific-purpose functions such as Parks & Recreation, Communications, Information
Technology, and the License Center are associated with program-specific revenues that have been
intentionally established to recover some or all of the related costs. Both the Council and Staff are
encouraged to explore entrepreneurial means to offset costs and minimize any burden on property
taxpayers. This entails a different business model which carries less certainty and greater risk from yearto-year because a significant funding source(s) is outside of the City’s direct control.
As a result, specific-purpose funds are more likely to experience volatility in cash reserves as investments
in opportunities are made, and uncertainties & added risks play out. Systematically removing excess
monies at fiscal year-end diminishes the City’s ability to adjust the business model in response to
changing circumstances.
Staff believes that a preferred approach for specific-purpose funds is to monitor financial performance
over an extended period of time and where applicable, determine which component of the business model
needs adjustment including whether Staff is making sound decisions or fees are set too high.
Unrestricted vs. Dedicated Funds
As noted earlier, the cash held in the four specific-purpose funds noted above are considered unrestricted
in the sense that there are no legally-imposed restrictions. However, the monies associated with these
funds have been intentionally dedicated for a specific purpose for several decades or more. That intent
should be considered before advocating for a different outcome.
For example, Information Technology Fund monies have largely accumulated due to service fee amounts
charged to other agencies that we provide IT Support to. Those agencies are aware that were holding
excess funds with the understanding that they will be used for IT-related functions that directly benefit
them. If we re-purpose these funds for non-technology initiatives, it would undermine the very trust
those partnering agencies place with the City of Roseville, and we can expect them to question the fee
structure that we have in place.
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License Center Consideration
Another unique consideration lies with the License Center Fund. Unlike the other specific-purpose funds
noted above, the License Center already provides surplus monies to the General Fund on an annual basis
with the intended effect of reducing the General Fund’s reliance on property taxes. This cash transfer
amount is established as part of the annual budget process.
It’s not entirely clear how a secondary cash-transfer exercise might come into play in this circumstance.
For discussion purposes, Attachment A provides a 5-year summary of the year-end results for the selected
operating funds that have generally been included in previous discussions associated with cash reserve
balances. The Commission is now asked to develop its own recommendation to the Council.
Staff Recommendation
See above.
Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve or Cash Carryforward Policy.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: 5-Year Summary of Financial Results for Selected Operating Funds.
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016
General Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
$ 12,411,697
12,806,712
$
395,015

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

3%

-

0%
$

371,697

Total
$ 12,411,697
12,806,712
$
395,015

0%

$ 12,411,697 $
12,435,015
$
(23,318) $

% Over (Under) Budget

2013

3%
$ 12,411,697
12,435,015
$
(23,318)

0%
$

-

Operations
$ 12,836,937
12,905,511
$
68,574

$

371,697

Capital
$
$

$ 12,836,937 $
13,262,605
$ (425,668) $

Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

-2%
$ 13,977,930
13,661,717
$
316,213

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

2%
$

Total
$ 13,558,430
13,347,799
$ (210,631)

0%
$

(313,918) $

$ 12,836,937
13,262,605
$ (425,668)

0%

(357,094) $

-

-2%
$ 13,977,930
13,661,717
$
316,213

0%
-

$

(357,094)

-

Total
$ 13,908,635
15,462,734
$ 1,554,099

$

(313,918)

$
$

6,033,077
(54,000)
5,979,077

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

646,881

$

$ 14,359,435
14,258,190
$
101,245

0%
$
$

1%
$

1,204,544

-

11%
$ 14,359,435
14,258,190
$
101,245

0%
$

-

1%
$

1,204,544

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

39%
35%
45%

10-Year CIP Amount

n/a

Capital
$
$

2%
$ 13,429,235
13,295,088
$
134,147

-3%

-

Capital
$

11%

2%

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

** Note - $681,000 use of cash reserves included in 2018 Budget

Operations
$ 13,908,635
15,462,734
$ 1,554,099

Operations
$ 13,083,006
13,369,799
$
286,793

1%

2016

Operations
Capital
$ 13,558,430 $
13,347,799
$ (210,631) $
-

% Over (Under) Budget

-

-3%
$

Total
$ 12,836,937
12,905,511
$
68,574

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

1%

0%

2014

74,711

Total
$ 13,083,006
13,369,799
$
286,793

0%
$
$

1%
$

-

-

2%
$ 13,429,235
13,295,088
$
134,147

0%
$

-

1%
$

74,711
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016
Parks & Rec Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
3,904,863
3,966,739
$
61,876

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

2%
$

3,904,863
3,688,114
216,749

278,625

$
$

0%
$

-

$

6%
$

2013

-

Operations
Capital
4,008,105 $
3,996,699
$
(11,406) $
-

$

2%
$
$

0%
$

Total
3,904,863
3,966,739
61,876

3,904,863
3,688,114
216,749

0%
$
$

6%
$

278,625

4,069,844
3,808,075
261,769

$

Operations
4,283,320
4,336,384
$
53,064

$

188,624

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

4,283,320
4,150,534
132,786

$

3%
$

185,850

-

$
$

0%
$

-

-

Total
4,283,320
4,336,384
53,064

Operations
4,551,710
4,671,526
$
119,816

$

1%
$
$

0%
$

$

$

$
$

4,069,844
3,808,075
261,769

4,283,320
4,150,534
132,786

3%
$
$

3%
$

185,850

$

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$

1,781,111
(305,000)
1,476,111

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

280,855

$

4,551,710
4,318,652
233,058

-

$

-

$

$

5%
$

352,874

$

0%
$

-

188,624

-

Total
4,551,710
4,671,526
119,816
3%

$
$

0%
$

0%
$
$

6%

Capital
$

Operations
Capital
4,060,710 $
4,057,333
$
(3,377) $
-

$

0%

0%
$

Total
4,008,105
3,996,699
(11,406)

2016

Capital
$

-

6%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2014

4,551,710
4,318,652
233,058
5%

$

352,874

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

31%
25%
25%

10-Year CIP Amount

n/a

4,134,050
4,069,483
64,567

$

0%
$
$

2%
$

$

(12,150) $

-

0%
$
$

0%
-

Total
4,060,710
4,057,333
(3,377)

4,134,050
4,069,483
64,567
2%

$

(12,150)
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016
Communications Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
366,735
419,847
$
53,112

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

14%
$

356,735
335,660
21,075

84,187

$
$

0%
$
$

6%
$

2013
Operations
374,698
407,080
$
32,382

$

14%

10,000 $
14,523
(4,523) $
-45%

$

Total
366,735
419,847
53,112

366,735
350,183
16,552

$

5%

(14,523) $

69,664

Capital
$
$

364,695
356,742
7,953

$

50,338

$

Operations
Capital
448,000 $
441,703
$
(6,297) $
-

Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

-1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

410,325 $
457,098
(46,773) $
-11%

$

(15,395) $

$
$

0%

Total
448,000
441,703
(6,297)

374,698
413,543
(38,845)

(6,463)

Operations
Capital
480,000 $
449,029
$
(30,971) $
-

-1%

145,000 $
148,984
(3,984) $
-3%

555,325
606,082
(50,757)

-6%
$
$

-9%

(148,984) $

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

(164,379)

496,275
481,766
14,509

$

0%
$
$

3%
$

$

10,000
10,000

-6%
$
$

100%

(32,737) $

$

433,916
433,916

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

$

379,559

10-Year CIP Amount

-

Total
480,000
449,029
(30,971)

506,275
481,766
24,509
5%

$

(32,737)

80%
10%
25%
$

228,500

Capital
$
$

8%
$
$

-10%

(56,801) $

$

Operations
438,000
473,221
$
35,221

$

9%

-468%
$

Total
374,698
407,080
32,382

2016

$

% Over (Under) Budget

$

10,003 $
56,801
(46,798) $

2%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

9%
$

2014

396,195 $
423,082
(26,887) $

50,139

$
$

0%

-7%
$

-

10,000
1,052
8,948

8%
$
$

89%
$

Total
438,000
473,221
35,221

(1,052) $

406,195
424,134
(17,939)
-4%
49,087
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016
Info. Technology Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
1,206,147
1,310,871
$
104,724

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

9%
$

1,055,361
1,038,179
17,182

272,692

$
$

0%
$
$

2%
$

2013

192,871
155,526
37,345

Operations
1,263,897
1,694,063
$
430,166

$

9%
$
$

19%
$

Total
1,206,147
1,310,871
104,724

1,248,232
1,193,705
54,527

$

4%

(155,526) $

117,166

Capital
$
$

1,182,095 $
1,303,064
(120,969) $

Operations
1,964,195
1,976,894
$
12,699

$

390,999

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

1%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

1,659,520
1,598,773
60,747

$

4%
$

378,121

-

$
$

0%
$

356,640
187,488
169,152

Total
1,964,195
1,976,894
12,699

Operations
2,271,120
2,322,445
$
51,325

$

1%
$
$

47%
$

$

$
$

1,562,060
1,561,313
747

132,750

2,016,160
1,786,261
229,899

Capital
-

$

2%
$
$

11%

1,975,020 $
2,063,106
(88,086) $

259,339

$

0%
275,000
62,639
212,361

-4%
$

$

2%
$
$

77%

(187,488) $

190,633

$

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

937,002
937,002

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

644,060

10-Year CIP Amount

Total
2,271,120
2,322,445
51,325

2,250,020
2,125,745
124,275
6%

(62,639) $

196,700

32%
10%
25%
$

1,848,500

Capital
$
$

2%
$
$

0%

(258,249) $

$

Operations
1,702,280
1,735,993
$
33,713

$

34%

32%
$

Total
1,263,897
1,694,063
430,166

2016

Capital
$

379,965
258,249
121,716

-10%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

34%
$

2014

1,449,000
1,200,547
248,453

535,446

$
$

0%
$
$

17%
$

-

190,000 $
240,892
(50,892) $
-27%

$

(240,892) $

Total
1,702,280
1,735,993
33,713
2%
1,639,000
1,441,439
197,561
12%
294,554
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Budget vs. Actual Comparison for Selected Operating Funds
2014-2016
License Center Fund
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

2012
Operations
1,130,525
1,305,990
$
175,465

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

Capital
$

-

$

16%
$

1,130,525
1,110,768
19,757

195,222

$
$

0%
$
$

0%
$

Total
1,130,525
1,305,990
175,465

Operations
1,195,295
1,313,640
$
118,345

$

16%

- $
2,662
(2,662) $

2%
$

2013

1,130,525
1,113,430
17,095

$

2%

(2,662) $

192,560

Capital
$
$

1,195,295
1,172,132
23,163

$

141,508

Operations
1,413,500
1,638,072
$
224,572

$

$

% Over (Under) Budget
Budgeted Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
$ Over (Under) Budget

16%
$
$

% Over (Under) Budget
Actual Surplus (Deficit)

$

1,544,775 $
1,548,563
(3,788) $

89,509

$
$

0%

0%
$

-

10,000
10,000

-

Operations
1,603,500
1,695,107
$
91,607

$

16%
$
$

100%
$

Total
1,413,500
1,638,072
224,572

1,195,295
1,179,024
16,271

134,616

1,554,775
1,548,563
6,212

89,509

12/31/17 Cash Balance (Projected)
Less Amount from Donations
12/31/17 Adjusted Cash Balance (Projected)

$
$

1,097,926
1,097,926

Amount Above Cash Reserve Target: Low

$

909,504

-

$

6%
$
$

0%
$

Capital

1,856,125
1,766,084
90,041

$

0%
$
$

5%
$

$

21,500
21,500

6%
$
$

100%

(70,977) $

-

1,877,625
1,766,084
111,541
6%

$

Cash Reserve Level
Cash Reserve Target: Low
Cash Reserve Target: High
10-Year CIP Amount

Total
1,603,500
1,695,107
91,607

(70,977)

58%
10%
25%
$

1,275,600

Capital
$
$

9%
$
$

1%

(6,892) $

$

Operations
1,394,090
1,516,814
$
122,724

$

10%

0%
$

Total
1,195,295
1,313,640
118,345

2016

Capital
$

$

- $
6,892
(6,892) $

2%
$

$

0%

2015
Budgeted Revenues
Actual Revenues
$ Over (Under) Budget

-

10%
$

2014

1,275,075 $
1,282,652
(7,577) $

234,162

$
$

0%

-1%
$

-

- $
5,335
(5,335) $
0%

$

(5,335) $

Total
1,394,090
1,516,814
122,724
9%
1,275,075
1,287,987
(12,912)
-1%
228,827
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Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Finance Director Miller stated the consensus at the January meeting seemed to be that the FC
wanted to wrap up consideration of this item. The staff report highlights the important
discussion points of the Commission (pages 1-2) as well as the nuances behind what staff
recommended (starting on page 3). The staff has suggested using excess funds already in the
general funds, and not use other operating funds like IT and the License Center. The report gives
the staff’s emphasis of best practices that most Municipalities follow. Staff thinks it should be
narrow in scope and let that play out for a couple years to see whether it achieves the outcome
some are looking for. Ultimately, however, it is up to the FC to give a recommendation to the
City Council.
Chair Schroeder asked about the public donations referenced on the chart on page 2.
Finance Director Miller explained the general public provides donations for specific purposes.
That does not carry a legally binding mandate but there is a lot of intent. Thus, the City should
think hard about honoring that intent. Moving those funds to another purpose will undermine
public trust. Regardless of what happens with the cash reserve fund, staff suggests the City
continues to honor the donations.
Commissioner McRoberts stated he understands the logic, but this is giving an artificially low
picture of the reserves available at Parks and Rec.
Finance Director Miller noted the purpose of this memo was the last column, and it was in
response to a question about how much cash is available.
In response to a question, Finance Director Miller explained how the target is decided upon: to
be sure there are enough cash reserves in between revenue collection periods, for the next 12
months.
Chair Schroeder noted staff has suggested just doing the one fund.
Finance Director Miller noted staff feels strongly that, in the absence of Council discussion,
these other funds were created with intent and evolved over a period of decades. That
conversation with the Council has not yet taken place. Rather than automatically taking the
money out because it is excess and place it in the cash carry-forward fund, there ought to be a
careful process before undoing what has been done for decades.
Commissioner McRoberts clarified the Commission has said, if the funds are swept, then the
Council can more appropriately see the funds.
Chair Schroeder also recalled the CIP should be taken out of these funds before anything is done.
The sweeping does not work if capital is included in the funds.
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Finance Director Miller stated this chart gives the transparency of where the excess reserves
came from. Cities have gone to great lengths never to have a pile of money sitting aside with an
undecided future. That used to happen all the time, and there was fair amount of criticism from
the public.
The Commission discussed the best way to display the cash reserves. It was also noted that there
is a relationship between the CIP and the cash reserves.
It was suggested by Chair Schroeder that when the money is earmarked for something like the
License Center, it should not be a cash reserve fund; it should be in a CIP. It is easier to tell the
public that this money is in the CIP fund than it is just sitting there in the cash reserves.
Commissioner McRoberts stated it is important to have the cash reserves split out to help the
Council and public see where those funds are coming from.
Commissioner Zeller noted he has tried, since the last meeting, to put some scenarios together to
see how this would work. He noted this policy does not address the deficit side of things, which
happens almost as frequently as surpluses. In addition, the FC has recommended a policy to deal
with excess amounts in the budgets. He recommended rejection of the proposal as it has been
presented, to create a single cash reserve fund.
Commissioner Zeller moved to REJECT the future initiatives funding program as presented by
the City, put together by staff and dated on July 12, 2017, and recommend sticking with the
current operating and fund reserve policy.
Finance Director Miller noted the Council’s direction was not to comment on staff’s proposal but
rather to comment on the creation of a cash carry-forward policy and process. Staff had already
given its recommendation as a separate aside. The Council wants to know if what is
contemplated on page 2 of the staff report is a good idea.
Commissioner Zeller withdrew his motion.
Commissioner Zeller emphasized that any policy needs to address a deficit.
Chair Schroeder noted she did not support the policy put forward by the staff. Most of the
Commission had come to that conclusion, she recalled.
Chair Schroeder commented if capital cannot be removed from the operation funds, then cash
carry-forward does not work.
Finance Director Miller noted that removing the capital is possible. The first two do not have
capital, but the last three do. There is a mechanism to remove the capital; that is easy, as shown
in the flow chart. The question is whether to sweep what is left over into a single fund. That is
the remaining question.
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Commissioner McRoberts asked if the question boils down to whether the surplus stays in one
budget or it if stays in five buckets.
Chair Schroeder questioned whether it is easy to remove the capital.
Finance Director Miller responded that when the money is removed, right now, all of this cash is
discretely presented in the financial statements. That is already there. He explained the capital
will get blended with other funds. Separate CIP funds can be created, but there is no good
mechanism to display every separated fund in the financial statements. The financial statement
would get quite large.
The Commission suggested having a discretely presented License Center capital fund and
another discretely presented License Center operating fund. This will get to better transparency
for citizens.
Finance Director Miller noted the general fund and Parks and Rec funds also have capital funds;
they are just not discretely presented.
The Commission discussed pulling out the License Center, to display operations and capital;
also, how to separate the operating funds from the CIP.
Finance Director Miller noted there are generally accepted accounting principles, which staff
will continue to follow; but moving the capital out from the operating and still showing the
reserve funds is easy to do.
Commissioner Bachhuber commented the cash reserve fund is there to provide insurance for
departments. It is unnecessary to provide insurance on 5 funds at a premium when it can be
provided across all funds at once. It costs the City less on unused capital when it is done across
the board. This does not reduce anyone’s budget.
It was discussed what would happen if there is a deficit. It was suggested that the City should
budget for increasing the cash reserve fund the year it is needed.
Commissioner Bachhuber moved, seconded by Commissioner Murray, to propose that the
Council adopt the strategy that cash reserve policy should be one where the City removes the
capital funds, creating CIP funds for those accounts, and sweeping any excess. Once all those
funds are at least at a minimum, any excess would go into a centralized account which the
Council would be expected to take action on, whether that is for to help shore up CIP deficits or
for tax relief or for any other purpose. Those amounts would not just sit in cash reserve funds.
Commission Discussion
Commissioner Zeller expressed concern about the last box on the flowchart. He would like to
see a little more framework around a specific recommendation. Something to provide guidance
would be a prudent thing to do, and he would not support a motion without those parameters.
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Chair Schroeder suggested the motion be modified to indicate this concept can be presented to
the Council and the FC could then look at it again and add more details. If the Commission puts
a lot of time into it, and the Council does not like it, then it would return to square one.
Commissioner Bachhuber added this may allow the City to have smaller cash reserve targets.
And if the CIP is pulled out, it is no longer masking the amount of excess that exists within those
funds. This makes it clear what is needed and it is called out what is extra. There is no need to
be more specific right now. He indicated he is comfortable in proposing this to the Council and
receive feedback from them. Further, he is not inclined to put much more effort into it, without
knowing of the Council’s support.
Commissioner McRoberts concurred there is a philosophical discussion to be had first, among
the Council.
Commissioner Zeller stated as a concept to move forward, he will support the motion.
Chair Schroeder summarized that the motion calls for page 2 of the staff report as the proposal,
with the addition on the 4th box of ensuring that no individual box is less than its minimum
target.
Finance Director Miller asked for clarification on the term “excess” cash reserve targets.
Commissioner Bachhuber clarified it should be excess of the target amount. Everything above
the midpoint, while ensuring all of the funds are above the minimum. This is a proposed policy,
for the Council to consider.
Commissioner Harold commented that the midpoint would then effectively become the new
maximum, if a fund is never allowed to grow above that midpoint.
Finance Director Miller noted the target reserve levels are reviewed annually.
Commission Bachhuber amended the motion, and Commissioner Murray accepted the
amendment, to clarify that the City would sweep anything in excess of the maximum of the
target reserve levels for each fund, ensuring each fund has its minimum amount. The City will
review the maximum and minimum of those funds.
The amended motion carried unanimously.
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to see the numbers with capital taken out.
Member McRoberts asked how the Communications fund is funded. Finance Director Miller
noted the funding comes through franchise fees. There are more expenditures than revenues, in
the 2017/2018 budget. A course correction will be needed at some point. The expenditures will
have to be adjusted. The franchise fees being taken in are already at the maximum allowed by
State law.
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1
2
3
4
5

BACKGROUND
Several months ago, the City Council directed the Finance Commission to review and bring forth
recommendations on a number of policy considerations. In addition, the Finance Commission has
established its own recommendation regarding one of the Council’s recent initiatives. The Finance
Commission recommendations are as follows:

6
7



The Finance Commission recommends that the Council revise the City’s Capital Investment
Policy to incorporate a CIP Priority Ranking process and assign priority rankings to individual
categories or items in the CIP (See supporting information below plus attached November 14 and
December 12, 2017 meeting minutes).



The Commission recommends that the $850,000 in excess TIF proceeds from the recently
decertified TIF District #11 be used to finance the construction of the Golf Course Clubhouse
& Community Building (See attached December 12 meeting minutes).



The Commission recommends that water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer infrastructure
replacements remain funded through utility rates rather than through the property tax (See
attached September 12 and October 10, 2017; and January 9, 2018 meeting minutes).



The Commission recommends that the Council establish a Cash Reserve (Cash Carryforward)
Fund to consolidate all unrestricted funds that are not derived from donations or earmarked
for capital replacements (See supporting information below plus attached November 14 and
December 12, 2017; and January 9 and February 13, 2018 meeting minutes).



The Commission recommends that the Council delay the acquisition of the strip center
property located at 2719 Lexington Avenue to allow for more public discussion and
development of a long-term plan for the site (see attached March 13 draft meeting minutes).

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

In addition to these recommendations, the Finance Commission also requests further clarification and
guidance from the Council on its purpose and role.

31
32
33
34

Additional supporting information regarding some of these recommendations are included below. Copies
of meeting minutes from the discussions are included in Attachments A-E.
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35
36
37
38

CIP Priority Ranking Process
The Council may recall that the Finance Commission originally submitted a portion of this
recommendation back on March 20, 2017 which the Council eventually incorporated into the Capital
Investment Policy on April 10, 2017.

39
40
41
42
43

The Commission subsequently submitted an addendum recommendation on September 18, 2017 to assign
priority rankings to individual categories or items in the CIP. During the discussion, the Council
expressed some reservations on the concept of formally assigning priority rankings to the CIP, favoring
instead to use any prioritizing criteria as guidance.

44
45
46
47
48
49

Over the past few months, the Commission continued to reflect on the Council’s stated position and is
recommending that the Council reconsider its decision. The Commission once again recommends that
the Council embrace the original priority-setting criteria as well as formally assign priority rankings to
individual categories or items in the CIP. This recommendation was put forth at their December 12, 2017
meeting, which was preceded by a discussion on November 14.

50
51
52
53
54

Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
The discussion on establishing a Cash Reserve Fund has been an on-going dialogue at the Finance
Commission since December of 2016 and culminated in a recommendation at their February 13, 2018
meeting.

55
56
57
58

As noted above, the Commission is recommending that the Council establish a Cash Reserve (Cash
Carryforward) Fund to consolidate all unrestricted funds that are not derived from donations or earmarked
for capital replacements. As recommended, this would include the following funds:

59
60
61
62
63
64







General
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

65
66

The general mechanics of creating this Fund could be achieved by taking the following steps:

67
68
69
70
71
72

Remove Capital
From Operating
Funds

Create separate
CIP Funds as
needed

Determine Cash
Reserve Targets for
each Fund

Council determines
how to use (Tax
Relief/Capital)

Sweep $$ in excess
of Cash Reserve
Targets into
Central Fund

73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

Members of the Finance Commission will present and expound on these recommendations at the
meeting.
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84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91

POLICY OBJECTIVE
Not applicable.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Not applicable.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Not applicable.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
For information purposes only. No formal Council action is required.

92
93

Prepared by:
Attachments:

94

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: See related meeting minutes regarding CIP rankings
B: See related meeting minutes regarding excess TIF proceeds
C: See related meeting minutes regarding utility infrastructure
D: See related meeting minutes regarding Cash Reserve Fund
E: See related meeting minutes regarding the acquisition of the 2719 Lexington Avenue property
F: Capital Investment Policy, March 20, 2017 City Council Minutes excerpt; October 9, 2017
City Council Minutes excerpt
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collaboration. If there are communities that leave the collaboration then the City can either
redistribute the costs or downsize the number of employees. . He explained the system that
Roseville uses is standardized but the applications are separate. The end users are responsible
for the applications. Roseville only ensures that these applications work on the network.
Commissioner Zeller stated that it is Roseville’s obligation to fund future pension liabilities for
City IT Staff.

Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Vice Chair Zeller stated the City Council had asked the Commission to review the concept of a
cash reserve fund and to provide recommendations. The City Council also put forth a similar
directive to staff to bring a recommendation in conjunction with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. He stated these surpluses are the result of recurring overages in the
operating budget in recent years. He asked if the problem should be addressed at the source. He
stated there had been discussions to use these funds for special projects. He expressed concerns
that this would skew the budgeting process to produce excess fund for special projects. The City
should not rely on surplus funds.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that if a department was continually under spending then that
department’s budget should be reviewed so they are not producing a surplus every year.
Vice Chair Zeller stated if departments took into account their surplus during the next budgeting
cycle then the there would not be the continued surplus year over year.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated that if the City is budgeting based on a surplus then there could
be large fluctuations in the levy to account for the years that there was not a surplus.
Finance Director Miller explained that surpluses were generally the result of vacancies within the
City.
Commissioner Harold stated one advantage of having the cash reserve fund would be that there
is no set designation where the funds would go and this would keep departments from building
reserve funds for a future use. He stated all of the operating funds cash reserves that are not
legally restricted should be included in the cash reserve fund and not just the general fund. He
also stated having flexibility in what these reserve funds could be used for would allow using
these funds for the operating budget if needed and not just future initiatives.
Commissioner McRoberts asked what the Commission was hoping to address by creating a cash
reserve fund. He stated this may need to be defined in order to understand what the reserve fund
would accomplish.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated he would like to see the City maintain the level necessary to
cover the needs in a downturn but also maintain a stable tax levy and utilize the City’s funds
where they are not needed and not have excess funds not being used where they could be needed.
Finance Director Miller stated the separate funds had been created in order to allow for these
different departments to manage for their needs now and in the future. By changing this it could
potentially change the way departments are managed.
Vice Chair Zeller stated the Commission would continue discussions on the cash reserve fund at
the next meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if staff could provide a breakout of each fund that shows how
each department is performing based on their budgets. This could be useful in identifying areas
that are consistently under budget and allow the City the opportunity to adjust those budgets.
This would reduce the amount of reserve the City has but also potentially reduce the tax levy.
Finance Director Miller stated he would provide this information for the next meeting. He also
stated he may not know all the whys from the last 5-years but he can provide the data.

Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting (Dec 12, Jan, 9, Feb. 13, Mar. 13
Vice Chair Zeller stated the next agenda would include continued discussions on the cash reserve
fund, continued discussions on the CIP priority rankings, discussion on the 2017 excess TIF
funds, and the 2018 work plan.

Adjourn
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Harold to adjourn the
meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Tina Borg
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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though it had been accepted. He recommended marking item 2017-3 as accepted and adding the
new direction from the City Council to look at it again as a new item.
Commissioner Murray asked if 2017-6 was closed.
Chair Schroeder stated this item was closed at the City Council meeting on December 11.
Commissioner Hodder stated the Commission roles could also be closed as the City Council
approved this.
Commissioner Zeller stated he was not sure if the recommendation on the levy would be
considered accepted or rejected but would mark it was rejected based on the meeting.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he would not consider this recommendation as rejected because
the City did recognize the need to address the CIP and the use of reserves and chose to be more
proactive than the Commission had recommended.

Establish 2018 Meeting Calendar
Chair Schroeder stated the August meeting would be changed to August 16.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that he would not be able to make the August 16 meeting.
Chair Schroeder suggested adding the date as August 16 as a tentative date and review it at the
next meeting when Commissioner Harold is present.

Continue Discussion on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Finance Director Miller reviewed the cash carry forward fund that had been prepared by staff for
the City Council. Staff has recommended that this be limited to the general fund at this time. He
stated that several of the funds the Commission had discussed have funds set aside for specific
uses and the reasons for these warrants additional conversation before they are lumped into the
cash carry forward fund. He reviewed the summary results for various funds as requested by the
Commission at the last meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated looking at the IT Fund they are consistently spending under
budget. This could be something that is considered when looking at the levy and the budgets
could be adjusted to reflect the actual spend.
Commissioner Murray stated some items on a budget are predictable but other things are not.
There is a tendency to not use the average spend in the budget because this could create short
falls. On an average this would create a surplus.

Attachment B

Commissioner McRoberts stated the budget should be closer to the actual spend and there should
not be large surpluses generated.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the IT Fund does look like they are budgeting more than their
needs consistently and this is something that could be looked at.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT Fund is the large surpluses resulted from vacant positions.
The City also sets aside approximately $150,000 to $300,000 for capital replacements and this is
based on the CIP schedule. There are times the City does not spend these CIP funds because
there is not a need yet because the items that are scheduled to be replaced are still working.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there should be some priority in the CIP because the
replacement schedule should not be that discretionary.
Finance Director Miller stated this is a business model that may change but currently the City set
up the IT Fund to be separate and the monies in this fund stay in this fund. One of the reasons
the City set this up this way was to allow discretion to not replace assets until you had to. This
means the funds are there when the asset does need to be replaced.
Chair Schroeder asked why some funds or departments did not have a separate CIP Fund.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT Fund, Parks and Recreation Fund, and License Center Fund
had been established as a separately managed function. The idea behind this was to isolate costs
and decision-making.
Chair Schroeder stated it makes things confusing when some areas have their CIP in their
operating budget and there is not clear way to know what funds are set up this way.
Commissioner Zeller stated there are CIP processes and a specific fund set up for capital
improvements. There is a Parks and Recreation CIP fund but they also have CIP items built into
their operating budget.
Finance Director Miller stated the Parks and Recreation fund the Commission is reviewing at this
time only operations and does not include CIP items.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated what Chair Schroeder and Commission Zeller are
recommending is to pull the CIP items from the operating budgets and look at these items and
prioritize them. He would not have the Park and Recreation fund separate because it does not
generate enough revenue to operate as a separate business.
Chair Schroeder stated the License Center transfers funds to other departments throughout the
year.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated when the City uses two or three different ways to do things it is
not transparent to the public or easy for the public to get involved and understand how their
government is running.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commissioner should look at considering taking the CIP out of the
operating funds for the License Center, IT Fund, and other departments that might include CIP
items in their operating budgets. These should be included in the CIP funds.
Commissioner Zeller asked if the IT capital needs were listed in the master list of capital needs
for the City.
Finance Director Miller stated the IT CIP items are included in the master list but the funding
comes out of the IT Fund rather than a separate CIP fund. The City had set this up in an attempt
to capture fiscal operations for both the expenditures and revenues.
Commissioner Zeller stated it would be possible to do and have the visibility of what is in the
surplus balance, how much of it is operational carry forward that’s required for capital needs.
Chair Schroeder shared comments submitted by Commissioner Harold: As noted in a prior
meeting, a cash carry over fund should receive all surplus operating monies not restricted by law.
This is contrary to the recommendation by staff, which indicated only general funds surplus be
added. He also believes the use of this fund should allow for sufficient Council discretion with
the primary purposes being bolstering deficient areas of the CIP and property tax relief.
Commissioner Zeller stated he would recommend a different approach to these operating
reserves. He would recommend they be taken into account during the budgeting process. The
City should budget to the target reserve level as a matter of policy. The reserve would be a line
item in the budget. The operating reserve is for carrying the City through the revenue cycles.
The CIP is a separate issue. With this approach there would not be a cash carry over fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked if all the CIP items would be n a separate fund.
Commissioner Zeller stated the CIP would remain separate from the operating fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated one thing that concerns him with managing to the target is this
could create volatility in the tax levy year over year.
Commissioner Zeller stated continually moving surplus funds to the CIP is not a sustainable
funding source. If there are no surpluses then the CIP does not get funded. He foresees a lot
discussion concerning the proposed future initiatives fund proposed by staff.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the operating levy should be just what the City needs to operate
and there should not be large surpluses every year.
Commissioner Hodder asked how maintenance would work in this scenario.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated if a capital expense is being approved then it would be assumed
that the operating expense of maintaining that capital is approved and built into the plan.
Commissioner Hodder stated from past experience this has not been the case.
Commissioner Zeller stated these expenses would eventually have to come into the operating
budget if the City wants to maintain their capital investments.
Chair Schroeder stated the capital policy does address the concerns about future maintenance of
assets.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the CIP plan does look at the capital replacements that are
coming up but the City may not be planning for the maintenance on the new capital items.
Commissioner Hodder asked how the City would account for investing in renewable
technologies that decrease the City’s expenditures over time.
Commissioner Murray stated usually these savings are gradual over time.
Commissioner Murray clarified the surplus in the IT Fund was partly due to vacant positions.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the City should take into account that departments would never
be fully staffed and not budget to this amount.
Commissioner Zeller suggested taking a pole on of the Commissioners to see if there was
support for creating a cash reserve fund.
Commissioner Murray stated he would support this in some form but does not want to burden
staff with managing this type of fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he is not a fan of the cash reserve fund. He does like
Commissioner’s Zeller idea of making the operating budgets actual operating budgets and CIP
budgets as a separate item. Any surplus on the operating budgets could then be used for tax
relief or for capital needs.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the departments do budget to actual operating expenses then
there should be some mechanism for when departments have a need to go over their budget such
as hiring an additional people in their department.
Chair Schroeder stated removing the CIP from all the funds should be done because it is
mudding the waters of what they are discussing. It is difficult to discuss a cash reserve fund
when there is CIP mixed with it. She does not see the CIP is not an operating budget item.
Commissioner Zeller suggested adding two columns to the analysis provided for the
Commission’s discussions: actual fund balance at the end of the fiscal year and the capital needs.
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Finance Director Miller clarified the concept of creating some sort of cash carry forward fund
was so the City could take the excess monies and prioritize how they are spent. This would
imply that the City has priorities that are more than the department priorities.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated it would be the City Manager’s job to know what the City’s
priorities were.
Finance Director Miller stated this is what the City Manager does with the City Manager
Recommended Budget. He is letting the City Council know what he feels should be funded to
meet the needs of the City.
Chair Schroeder stated this item should be added to the next agenda for further discussion.

Continue Discussion On The CIP Priority Rankings
Chair Schroeder provided Commissioner’s Harold’s comments: At this point there are two
options to recommend to the Council. The first is to add the CIP priority rankings as guidance
only and state it as such in the Capital Investment Policy. The other is to update the policy to
direct staff to add the priority rankings to next year’s expenditures when updating the CIP. The
Council did not seem to think that having staff assign the priority rankings had value so until the
Council changes their mind it would probably be best to add language that the rankings are
guidance only.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the guidelines would not be useful if the projects are not
classified or ranked in order of importance.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated his recommendation would be follow the policy that was
adopted and ask staff to start categorizing their projects.
Chair Schroeder stated she would agree because if it is done this information would be available
in the future. The Council asked the Commission to review this item so the Commission should
make a formal response and this could be in the form of a motion.
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McRoberts to recommend
the City Council direct staff to begin using the priority rankings as adopted in the Capital
Investment Policy for future budgeting cycles.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the City felt there was value in prioritization whether for
discussion or advisory you cannot do this unless the projects are categorized.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Capital Investment Policy is guidelines and is not binding
by law. The City can make decisions without following the policy.
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Commissioner Zeller stated line 153 change “replacement” with “replace” and line 170 strike the
word “it”. Line 309 change “weather” to “whether”. Line 366 change “funs” to “funds”.
Commissioner Zeller moved, Seconded by Commission Hodder to approve the December 12,
2017 meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.

Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Commissioner Harold stated he had made the recommended changes to the report and asked if
the Commission had other changes that should be made.
Chair Schroeder stated the date should be changed for recommendation 2017-9. She asked if the
Commission would want to include those items they wish to combine and meet with the City
Council to discuss.
Commissioner Harold stated he would add a comment in the last column that the Commission
would meet with the City Council to discuss.
Commissioner Bachhuber suggested putting this information after the date so it could be easily
tracked.

Establish 2018 Meeting Calendar
Chair Schroeder stated the August meeting would be rescheduled to August 16.
Commissioner Bachhuber moved, Seconded by Commissioner Murray to establish the Finance
Commission meeting calendar as the second Tuesday of each month with the exception of the
August meeting being scheduled for August 16. The motion carried unanimously.

Continue Discussion on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to include Commissioner’s Zeller idea of including this in
the budget as part of this discussion.
Commissioner Zeller stated one of the alternatives discussed by the Commission had been to
budget to target reserves for operating budgets and if there were an overage or shortage this
would be rolled into the next year’s budget instead of setting up a separate fund balance for this.
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to add to the future items discussions taking the capital
items out of the operating budget for these funds and having them in the CIP.
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Commissioner Harold stated removing the capital from these funds would be a prerequisite
before the Commission could make any recommendations on how the excess operating monies
should be carried forward.
Finance Director Miller stated there are also restricted funds that contain an operating and capital
component. He stated the funds the Commission’s referring to were established to capture funds
for a specific function and it was meant to include both operating and capital pieces for these
particular funds.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked if there was a way to account for the future need within an
account.
Finance Director Miller stated the CIP was setup to track and identify those needs. He stated the
Council was looking for a recommendation from the Commission on establishing a cash carry
forward fund for excess funds that could be used for future initiatives.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the Commissioner has expressed concerns regarding those
departments that consistently under spending or overachieving revenue. If the excess funds are
just moved to another fund then this would just be a mechanism for building up another fund.
Commissioner Zeller stated the City should not be building up excess funds unless they are
needed because this means the citizens are being over taxed. Taking the capital component out
of these funds would provide a better picture of the true operating costs.
Chair Schroeder asked if it was still useful to keep the capital costs in these particular funds.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated having all of the capital needs together would make it more
efficient for the City to determine where the needs are and how best to meet the capital needs of
the City. Departments could ask for more capital because it is not included in their budgets.
Commissioner McRoberts stated in the IT fund there is a budget surplus from an operating point
of view, which is designed to cover a capital expenditure. But then the department under
achieves in the capital expenditures so there is a greater than expected budget surplus. Yet there
is no prioritization of that capital expenditure with everything else. This seems that an
operational over or under which is essentially a source of funding and there is a capital
expenditure and that sort of funding should be considered with other sources of funding and the
capital expenditures should be prioritized with everything else. Otherwise those that are capable
of generating their own revenue get to write their own check for capital and there is no point in
prioritizing.
Commissioner Zeller stated the original staff recommendation had been to exclude the funds that
have capital built included in their budgets and only look at the general fund.
Commissioner Harold stated he still felt that all operating funds should be included. The general
fund already has a reserve fund and it did not make sense to move these same funds into a
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different fund when the general fund reserves can be used for what the City needs. There could
be more value if the other funds are included because then all of the excess funds can be pooled
together to use.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the License Center would be the only one that could be a standalone profit center.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there is no sense having prioritization if there are departments
that can be exempt from this prioritization.
Chair Schroeder stated if the capital was removed from these funds it would create more
consistency in the accounting and how each department is run.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if the Commission’s recommendation to the Council would be
capital should be split out and it should be included within whatever the Council deems to adopt
of the Commission’s recommendations for capital prioritization. Once the capital is taken out
the Commission could make a recommendation on the creation of a cash reserve fund.
Finance Director Miller stated the staff recommendation is already presented. He stated it would
be easier for this group if the capital were taken out of the funds but the Commission should
consider how it would be easier for the Council to make decisions.
Chair Schroeder stated the Council does struggle with determining what the excess and deficits
are for all of the funds. This is way the Council has discussed creating a cash fund because this
would allow them to see these surpluses and deficits. Taking the capital out would make it more
clear for the Council to see what the surplus or deficit is for each fund.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there were inconsistencies of the operating needs being
included in the budget when new capital expenditures were approved. If the capital were
separated out then it would be consistent for all departments.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Commission would want to establish a threshold for the
cash carry forward fund. The funds could be swept after the fund reaches the determined amount
or range.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if the intent was if one of the funds was over the threshold to
allocate these funds to another use or to adjust the expenditure for the next year.
Chair Schroeder stated the excess could follow the capital.
Commissioner Bachhuber suggested it get swept out and goes somewhere else. He would
recommend this because if it used for the next years budget it could create instability within the
fund in future years.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated each fund has an upper and lower excess threshold and if funds
that are swept out are those that are over the upper threshold amount then there should not be
instability or volatility in the fund because there is still an excess in the fund.
Finance Director Miller asked where the ongoing funding for the capital needs for these funds
would come from. Part of the reason for segregating some of these funds was for accountability.
If the department knows they will need funds and they know that the decision to make the capital
investment is so critical they do not want there to be a choice in doing it or not, they can have the
item already funded.
Commissioner McRoberts asked why the City would prioritize capital items if there were
different capital funds for each department.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission was in agreement to separate the capital from the
operating.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated departments would need to trust in the prioritization and the
work the City does on the CIP to know that these capital needs would be done appropriately. He
suggested that the amount that each department contributes to the CIP is based on what their CIP
needs and would be part of the departments budgeted expenditures. Then anything that is in
excess of the target surplus could be swept into a cash fund.
Finance Director Miller asked what would happen if the fund falls below the target range.
Commissioner McRoberts stated this would occur through budgeting. If a department falls
below the target levels then they should not be spending as much.
Finance Director Miller stated if the City lowers budgets and departments fall below the target
reserves then the City would have less flexibility to respond to unforeseen expenditures that may
arise.
Chair Schroeder clarified the Commission would recommend taking the capital out of these
funds and have it in its own separate CIP fund.
Commissioner McRoberts stated if the funds in the CIP fund are greater than what is needed to
fund the 10-year CIP then the excess funds should be moved out.
Commissioner Hodder asked where public safety capital and operational needs would be found.
Finance Director Miller stated the operational needs are in the general fund and both police and
fire have separately managed capital equipment replacement funds.
Commissioner Zeller suggested removing the prioritization from the discussion at this time.
Separating the CIP from the operations would be a first step in establishing a cash carry over
fund.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated the target ranges for each fund would need to be reviewed to
ensure they are set to an appropriate level. Once this is done, if a fund is above the target range
the excess funds should be swept somewhere, for the City to use in other areas that may have a
need.
Chair Schroeder clarified the City Council would have the ability to decide where the excess
funds in the cash carry forward fund would be spent.
Commissioner Zeller stated if budgets are set to cover the CIP, operating and the maximum
reserve and funds in excess of this are moved to the cash carry forward fund it could encourage
under spending to increase the funds in the cash carry forward and these funds may not be used
to reduce the tax levy. There is no maximum level set for the cash carry forward fund. If there
are capital needs then the City should fund those needs.
Commissioner Bachhuber agreed these funds would be over and above what the City needs and
should be used to reduce the levy or fund the short falls in the CIP.
Commissioner Zeller stated the City should budget according to the needs as they exist rather
than incentivizing a cash carry forward fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the City should not need another account to grow money for
future initiatives. Future initiatives should be identified and prioritized in the CIP and funded
that way.
Chair Schroeder stated moving the funds to a separate account is essentially the same as leaving
them where they are unless there is a policy stating what to do with the funds. Ideally the fund
would be zero because if it were a line item in the budget it would automatically adjust itself
each year.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the policy for the excess funds beyond the operating and CIP
needs should be that these funds are reviewed as to why they occurred and make adjustments so
they do not continue to occur.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated the amount in this fund should be greater than zero and the
amount would be dependent on the amount of reserve in each fund. The reserve targets for each
fund could be lowered. The City does want to ensure they are prepared for unforeseen
expenditures.
Finance Director Miller stated it would not be in the public’s best interest to have funds that have
zero balances. If the City is presenting financial statements there should not be accounts or
funds with zero balances. The structure of the City’s finances might not be able to weather this
change. Government operates in separate “pots” of money.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated the next discussion points would be what are the individual
limits in each of the funds and what would the limit be for the sweep fund.
Commissioner McRoberts suggested the sweep fund have a target level that would be sufficient
to be able to fund those areas that fall below their targets and if this account gets above the target
there should be a formal review.
Chair Schroeder clarified this concept would budget to the target low for each fund and
everything above that would be moved to the cash carry forward fund. The cash carry forward
fund would also have a target range and if the fund goes above this amount the City would have
a formal review and discussion on what the funds should be used for and the remaining funds
would be used to keep the funds at the target levels. She asked Finance Director Miller what the
target range would have to be for the cash carry forward fund in order to support the City if a
need were to arise. The Commission would like to know how these policy changes would
impact the funds.

Discussion On Utility Infrastructure Replacement Funding Strategies
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission had reviewed this previously and had unanimously
agreed that the utility infrastructure replacement funding should not be included in property
taxes.
Commissioner Murray asked if there had been any changes since the Commission had reviewed
this item.
Finance Director Miller stated there were no changes. The impact for the average household
may not be significant but other property types would be impacted significantly more.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the value of the infrastructure does not change with the price of
the house.
Commissioner Harold moved, Seconded by Commission McRoberts to recommend the City not
change the way the rates are charged for the utility infrastructure funding. The motion carried
unanimously.

Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting (Feb. 13, Mar. 13, April 10)
Chair Schroeder stated the next agenda would include continued discussions on the cash carry
forward fund, the draft meeting calendar and meeting topics and review and discussion of items
the Commission would like to present to the City Council.
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Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Finance Director Miller stated the consensus at the January meeting seemed to be that the FC
wanted to wrap up consideration of this item. The staff report highlights the important
discussion points of the Commission (pages 1-2) as well as the nuances behind what staff
recommended (starting on page 3). The staff has suggested using excess funds already in the
general funds, and not use other operating funds like IT and the License Center. The report gives
the staff’s emphasis of best practices that most Municipalities follow. Staff thinks it should be
narrow in scope and let that play out for a couple years to see whether it achieves the outcome
some are looking for. Ultimately, however, it is up to the FC to give a recommendation to the
City Council.
Chair Schroeder asked about the public donations referenced on the chart on page 2.
Finance Director Miller explained the general public provides donations for specific purposes.
That does not carry a legally binding mandate but there is a lot of intent. Thus, the City should
think hard about honoring that intent. Moving those funds to another purpose will undermine
public trust. Regardless of what happens with the cash reserve fund, staff suggests the City
continues to honor the donations.
Commissioner McRoberts stated he understands the logic, but this is giving an artificially low
picture of the reserves available at Parks and Rec.
Finance Director Miller noted the purpose of this memo was the last column, and it was in
response to a question about how much cash is available.
In response to a question, Finance Director Miller explained how the target is decided upon: to
be sure there are enough cash reserves in between revenue collection periods, for the next 12
months.
Chair Schroeder noted staff has suggested just doing the one fund.
Finance Director Miller noted staff feels strongly that, in the absence of Council discussion,
these other funds were created with intent and evolved over a period of decades. That
conversation with the Council has not yet taken place. Rather than automatically taking the
money out because it is excess and place it in the cash carry-forward fund, there ought to be a
careful process before undoing what has been done for decades.
Commissioner McRoberts clarified the Commission has said, if the funds are swept, then the
Council can more appropriately see the funds.
Chair Schroeder also recalled the CIP should be taken out of these funds before anything is done.
The sweeping does not work if capital is included in the funds.
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Finance Director Miller stated this chart gives the transparency of where the excess reserves
came from. Cities have gone to great lengths never to have a pile of money sitting aside with an
undecided future. That used to happen all the time, and there was fair amount of criticism from
the public.
The Commission discussed the best way to display the cash reserves. It was also noted that there
is a relationship between the CIP and the cash reserves.
It was suggested by Chair Schroeder that when the money is earmarked for something like the
License Center, it should not be a cash reserve fund; it should be in a CIP. It is easier to tell the
public that this money is in the CIP fund than it is just sitting there in the cash reserves.
Commissioner McRoberts stated it is important to have the cash reserves split out to help the
Council and public see where those funds are coming from.
Commissioner Zeller noted he has tried, since the last meeting, to put some scenarios together to
see how this would work. He noted this policy does not address the deficit side of things, which
happens almost as frequently as surpluses. In addition, the FC has recommended a policy to deal
with excess amounts in the budgets. He recommended rejection of the proposal as it has been
presented, to create a single cash reserve fund.
Commissioner Zeller moved to REJECT the future initiatives funding program as presented by
the City, put together by staff and dated on July 12, 2017, and recommend sticking with the
current operating and fund reserve policy.
Finance Director Miller noted the Council’s direction was not to comment on staff’s proposal but
rather to comment on the creation of a cash carry-forward policy and process. Staff had already
given its recommendation as a separate aside. The Council wants to know if what is
contemplated on page 2 of the staff report is a good idea.
Commissioner Zeller withdrew his motion.
Commissioner Zeller emphasized that any policy needs to address a deficit.
Chair Schroeder noted she did not support the policy put forward by the staff. Most of the
Commission had come to that conclusion, she recalled.
Chair Schroeder commented if capital cannot be removed from the operation funds, then cash
carry-forward does not work.
Finance Director Miller noted that removing the capital is possible. The first two do not have
capital, but the last three do. There is a mechanism to remove the capital; that is easy, as shown
in the flow chart. The question is whether to sweep what is left over into a single fund. That is
the remaining question.
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Commissioner McRoberts asked if the question boils down to whether the surplus stays in one
budget or it if stays in five buckets.
Chair Schroeder questioned whether it is easy to remove the capital.
Finance Director Miller responded that when the money is removed, right now, all of this cash is
discretely presented in the financial statements. That is already there. He explained the capital
will get blended with other funds. Separate CIP funds can be created, but there is no good
mechanism to display every separated fund in the financial statements. The financial statement
would get quite large.
The Commission suggested having a discretely presented License Center capital fund and
another discretely presented License Center operating fund. This will get to better transparency
for citizens.
Finance Director Miller noted the general fund and Parks and Rec funds also have capital funds;
they are just not discretely presented.
The Commission discussed pulling out the License Center, to display operations and capital;
also, how to separate the operating funds from the CIP.
Finance Director Miller noted there are generally accepted accounting principles, which staff
will continue to follow; but moving the capital out from the operating and still showing the
reserve funds is easy to do.
Commissioner Bachhuber commented the cash reserve fund is there to provide insurance for
departments. It is unnecessary to provide insurance on 5 funds at a premium when it can be
provided across all funds at once. It costs the City less on unused capital when it is done across
the board. This does not reduce anyone’s budget.
It was discussed what would happen if there is a deficit. It was suggested that the City should
budget for increasing the cash reserve fund the year it is needed.
Commissioner Bachhuber moved, seconded by Commissioner Murray, to propose that the
Council adopt the strategy that cash reserve policy should be one where the City removes the
capital funds, creating CIP funds for those accounts, and sweeping any excess. Once all those
funds are at least at a minimum, any excess would go into a centralized account which the
Council would be expected to take action on, whether that is for to help shore up CIP deficits or
for tax relief or for any other purpose. Those amounts would not just sit in cash reserve funds.
Commission Discussion
Commissioner Zeller expressed concern about the last box on the flowchart. He would like to
see a little more framework around a specific recommendation. Something to provide guidance
would be a prudent thing to do, and he would not support a motion without those parameters.
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Chair Schroeder suggested the motion be modified to indicate this concept can be presented to
the Council and the FC could then look at it again and add more details. If the Commission puts
a lot of time into it, and the Council does not like it, then it would return to square one.
Commissioner Bachhuber added this may allow the City to have smaller cash reserve targets.
And if the CIP is pulled out, it is no longer masking the amount of excess that exists within those
funds. This makes it clear what is needed and it is called out what is extra. There is no need to
be more specific right now. He indicated he is comfortable in proposing this to the Council and
receive feedback from them. Further, he is not inclined to put much more effort into it, without
knowing of the Council’s support.
Commissioner McRoberts concurred there is a philosophical discussion to be had first, among
the Council.
Commissioner Zeller stated as a concept to move forward, he will support the motion.
Chair Schroeder summarized that the motion calls for page 2 of the staff report as the proposal,
with the addition on the 4th box of ensuring that no individual box is less than its minimum
target.
Finance Director Miller asked for clarification on the term “excess” cash reserve targets.
Commissioner Bachhuber clarified it should be excess of the target amount. Everything above
the midpoint, while ensuring all of the funds are above the minimum. This is a proposed policy,
for the Council to consider.
Commissioner Harold commented that the midpoint would then effectively become the new
maximum, if a fund is never allowed to grow above that midpoint.
Finance Director Miller noted the target reserve levels are reviewed annually.
Commission Bachhuber amended the motion, and Commissioner Murray accepted the
amendment, to clarify that the City would sweep anything in excess of the maximum of the
target reserve levels for each fund, ensuring each fund has its minimum amount. The City will
review the maximum and minimum of those funds.
The amended motion carried unanimously.
Chair Schroeder stated she would like to see the numbers with capital taken out.
Member McRoberts asked how the Communications fund is funded. Finance Director Miller
noted the funding comes through franchise fees. There are more expenditures than revenues, in
the 2017/2018 budget. A course correction will be needed at some point. The expenditures will
have to be adjusted. The franchise fees being taken in are already at the maximum allowed by
State law.
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Regular City Council Meeting
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Councilmember McGehee expressed concern about the unfairness of the flat fee
which

issue.

is

a "

tax"

across residential

homes. She stated that it is a significant equity

She also noted that as a byproduct of this funding structure it is not possi-

ble to have

meaningful water conservation.

She does not want people forced out

of their homes because the City has imposed a flat tax.
Councilmember Etten commented he agreed with the recommendation by the FC.

Regarding water conservation, the City' s approach right now is not that effective.

Moving this to the tax rolls will hide the issue even more, getting back to the issue
of transparency.

Councilmember Willmus would like more information on what Councilmember
McGehee is

talking

meter sizes

in different households.

about with regard

to equity. He noted that there are different

He agrees with the Commission' s recom-

The notion of the non-profit and not having a means to collect on

mendations.

that side outweighs those other things, with regard to the long-term health of the

City, it is something that would put the City in peril with regard to building the infrastructure going forward.

Commissioner Murray asked if the FC should look into the issue of conservation.
Mayor Roe stated the PWET Commission and staff are looking at the issue of
conservation.

Mayor Roe noted that the point of having a flat rate with a same size meter is they
all

capacity to use water.
for people for financial hardship.

have the

program

same

He also noted that there is a discount
He agreed with the recommendations

and the comments that non-profits need to be paying for their share of water, as
some of them are large entities and therefore using a lot of water and sewer services.

Commissioner John Bachhuber presented the fourth bullet point:

The Commission recommends that the Council establish a Cash Reserve ( Cash Carryforward) Fund to consolidate all unrestricted funds
that are not derived from donations or earmarked for capital replacements

Commissioner Bachhuber stated a cash carryforward fund would increase

transparency and allow the City to carry lower balances, and it would also

help ensure taxpayer dollars are put to the best possible use. He asked for
Council feedback and specifically the idea of taking the CIP out of the operating fund.
Councilmembers Laliberte and Willmus expressed support for the concept.
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Councilmember Etten stated he would like to see what funds have a CIP

built in

and what

it looks like

when

the

excess

is

removed.

This will cre-

ate a good discussion and potentially some lower reserves.
Councilmember McGehee concurred with Councilmember Etten' s comments.

Councilmember Etten asked if this disincentivizes a department head from

reducing their use of the budgeted amount.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated it does not serve the City' s interests to
but rather to think of the City as one big department. It is
much healthier for the City to have transparency.
think that way,

Chair Schroeder stated the FC found it frustrating to figure out and remember what some excess funds were for.

Commissioner Bachhuber stated the department heads have been very
above board, but unless someone is part of the department, it is difficult to
remember what the excess funds are for.

Mayor Roe summarized the Council is in favor of removing the CIP from
the operating funds and asked the FC to do more research about fund levels.

Commissioner Murray presented the fifth bullet point:
The Commission recommends that the Council delay the ac-

o

quisition of the strip center property located at 2719 Lexington
Avenue to allow for more public discussion and development of

a long-term plan for the site.
Commissioner Murray highlighted 4 concerns of the FC about the pro1) how does the strip mall fit into the overall plan ( 2)

posed purchase: (

cost ( 3) issues with using part of it for storage ( 4) operational concerns if
the City manages the property.

Commissioner Murray noted he has worked as a public accountant for 42
years with clients in commercial real estate, and there are a lot of problems

that would be posed to the City. He suggested exploring other options rather than rushing to close.
Councilmember Willmus expressed appreciation for the comments of the
FC.

One fault is looking at this through the lens of the License Center.

That is

part of

it, but it is

not

the

whole picture.

Another issue is the

space
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

July 10, 2018

Re:

Item #7: Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
At the April 10, 2018 Finance Commission meeting, the Commission assigned Members’ John
Bachhuber and Ed Hodder to work with Staff to continue the discussion on establishing a Cash Reserve
or Cash Carryforward Fund that would be comprised of excess monies from the City’s unrestricted
operating funds.
This was preceded by several previous discussion by the Finance Commission as well as a directive from
the City Council at the joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on September 18, 2017. As
expressed by the Council, the general intent behind the creation of a separate fund was to simplify the
determination of whether excess monies were available for future use. For purposes of this discussion,
‘excess monies’ were meant to include cash amounts that exceeded the cash reserve targeted amount for
each fund.
The Finance Commission is tentatively scheduled to make a recommendation to the City Council
regarding the establishment of a Cash Reserve Fund at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission
meeting on September 17, 2018.
The Subcommittee of Finance Commission Members Bachhuber and Hodder, along with Finance
Director Chris Miller met on June 13th and June 20th to review and discuss the following related topics:





The general concepts of creating a Cash Reserve Fund
The City’s operational cash flow needs and associated Cash Reserve Target Levels.
The impact cash reserves have on the City’s financial strength and sustainability
The amount of ‘excess’ cash reserves available as of 12/31/17, and the projected amounts needed
for 2018 and beyond.

Each of these topics are discussed in greater detail below.
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General Concept of Creating a Cash Reserve Fund
The Commission will recall an earlier discussion that depicted the general mechanics of how a Cash
Reserve Fund might be created:
Remove Capital
From Operating
Funds

Create separate CIP
Funds as needed

Sweep $$ in excess
of Cash Reserve
Targets into Central
Fund

Determine Cash
Reserve Targets for
each Fund

Council determines
how to use (Tax
Relief/Capital)

The Subcommittee did not specifically address (re-address) the mechanics of creating a Cash Reserve
Fund. It is presumed that the full Commission will revisit this approach before making a recommendation
to the City Council.
Review of Operational Cash Flow Needs & Associated Cash Reserve Target Levels
The Subcommittee reviewed the City’s 2016 and 2017 actual cash flows and cash flow needs of the
City’s unrestricted operating funds which included the following funds:






General
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

The following graphs depict those cash flow needs after removing the amounts received from donations
or set aside for capital replacements (where applicable).
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General Fund Cash Reserve Level
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Information Technology Fund Cash Reserve Level
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License Center Fund Cash Reserve Level
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As shown in the graphs, each fund has its own distinct cash flow needs. The General Fund for example
relies heavily on the bi-annual collection of property taxes to provide for day-to-day operations. Cash
flows are generally at their lowest in May/June and November just before it receives an influx of property
tax revenues – hence the need to have a dedicated amount of cash reserves at year-end.
These varying cash flow needs are one of the primary factors behind the City’s Operating Fund Cash
Reserve Policy which establishes the following cash reserve target levels:

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
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While some funds like the General and Parks & Recreation have a fair amount of volatility in its cash
flow needs; others such as Information Technology and License Center have much greater stability
which results in lower cash reserve target levels.
The impact of cash reserves on the City’s financial strength and sustainability
As noted above, the City’s cash flow needs serves as one of the primary factor behind the establishment
of specific cash reserve target levels. Another important consideration is the role that cash reserves play
in maintaining financial strength and sustainability – i.e. the ability to not only provide for future
operations but also address contingencies and unforeseen circumstances.
Perhaps the most comprehensive and independent assessment of a City’s financial strength is the credit
risk assigned by the bond rating agencies such as Moody’s or Standard & Poor’s (S&P). Similar to an
individual’s FICO Score, the City’s bond rating is a reflection of how disciplined a City is in managing
its finances and how prepared it is to handle future obligations.
The City current enjoys an AAA bond rating (credit rating) from both Moody’s and S&P – the highest
rating available. The Subcommittee reviewed the latest reports from these agencies along with a recent
independent assessment from Springsted Municipal Advisors to get a sense of whether our cash reserves
were sufficient to maintain this bond rating. Copies of these reports are included in Attachments A
through C. Key takeaways from these reports include:


60% of the City’s bond rating stems from locally-controlled factors such as the strength of
the City’s cash reserves, budgetary performance (i.e. balanced budgets), and following
established policies. The remaining factors are determined by regional and state economic
conditions.



Moody’s released its most recent comments on the City’s financial condition in January of
this year, which was based on the City’s 2016 Annual Report. Of the four rating categories
cited, Roseville compares favorably to other AAA-rated agencies in only one category – the
level of cash reserves.

To summarize, strong levels of cash reserves play a critical role in ensuring that the City’s bond rating
remains at the AAA category. A ratings decline to AA, would have resulted in an estimated $500,000 in
additional interest costs for the bonds issued to finance the Park Renewal Program and new Fire Station.
Available ‘excess’ cash reserves
The amounts shown in the table below represent the unrestricted monies held in key operating funds as
of 12/31/17.
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Operating Funds
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Less
12/31/2017
12/31/2017
Reserved
Available 12/31/2017
Amount
12/31/2017
Less
Cash
From
For
Cash
Reserve
Above Low
Target %
Level
Reserves
Capital
Reserves Donations
$ 5,803,701 $ (44,100) $
- $ 5,759,601
38% $
427,405
1,945,172
(306,726)
1,638,446
34%
443,190
431,608
(298,215)
133,393
25%
80,036
1,125,426
(456,791)
668,635
25%
401,181
976,492
(515,836)
460,656
25%
276,394
$ 8,660,731
$
1,628,206

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

In the first table, the far-right column identifies the amount available above the minimum target level.
Collectively this amounts to approximately $1,682,000. In contrast, the amount available above the high
targeted range is approximately $443,000.
As shown in the table, the amount of ‘available’ cash reserves has been adjusted for monies received
from donations which are earmarked for a specific purpose, as well as monies tentatively set aside for
the CIP. It should be noted that the 2018 Adopted Budget calls for the spend-down of cash reserves in
the amount of $681,000, $80,000, and $103,000 for the General, Communication, and License Center
funds respectively. This will significantly reduce the amount available for 2019 and beyond, although
any number of varying events could change this result.
Staff Recommendation
As noted earlier, the City maintains an Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy to govern the appropriate
level of cash reserves for its day-to-day activities. A copy of this Policy is included in Attachment D. In
establishing this Policy, a number of discussions regarding the important role(s) that cash reserves play
were held including the following:






Provide cash flow to support operations in between revenue collection periods
Provide interest earnings to fund current operations in lieu of higher property taxes or fees
Address unforeseen circumstances including loss of revenue sources or unexpected expenditures
(i.e. Business Risk)
Provide for future capital expenditures
Strengthen overall financial condition and bond (credit) rating

As the Commission reflects on the amount of cash reserves the City should maintain, and whether to
create a separate Cash Reserve Fund, it is suggested that these considerations be taken into account.
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Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve Fund and prepare a recommendation for City
Council consideration at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on 9/17/18.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Springsted Municipal Advisors Ratings Trend Report (based on 2015 Financials)
B: Moody’s Issuer Comment (based on 2016 Financials)
C: Standard & Poor’s Ratings Report (based on 2014 Financials)
D: Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy
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Final Report
City of Roseville, Minnesota
Rating Trends Report
June 2016
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Mission Statement
Springsted provides high quality, independent financial
and management advisory services to public
and non-profit organizations, and works with them
in the long-term process of building their communities
on a fiscally sound and well-managed basis.
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Springsted Incorporated
380 Jackson Street, Suite 300
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2887
Tel: 651-223-3000
Fax: 651-223-3002
www.springsted.com

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

June 17, 2016

Mr. Chris Miller, Finance Director
City of Roseville
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113
Dear Mr. Miller:
Springsted Incorporated was hired to perform a credit rating analysis for the City of Roseville. The report
includes a review of various financial trends and metrics and provides recommendations to assist the City
in maintaining their current AAA/Aaa credit ratings.
We appreciate the opportunity to conduct this Study for the City.
Respectfully submitted,

Terri Heaton

Patty Kettles

Terri Heaton, Senior Vice President
Consultant

Patty Kettles, Vice President
Consultant

hes
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1. Introduction
The City of Roseville is currently rated AAA/Stable by S&P Global Ratings
(August 14, 2015) and Aaa by Moody’s Investors Service (last rated by
Moody’s on March 7, 2013).
The Rating Agencies have often published “medians” which provide various
metrics that municipal entities can use to gauge what rating category they may
fall into. Currently, Moody’s publishes a “Scorecard” and S&P Global Ratings
utilizes a Credit Scenario Builder that is very similar to the Scorecard concept,
providing greater transparency to how credit ratings are derived. These tools
include key elements the agencies use to determine an indicative rating for the
City. The S&P Global Ratings criteria include:
 Institutional Framework (10% weighting)
 Economy (30%)
 Management (20%)
 Financial Measures
o

Budgetary Flexibility (10%)

o

Budgetary Performance (10%)

o

Liquidity (10%)

 Debt & Contingent Liabilities (10%)
Upon determining the City’s indicative rating based on the criteria shown
above, S&P Global analyzes other factors that may over-ride the initial score.
These could be positive or negative factors. These factors are completely
subjective and we are therefore unable to guarantee the adjustments to arrive at
a final rating. However, we have used our experience with the rating agencies
and your past credit rating reports to make very few subjective adjustments.
These will be discussed in more detail in the body of the report.
In this report, the indicative rating generated by analyzing the S&P Global
Ratings criteria was applied to the City of Roseville as it was the last agency
the City requested a rating from. The weighted average score based on the
above categories, weightings, and subjective adjustments were totaled to come
to an overall projected final rating. In addition, we have analyzed items that
may cause the credit score to go up or down.
The City also maintains annual surveillance ratings with Moody’s Investors
Service. Their scorecard focuses on the following areas:
 Economy (30%)
 Finances (30%)
 Management (20%)
 Debt/Pensions (20%)
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The City’s most recent bond issue was rated solely by S&P Global Ratings and
that rating applies to all outstanding general obligation bonds of the City.
Although the City’s bonds issued in prior years continue to hold the rating of
Aaa from Moody’s until paid in full, the City switched to S&P going forward
based on their criteria and scoring methodology. Therefore, this report focuses
more prominently on the S&P Global criteria and touches briefly on a limited
number of the factors Moody’s analyzes.
It should be noted that as we explore scoring by each rating agency that any
one category alone will not set the rating, but it is the combined score for
several categories that drives the overall rating. In some cases, one category
that is lower than the standard range may be offset by another category that is
particularly strong, depending on the weighting.
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2. S&P Global Ratings Indicative Rating
Institutional Framework

Assesses the legal and practical environment in which the local
government operates.
The institutional framework score results from the average of the scores for
predictability, revenue and expenditure balance, transparency and
accountability, and system support. Each score receives equal weight in the
average.
All governments of the same type within the same state receive the same score
in this category based on the legislative and functional environment under
which these local governments operate. S& P Global ranks Minnesota
communities to be “Strong”. This would result in a score of 2.0.
Score Range
1 – 1.5
1.75 – 2.75
3.0 – 3.75
4.0 – 4.5
4.75 – 5.0

Institutional Framework Score
1 (very strong)
2 (strong)
3 (adequate)
4 (weak)
5 (very weak)

This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has no
control over, is weighted 10% of the City’s total credit rating. Therefore, the
portion for the total Institutional Framework is 0.2 (2.0 x 10%).
Economic Score

Assesses both the health of the asset base relied upon to provide both
current and future locally derived revenues as well as the likelihood of
additional service demands resulting from economic deterioration.
The economic score is based upon the effective buying income of the City of
Roseville as a percentage of the U.S. and the taxable market value per capita.
Effective buying income reflects income less taxes and other deductions.
For 2015/2016, Roseville’s effective buying income is $56,630, or 121% of the
National effective buying income of $46,738. The City’s full value per capita
is projected to be $120,849 ($4,168,694,614 / 34,495). Based on these two
factors the initial Economic Score for the City is 2.0.

The positive subjective adjustment factors for this score include a large broad
economy at the MSA level or an institutional presence in the community.
Negative adjustments would result from a declining or aging population, high
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unemployment, or an employment concentration where an individual sector
(excluding education/health, government, and transportation, trade and
utilities) represents more than 30% of the nonfarm work base or tax base
concentration where the top 10 taxpayers represent more than 35% of the tax
base exists.
Based on the City’s most recent S&P report, they refer to “a very strong
economy, with access to a broad and diverse MSA” therefore, we have applied
the subjective adjustment of 1.0 to reduce the overall economic score to 1.0.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has
minimal control over, is weighted 30% of the City’s total credit rating.
Therefore, the portion for the Economic Score is 0.3 (2.0 – 1.0) x 30%.
Based on the first two criteria, the sum total used to determine the City of
Roseville’s credit rating is 0.5 (0.2 + 0.3).
Management Score

Assesses managerial decisions, policies, and practices that apply directly to
the City’s financial position and operations, debt burden, and other key
credit factors.
Financial Management Assessment
Very Strong with Strong FMA
Strong with Good FMA
Adequate with Standard FMA
Weak with Vulnerable FMA
Very Weak

Score
1 (strong)
2 (good)
3 (standard)
4 (vulnerable)
5 (weak)

Based on the City’s most recent S&P report, they refer to “very strong
management, with “strong” financial policies and practices under our Financial
Management Assessment methodology” therefore, based on this factor, the
initial management score for the City is 1.0.
The positive subjective adjustment factors for this score include consistently
maintaining balanced operations and providing limited governmental services
thereby reducing operational risks. Negative adjustments would result from
management instability and the inability to execute reforms due to rapid
management turnover or political gridlock or instability. We don’t believe any
subjective adjustments will be made in this category.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has some
control over, is weighted 20% of the City’s total credit rating. Therefore, the
portion for the Management Score is 0.2 (1.0 x 20%).
Based on the first three criteria, the sum total used to determine the City of
Roseville’s credit rating is 0.7 (0.2 + 0.3 + 0.2).
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Budgetary Flexibility

Measures the degree to which the government can look to additional
financial flexibility in times of stress.
The budgetary flexibility score is based on the City’s available fund balance as
a percentage of expenditures. When doing this analysis, S&P Global reviews
all governmental funds and makes some adjustments for committed and
restricted funds and various expenditures, particularly those made for capital
outlay.
The City of Roseville’s available fund balance as a percentage of expenditures
as of December 31, 2015 is projected to be 54.5%. Based on the table below,
this results in an initial Budget Flexibility score of 1.0.

If we look solely at the City’s General Fund balance (unassigned and assigned
only) as a percentage of expenditures, in 2015 this would be 41%, or a very
healthy balance and in alignment with the City’s General Fund reserve policy
of 35-45% of annual expenditures.
There are several positive subjective adjustment factors for this score, some of
which include the ability to raise taxes and if the City’s General Fund as a
percentage of expenditures has exceeded 30% in the past three years. Both of
these apply to the City of Roseville. However, the minimum score in this
category is 1.0 so unless there are negative adjustments to offset the two
positive adjustments mentioned above, there is no impact to this score.
Negative adjustments include limited capacity to cut expenditures or raise
revenues, cash accounting, current or future year decreases expected and
questionable receivables that are not expected to be collected. We don’t
believe any of these apply to the City of Roseville, therefore the initial budget
flexibility score of 1.0 applies.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has
significant control over, is weighted 10% of the City’s total credit rating.
Therefore, the portion for the Budgetary Flexibility Score is 0.1x (1.0 x 10%).
Based on the prior criteria, the sum total used to determine the City of
Roseville’s credit rating is 0.8 (0.2 + 0.3 + 0.2 + 0.1).
Budgetary Performance

Measures the current fiscal balance of the government, both from a General
Fund and total Governmental Funds perspective.
The budgetary performance score is based on the net result (revenues less
expenditures) divided by expenditures of both the General Fund and the total
Governmental Funds.
The City of Roseville’s net result for 2015 for the General Fund was -2.8% and
2.2% for all Governmental Funds. Based on the table below, this results in an
initial Budget Flexibility score of 3.0.
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The adjustments to this score can be adjusted if there are future events that will
suggest different results in coming years. This can cause either positive or
negative adjustments. We did not apply any adjustments.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has
control over, is weighted 10% of the City’s total credit rating. Therefore, the
portion for the Budgetary Flexibility Score is 0.3 x (3.0 x 10%). Based on the
prior criteria, the sum total used to determine the City of Roseville’s credit
rating is 1.1 (0.2 + 0.3 + 0.2 + 0.1 + 0.3).
Liquidity

Measures the availability of cash and cash equivalents to service both debt
and other expenditures.
The liquidity score is based on total government cash available as a percentage
of total Governmental Funds expenditures and as a percentage of total
Governmental Funds debt service.
The projected governmental cash available ($52,270,449) as a percentage of
total Governmental Funds debt service ($3,472,417) far exceeded the 120%
threshold and cash as a percentage of Governmental Fund expenditures
($37,677,970) again, far exceeded 15%. Based on the table below, this results
in an initial Budget Liquidity Score of 1.0.
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There are several positive subjective adjustment factors for this score, some of
which include future projections, if access to external liquidity is
“exceptional”, and robust cash flow compared to peers. S&P Global defined
the City of Roseville’s access to liquidity as “Strong”, which would be a 1.0
point adjustment lower. However, the minimum score in this category is 1.0 so
unless there are negative adjustments to offset the positive adjustment
mentioned above, there is no impact to this score. Negative adjustments
include an expected decline in the score, access to external liquidity is
uncertain, high refinancing risk over the next 24 months, aggressive use of
investments, and exposure to other contingent liability risks that could come
due in the next 12 months. We don’t believe any of these apply to the City of
Roseville, therefore the initial liquidity score of 1.0 applies.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has
control over, is weighted 10% of the City’s total Credit Rating. Therefore, the
portion for the Liquidity Score is 0.1 x (1.0 x 10%). Based on the prior criteria,
the sum total used to determine the City of Roseville’s credit rating is 1.2 (0.2
+ 0.3 + 0.2 + 0.1 + 0.3 + 0.1).
Debt & Contingent Liabilities

Measures the annual fixed cost burden that debt places on total City
expenditures and on the revenue position of the City.
The debt and contingent liabilities score is based on total governmental funds
debt service as a percentage of total governmental funds expenditures and net
direct debt as a percentage of total governmental funds revenue.
The projected governmental funds debt service ($3,472,417) as a percentage of
total governmental funds expenditures ($37,677,970) is 9.2%. Net direct debt
of the City ($31,452,234) as a percentage of total governmental funds revenues
($32,672,024) was 96.3%. Based on the table below, this results in an initial
budget liquidity score of 4.0.

The positive adjustment factors for this score are not subjective. A one point
reduction in the score occurs if the overall net debt as a percentage of market
value is below 3%. An additional one point reduction is if more than 65% of
debt is coming due within the next 10 years. The City of Roseville’s net debt
as a percentage of market value is 0.8% ($31,452,234 / $4,168,694,614) and
75% of the City’s debt is projected to be retired in the next 10 years.
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Therefore, a 2.0 reduction in the initial score can be applied. Negative
adjustments include significant new debt planned, interest rate risk that could
increase annual debt payments by at least 20%, net debt as a percentage of
market value exceeding 10%, unaddressed exposure to large unfunded pension
or OPEB obligations, and speculative contingent liabilities. We don’t believe
any of these apply to the City of Roseville, therefore the initial Debt &
Contingent Liabilities Score of 4.0 less the 2.0 adjustment results in a score of
2.0.
This portion of the analytical framework, which the City of Roseville has
control over, is weighted 10% of the City’s total Credit Rating. Therefore, the
portion for the Debt & Contingent Liabilities Score is 0.2 x (2.0 x 10%). Based
on the prior criteria, the sum total used to determine the City of Roseville’s
credit rating is 1.4 (0.2 + 0.3 + 0.2 + 0.1 + 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.2).
In summary by criteria, the City’s S&P Global indicative rating is:
Criteria
Institutional Framework
Economy
Management
Budgetary Flexibility
Budgetary Performance
Liquidity
Debt & Contingent Liabilities
Total Indicative Credit Rating Score

Weight
10%
30%
20%
10%
10%
10%
10%
100%

Roseville
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.3
0.1
0.2
1.4

The lower the score in any given category, the higher the credit rating.
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3. Moody’s Medians
Full Value

The aggregate value of taxable property.
The City of Roseville’s full value is $4,168,694,614. This is indicative of a
“Strong” position and would fall in the Aa Moody’s rating category.

Full Value Per Capita

Full value divided by population.
As indicated earlier, the City’s full value per capita is $120,849 which would
again fall in the “Strong” or Aa Moody’s rating category.

In order to reach the Aaa level for this category, the City of Roseville’s full
taxable value would need to increase by over 24%, assuming the same
population levels.
Median Family Income

Measures median annual income for the families living in Roseville relative
to the US median.
The median income in Roseville is $84,940 which is 129.8% of the US median
family income of $65,443. This falls in the “Strong” or Aa Moody’s rating
category.

The median household income would need to increase to over $98,000 to reach
the Aaa rating criteria for this category.
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Fund Balance Measures operating fund balance as a percentage of
operating revenues.
The City of Roseville’s General Fund balance to revenues was 44.9% in 2015.
All operating fund balances to revenues was slightly lower at 40.1%. Both are
deemed “Very Strong” by Moody’s, falling in the Aaa rating category.

Cash Balance

Measures net operating cash as a percentage of operating revenues.
This liquidity measure is similar to the S&P Global Ratings measure shown on
page 6. The City of Roseville’s cash balance to revenues was far in excess of
the “Very Strong” Aaa category of 25%.

Net Direct Debt to Full Value

Measures the burden of long-term debt on the City’s tax base.
As of December 31, 2015, the City’s net direct debt outstanding was
$31,452,234. This equates to 0.75% of the City’s full value. This is considered
to be “Strong” or Aa. However, it is right on the break point of less than 0.75%
which is considered to be “Very Strong” and in the Aaa category.
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations
The indicative rating for the City of Roseville is based on the final score of 1.40.
The indicative rating from S&P Global Ratings puts the City of Roseville in the
AAA rating category, which is what the City is currently rated.

The graph on the following page illustrates the seven areas that S& P Global
uses in completing its indicative rating. Those bars that are the highest are areas
that negatively impact the City’s credit rating and therefore are areas the City
should evaluate for the possibility of improvement. However, the highest area
for the City of Roseville is the Economic Factor which includes items that are
not generally items the City can always control such as market value/capita and
effective buying income/capita. The second highest item is the Budget
Performance Factor. The Budget Performance Factor is based on the net result
(revenues less expenditures) divided by expenditures of both the General Fund
and the total Governmental Funds. In 2015, the City’s General Fund has a
slightly negative annual net result of approximately ($380,000), down from
$945,424 in 2011.
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Operating revenues in 2015 are -6.8% lower than 2011 levels while operating
expenditures are up 11.0%. It appears that while revenues have declined,
transfers into the General Fund, primarily from the Enterprise Fund have
somewhat subsidized the lower revenue levels. If the City were to increase the
net result of the General Fund to 2011 levels, or approximately $900,000, this
would change the City of Roseville’s indicative rating score from 1.40 to 1.20,
strengthening the City’s AAA rating.
An increase in operating revenues and/or a decrease in net direct debt
outstanding would also increase the City’s indicative rating score. As
mentioned earlier, the City has a fairly aggressive debt repayment schedule,
with 75% of outstanding debt paid in the next 10 years. This will positively
impact future credit ratings.

Please note the graph above is only an ILLUSTRATION of the S&P Global
Ratings rating criteria. It is not a credit evaluation performed by S& P Global
Ratings and cannot be used as such. As discussed, there are several subjective
adjustments that can be made by the agency and each individual performing the
rating review.
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In conclusion, having a AAA/Aaa rating is very prestigious. In order to
maintain that rating, we recommend the City consider the following:








Maintain reserve levels; balance budgets without tapping reserves
Monitoring long-term trends in both revenue and spending
Continue to monitor the actual expenditures to budgeted expenditures
on a quarterly basis, at a minimum, and adjusting the budget on an
ongoing basis
Report investments on a quarterly basis to the City Council
Maintain a five-year rolling C.I.P. and 5 year rolling operating budget
Ensure all policies are up to date, actively followed, and compare to
industry best practices including:
o Investment Policy
o Debt Management Policy
o Housing and Economic Development Policies
o Reserve and Liquidity Policies

The City of Roseville’s AAA/Aaa rating is the highest rating available. The
criteria used to determine a municipal rating is continually refined and
enhanced. It is important for the City to stay abreast of changes in the criteria
used as it evolves and to continually improve so that the City’s very high ratings
are maintained without threat of downward pressure going forward.
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U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE

ISSUER COMMENT
17 January 2018

Annual Comment on Roseville

RATING

General Obligation (or GO Related) 1
Aaa

City of Roseville, MN

No Outlook

Contacts
Nathan Carley
+1.312.706.9958
Associate Lead Analyst
nathan.carley@moodys.com
Rachel Cortez
+1.312.706.9956
VP-Sr Credit Officer/
Manager
rachel.cortez@moodys.com
CLIENT SERVICES
Americas

1-212-553-1653

Asia Pacific
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Issuer Profile
The City of Roseville is located in Ramsey County in eastern Minnesota and is a northern
suburb within the Minneapolis-St. Paul metro area. The county has a population of 527,411
and a high population density of 3,386 people per square mile. The county's median family
income is $73,598 (1st quartile) and the September 2017 unemployment rate was 3% (2nd
quartile) 2 . The largest industry sectors that drive the local economy are health services,
retail trade, and manufacturing.

Credit Overview
Roseville has an excellent credit position, and its Aaa rating far exceeds the US cities median
of Aa3. The notable credit factors include a robust financial position, a solid tax base with
above average income and wealth levels, a mid-ranged debt burden and an elevated pension
liability.
Finances: The financial position of the city is robust and is comparable to the assigned rating
of Aaa. Roseville's cash balance as a percent of operating revenues (56.1%) is materially
higher than the US median, and stayed flat from 2012 to 2016. Furthermore, the fund
balance as a percent of operating revenues (49.7%) is notably above the US median.
Economy and Tax Base: The city has a very strong economy and tax base. That said, they
are relatively unfavorable when compared to its Aaa rating. Roseville's full value per capita
($123,045) is above the US median, and rose between 2012 and 2016. Also, the median
family income equals a healthy 127.1% of the US level. Lastly, the total full value ($4.3 billion)
is larger than other Moody's-rated cities nationwide.
Debt and Pensions: Overall, the debt and pension liabilities of Roseville are elevated and
are quite unfavorable when compared to the assigned rating of Aaa. Favorably, the net direct
debt to full value (0.7%) is under the US median, and did not change between 2012 and
2016. On the other hand, the Moody's-adjusted net pension liability to operating revenues
(3.1x) is much higher than the US median.
Management and Governance: Minnesota cities have an Institutional Framework score
of Aa, which is high compared to the nation. Institutional Framework scores measure a
sector's legal ability to increase revenues and decrease expenditures. The sector has one
or more major revenue sources that are not subject to any caps. Revenues tend to be
predictable, as cities rely primarily on property taxes and state Local Government Aid (LGA),
which is distributed based on demographic and tax base factors. Revenue-raising flexibility is
moderate as cities generally benefit from unlimited levying authority, except during years in
which the state has imposed limits. Levy limits are not in place for the 2016-2017 biennium.

3

Attachment
B SERVICE
MOODY'S
INVESTORS

U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE

Across the sector, fixed and mandated costs are generally moderate. Minnesota has public sector unions, which can limit the ability to
cut expenditures. Expenditures mostly consist of personnel costs, which are highly predictable.

Sector Trends - Minnesota Cities
Appreciating property tax values will continue to drive revenue growth, especially around the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Minnesota
cities have generally benefitted from strong growth in land values and stable revenue streams. The state’s economy continues to
expand and most sectors are contributing to job growth, though manufacturing remains relatively soft. Property tax revenues are sound
due to tax base growth, increasing agricultural valuation, and unlimited levying authority for the next biennium. Pension contributions
are expected to remain relatively stable over the near term.
EXHIBIT 1

Key Indicators 4 5 Roseville

Source: Moody's Investors Service

This publication does not announce a credit rating action. For any credit ratings referenced in this publication, please see the ratings tab on the issuer/entity page on
www.moodys.com for the most updated credit rating action information and rating history.
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EXHIBIT 2

Available fund balance as a percent of operating revenues increased from 2012 to 2016

Source: Issuer financial statements; Moody's Investors Service
EXHIBIT 3

Full value of the property tax base increased from 2012 to 2016

Source: Issuer financial statements; Government data sources; Offering statements; Moody's Investors Service
EXHIBIT 4

Moody's-adjusted net pension liability to operating revenues decreased from 2012 to 2016

Source: Issuer financial statements; Government data sources; Offering statements; Moody's Investors Service

3

17 January 2018

City of Roseville, MN: Annual Comment on Roseville

Attachment
B SERVICE
MOODY'S
INVESTORS

U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE

Endnotes
1 The rating referenced in this report is the issuer’s General Obligation (GO) rating or its highest public rating that is GO-related. A GO bond is generally
backed by the full faith and credit pledge and total taxing power of the issuer. GO-related securities include general obligation limited tax, annual
appropriation, lease revenue, non-ad valorem, and moral obligation debt. The referenced ratings reflect the government’s underlying credit quality
without regard to state guarantees, enhancement programs or bond insurance.
2 The demographic data presented, including population, population density, per capita personal income and unemployment rate are derived from the most
recently available US government databases. Population, population density and per capita personal income come from the American Community Survey
while the unemployment rate comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
The largest industry sectors are derived from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. Moody’s allocated the per capita personal income data and unemployment
data for all counties in the US census into quartiles. The quartiles are ordered from strongest-to-weakest from a credit perspective: the highest per capita
personal income quartile is first quartile, and the lowest unemployment rate is first quartile.
3 The institutional framework score assesses a municipality’s legal ability to match revenues with expenditures based on its constitutionally and legislatively
conferred powers and responsibilities. See US Local Government General Obligation Debt (December 2016) methodology report for more details.
4 For definitions of the metrics in the Key Indicators Table, US Local Government General Obligation Methodology and Scorecard User Guide (July 2014) .
Metrics represented as N/A indicate the data were not available at the time of publication.
5 The medians come from our most recently published local government medians report, Medians - Tax Base Growth Reinforces Sector Stability as Pension
Troubles Remain (March 2017) which is available on Moodys.com. The medians presented here are based on the key metrics outlined in Moody’s GO
methodology and the associated scorecard.
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Operating Fund Reserve Policy
Purpose
•

To provide a cushion against unexpected revenue and income interruptions

•

To provide working capital by ensuring sufficient cash flow to meet the City's needs
throughout the year

Policy
•

The City will maintain a general fund reserve of 35-45% of the general fund's total annual
operating budget. This ensures that the City has adequate funds on hand to provide for
operations between bi-annual property tax collection periods. Any surplus beyond the
required general fund reserve may be transferred to another reserve fund with a funding
shortfall

•

The City will strive to create a reserve in the Recreation Fund to equal 25% of the annual
recreation budget. This reserve will provide a cash flow cushion and reduce the inter-fund
borrowing expense to the Recreation Fund. Because of more frequent cash inflows, a 25%
reserve will be adequate to support the daily cash needs of the fund

•

The Community Development Fund is supported solely by building permit fees and
charges. Because the economic environment has a major effect on this Fund, a fund
balance of 25-50 % of the annual budget is a reasonable target. It is expected that as
economic downturns take place, this reserve will provide for a transition period during
which the Council will be able to assess and to better match operations with the economic
need

•

City enterprise funds shall have operating cash reserves sufficient to provide for monthly
cash flow, and for a reasonable level of equipment and infrastructure replacement. Major
reconstruction or system upgrades, may need to be funded from enterprise revenue bonds.
Annual utility rate reviews will be made in regard to projected operating expenses and
capital improvements. The Council will, on an annual basis, establish rates in accordance
to operating cost recovery and the projected capital improvements

•

All other operational funds e.g. License Center, Information Technology, etc. are
expected to operate with positive reserve balances of 10-25% of the annual operating
budget. Each operational fund shall be reviewed on an annual basis to assure the fund
balance is in line with the fund's objectives

•

In the event the minimum fund balance drops below prescribed levels, the City shall
dedicate new incoming property tax or program revenues (where applicable) in an amount
sufficient to bring fund balance levels back into compliance within three fiscal years

Attachment B

•

Unless otherwise directed by the City Council, monies held in individual Funds shall be
expended first from restricted fund balances, second from committed fund balances, then
from assigned fund balances, before using unassigned fund balance

Implementation
All fund reserves shall be reviewed each year at the time of the annual budget preparation for the
purpose of complying with this policy. Budgets shall be prepared on an "All Resources" basis, so
that the City Council and Community can readily discern the current and projected management
of all reserves.
If aggregate unrestricted reserves in the tax-supported operating funds are outside of targeted
goals, the Council is advised to create a plan to get reserves into targeted goal ranges by committing
reserve funds, using aggregate excess reserves to reduce the levy, or making appropriate budget or
tax levy adjustments.
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Continue Discussion on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund
Commissioner Harold stated he, and Commissioner Hodder met twice in June with Finance
Director Miller to discuss the cash reserve fund. Those conversations are described in the staff
report included in the packet. Bond ratings were discussed and the impact of bond reserves on
those ratings. He specifically pointed out the low points that some of the funds dip to throughout
the year. For example, the General Fund dips to around 10% in May or June. The Recreation
fund dips down to 5% in June, and the Communications fund dips under 10% in June. As part of
this discussion, it is important to be conscious of these dips when considering the sweeping
policy.
The Commission discussed how to take into account the swings in cash flow from the various
funds, when a sweep occurs. They considered the question of what happens when a sweep
happens when the high reserve level has been exceeded, but then later the fund needs some
monies back.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that the sweep will remove piggy-banking.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated sweeping will also create transparency about what money is
available to spend.
Commissioner Harold stated it is difficult to understand the swings in the various funds, whether
it is a revenue or expenses issue.
Finance Director Miller noted that the communications funding is quarterly. He can tell the FC
what happened, but not necessarily why it happened. He does not think there is a lot of
discretionary spending. These are day-to-day operating expenses, the majority of which are
personnel. He noted he will have to create cash-flow charts for each of these 5 funds. This is
not something he looks at on a regular basis.
Commissioner Harold suggested creating a simple table or a chart, as the focuses will be on
dollars rather than on percentages, so visuals are not as important.
Discuss Topics for Joint City Council-Finance Commission Meeting
Chair Schroeder highlighted the items on the agenda so far: tax levy/budget; CIP; cash reserve
policy; a draft fiscal note.
Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting
It was agreed the above items for the joint Council meeting will also be their topics for the next
two FC meetings prior to that.
Adjourn
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

August 16, 2018

Re:

Item #6: Discuss Recommendations on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
Over the past eighteen months, the Finance Commission has held a number of discussions regarding the
establishment of a Cash Reserve Fund. The Commission provided some preliminary feedback on those
discussions to the City Council at the joint City Council-Finance Commission on September 18, 2017.
After receiving the Commission’s preliminary feedback, the Council directed the Commission to
continue working on this matter.
Throughout these conversations, two primary benefits have been expressed with regard to the creation
of a Cash Reserve Fund. They include:


Having a more simple display of the amount of excess monies within our discretionary operating
funds above and beyond what is needed for cash-flow purposes or for meeting our capital
replacement needs.



Knowing the amount of available funds for future purposes such as property tax relief or new
programs or initiatives.

While the concept of creating this Fund appears to have broad support among Commission Members,
most of the recent conversations have focused on three policy-related issues:
1) How do we determine if our discretionary operating funds have ‘excess’ reserves
(i.e. what is the appropriate calculation?)
2) What if excess reserves are removed and it’s subsequently determined that they
were needed all along? Are there other pitfalls?
3) What Role do Cash Reserves Play in Preserving the City’s Financial Strength
Information and supporting comments involving these issues are provided below.
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Determining Excess Cash Reserves
Most of the discussion surrounding the appropriate calculation of excess cash reserves has focused on
the amount of cash needed for cash-flow purposes throughout the fiscal year. It’s recognized that each
fund has unique cash-flow needs and therefore require varying levels of cash at year-end.
This consideration played a key role in developing the City’s Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy which
establishes the following cash reserve levels for the city’s discretionary funds:

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

At the July meeting, a number of Commission Members suggested that excess cash reserves should be
defined by those amounts that exceed the high target level for each fund. However, a broader question
emerged on whether the target levels were still appropriate given recent years’ financial activity. The
following analysis is presented below to provide greater insight into that question.
General Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the General Fund for the 2016, 2017, and 2018
(through June):
General Fund (2016 Activity)
$8,000,000

50% of Budget

$7,000,000
$6,000,000
$5,000,000
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$$(1,000,000)

Jan

Feb Mar Apr May Jun
'16 Rev

'16 Exp

Jul

Aug

Sep

'16 Cash Balance

Oct

Nov Dec

Attachment B

General Fund (2017 Activity)
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As shown above, the General Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 50%. This reserve level
feel to a low of 11% in June just before receiving its first-half property tax collection.
General Fund (2018 Activity)
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For 2018, The General Fund started with a cash reserve level of 38% and fell to a low of 6% before
recording its first-half property tax collection. It should be noted that there can be timing differences
between the actual receipt and disbursement of cash compared to when the recognition of revenues and
expenditures are made. This is due to various accrual-type accounting standards that come into play as
well as the timing of when actual cash reconciliations are performed throughout the year.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 32%, highlighting the volatility of the
Funds’ cash-flow needs throughout the fiscal year.
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Recreation Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Recreation Fund for the 2016, 2017, and
2018 (through June):
Recreation Fund (2016 Activity)
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Recreation Fund (2017 Activity)
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Recreation Fund (2018 Activity)
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As shown above, the Recreation Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 29%, and fell to a low of
11% in June just before receiving its first-half property tax collection. For 2018, it started with 34% and
fell to a low of 20% before improving.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 14%; demonstrating a fair amount of
volatility in the Funds’ cash-flow needs despite having fairly steady non-tax revenues throughout the
fiscal year. For this Fund, the cash reserve target level is 25%.
Communications Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Communications Fund for the 2016, 2017,
and 2018 (through June):
Communications Fund (2016 Activity)
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Communications Fund (2017 Activity)
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Communications Fund (2018 Activity)
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As shown here, the Communications Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 41%, and fell to a
low of 16% in June before receiving its quarterly payment of franchise fees from local cable tv providers.
For 2018, it started with 38% and fell to a low of 4%. The negative revenue in May depicts an adjustment
made for an overpayment made by Comcast. The next quarterly payment was received in July and cash
balances improved.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 25% before recovering. This suggests
that the cash reserve target level may need to be adjusted moving forward, considering that the cash
reserve target level for this Fund is 10-25%.
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Information Technology Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Information Technology Fund for the
2016, 2017, and 2018 (through June):
Information Technology Fund (2016 Activity)
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Information Technology Fund (2017 Activity)
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Information Technology Fund (2018 Activity)
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The Information Technology Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 31%, and fell to a low of
11% in February. For 2018, it started with 26% and fell to a low of 15% before improving. In both 2017
and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 11% before recovering. Again, for this Fund, the
cash reserve target level is 10-25%.
License Center Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the License Center Fund for the 2016, 2017,
and 2018 (through June). With this Fund’s activity there are a number of anomalies and special
circumstances that will somewhat complicate the analysis:
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License Center Fund (2017 Activity)
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License Center Fund (2018 Activity)
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The License Center Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 39%, and fell to a low of 30% in May.
This excludes the months of July-November when revenue and cash recognition was delayed due to the
motor vehicle transaction processing challenges at the State. For 2018, it started with 26% and fell to a
low of 24% before improving. In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level fluctuated by no more than
10%. The cash reserve target level target for this Fund is 10-25%.
The 2018 cash reserve level is likely to get larger as the City nears a final decision on the amount of
capital investment made in the facility. Currently, $500,000 is earmarked for this purpose, but it will
likely be significantly less.
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Potential Pitfalls of Transferring Excess Cash Reserves
One potential outcome from creating a Cash Reserve Fund involves the transfer of excess cash from a
Fund based on the current year’s calculation, only to find that a year or two later that the same fund is
now below target reserve levels.
The City’s discretionary funds are accompanied by uncertainty and business risk when it comes to
revenue streams and unexpected expenditures which can have a negative impact on the Funds’ financial
condition. For example, the City typically experiences declining non-tax revenues during periods of
economic downturn. Yet, most costs will continue leading to a drop in cash reserve levels.
Under this circumstance, we could simply reverse the transfer of cash to restore the Fund to the
prescribed level. But what if the excess cash was spent shortly after being transferred away? What if, as
suggested earlier, it was used to provide property tax relief or for a new spending initiative? If so, any
return of those excess funds would no longer be possible. This potential outcome and other pitfalls should
be a consideration if a Cash Reserve Fund is put in place.
The Role of Cash Reserves in Preserving the City’s Financial Strength
As touched on at the July Finance Commission Meeting, cash reserves play a key role in demonstrating
the strength of the City’s financial condition including the ability to not only provide for future
operations, but also address contingencies and unforeseen circumstances.
Perhaps the most comprehensive and independent assessment of a City’s financial strength is the credit
risk assigned by bond rating agencies such as Moody’s or Standard & Poor’s (S&P). Similar to an
individual’s FICO Score, a bond rating is a reflection of how disciplined a City is in managing its
finances and how prepared it is to handle future obligations.
The City current enjoys an AAA bond rating (credit rating) from both Moody’s and S&P – the highest
rating available. At the July meeting, the Commission received the latest reports from these agencies
along with a recent independent assessment from Springsted Municipal Advisors to get a sense of
whether our cash reserves were sufficient to maintain this bond rating. Important takeaways from these
reports included:


60% of the City’s bond rating stems from locally-controlled factors such as the strength of
the City’s cash reserves, budgetary performance (i.e. balanced budgets), and following
established policies. The remaining factors are determined by regional and state economic
conditions.



Moody’s released its most recent comments on the City’s financial condition in January of
this year, which was based on the City’s 2016 Annual Report. Of the four rating categories
cited, Roseville compares favorably to other AAA-rated agencies in only one category – the
level of cash reserves.

To summarize, strong levels of cash reserves play a critical role in ensuring that the City’s bond rating
remains at the AAA category. A ratings decline to AA, would have resulted in an estimated $500,000 in
additional interest costs for the bonds recently issued to finance the Park Renewal Program and new Fire
Station.
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Available ‘excess’ cash reserves
The amounts shown in the table below represent the unrestricted monies held in key operating funds as
of 12/31/17.

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Less
12/31/2017
12/31/2017
Reserved
Available 12/31/2017
Amount
12/31/2017
Less
Cash
From
For
Cash
Reserve
Above Low
Target %
Level
Reserves
Capital
Reserves Donations
$ 5,803,701 $ (44,100) $
- $ 5,759,601
38% $
427,405
1,945,172
(306,726)
1,638,446
34%
443,190
431,608
(298,215)
133,393
25%
80,036
1,125,426
(456,791)
668,635
25%
401,181
976,492
(515,836)
460,656
25%
276,394
$ 8,660,731
$
1,628,206

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

In the first table, the far-right column identifies the amount available above the minimum target level.
Collectively this amounts to approximately $1,682,000. In contrast, the amount available above the high
targeted range is approximately $443,000.
It should be noted that the 2018 Adopted Budget calls for the spend-down of cash reserves in the amount
of $681,000, $80,000, and $103,000 for the General, Communication, and License Center funds
respectively. This will significantly reduce the amount available for 2019 and beyond, although any
number of varying events could change this result.
Staff Recommendation
As noted earlier, the City maintains an Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy to govern the appropriate
level of cash reserves for its day-to-day activities. A copy of this Policy is included in Attachment A. In
establishing this Policy, it was recognized that there are a number of important roles that cash reserves
play including the following:






Provide cash flow to support operations in between revenue collection periods
Provide interest earnings to fund current operations in lieu of higher property taxes or fees
Address unforeseen circumstances including loss of revenue sources or unexpected expenditures
(i.e. Business Risk)
Provide for future capital expenditures
Strengthen overall financial condition and bond (credit) rating

As the Commission reflects on the amount of cash reserves the City should maintain, and whether to
create a separate Cash Reserve Fund, it is suggested that these considerations be taken into account.
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Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve Fund and prepare a recommendation for City
Council consideration at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on 9/17/18.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy
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Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy
Purpose
•

To provide a cushion against unexpected revenue and income interruptions

•

To provide working capital by ensuring sufficient cash flow to meet the City's needs
throughout the year

Policy
•

The City will maintain a general fund reserve of 35-45% of the general fund's total annual
operating budget. This ensures that the City has adequate funds on hand to provide for
operations between bi-annual property tax collection periods. Any surplus beyond the
required general fund reserve may be transferred to another reserve fund with a funding
shortfall

•

The City will strive to create a reserve in the Recreation Fund to equal 25% of the annual
recreation budget. This reserve will provide a cash flow cushion and reduce the inter-fund
borrowing expense to the Recreation Fund. Because of more frequent cash inflows, a 25%
reserve will be adequate to support the daily cash needs of the fund

•

The Community Development Fund is supported solely by building permit fees and
charges. Because the economic environment has a major effect on this Fund, a fund
balance of 25-50 % of the annual budget is a reasonable target. It is expected that as
economic downturns take place, this reserve will provide for a transition period during
which the Council will be able to assess and to better match operations with the economic
need

•

City enterprise funds shall have operating cash reserves sufficient to provide for monthly
cash flow, and for a reasonable level of equipment and infrastructure replacement. Major
reconstruction or system upgrades, may need to be funded from enterprise revenue bonds.
Annual utility rate reviews will be made in regard to projected operating expenses and
capital improvements. The Council will, on an annual basis, establish rates in accordance
to operating cost recovery and the projected capital improvements

•

All other operational funds e.g. License Center, Information Technology, etc. are
expected to operate with positive reserve balances of 10-25% of the annual operating
budget. Each operational fund shall be reviewed on an annual basis to assure the fund
balance is in line with the fund's objectives

•

In the event the minimum fund balance drops below prescribed levels, the City shall
dedicate new incoming property tax or program revenues (where applicable) in an amount
sufficient to bring fund balance levels back into compliance within three fiscal years
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•

Unless otherwise directed by the City Council, monies held in individual Funds shall be
expended first from restricted fund balances, second from committed fund balances, then
from assigned fund balances, before using unassigned fund balance

Implementation
All fund reserves shall be reviewed each year at the time of the annual budget preparation for the
purpose of complying with this policy. Budgets shall be prepared on an "All Resources" basis, so
that the City Council and Community can readily discern the current and projected management
of all reserves.
If aggregate unrestricted reserves in the tax-supported operating funds are outside of targeted
goals, the Council is advised to create a plan to get reserves into targeted goal ranges by committing
reserve funds, using aggregate excess reserves to reduce the levy, or making appropriate budget or
tax levy adjustments.
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Commissioner discussion ensued regarding funds and income derived from them.
Chair Schroeder stated this item is one they have previously recommended without changes to
the recommendation, so they do not need to do anything further.

Park Improvement Fund
Commissioner Harold reviewed the Park Improvement Fund scenarios.
There were not any changes to the recommendation.

Discuss Recommendations on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Finance Director Miller stated over the past eighteen months, the Finance Commission has held a
number or discussions regarding the establishment of a Cash Reserve Fund. The Commission
provided some preliminary feedback on those discussions to the City Council at the joint City
Council-Finance Commission on September 18, 2017. After receiving the Commission’s
preliminary feedback, the Council directed the Commission to continue working on this matter.
Mr. Miller indicated throughout these conversations, two primary benefits have been expressed
regarding the creation of a Cash Reserve Fund. They include:
•
•

Having a simpler display of the amount of excess monies within our discretionary
operating funds above and beyond what is needed for cash-flow purposes or for meeting
the capital replacement needs.
Knowing the amount of available funds for future purposes such as property tax relief or
new programs or initiatives.

Mr. Miller reviewed the information with the Commission and stated as the Commission reflects
on the amount of cash reserve the City should maintain, and whether to create a separate Cash
Reserve Fund, it is suggested that the considerations discussed be considered. He stated strong
levels of cash reserves play a critical role in ensuring that the City’s bond rating remains at the
AAA category. A rating decline to AA, would have resulted in an estimated $500,000 in
additional interest costs for the bonds recently issued to finance the Park Renewal Program and
the new Fire Station.
There was Commission discussion regarding the Communications Fund and impact by residents
“cutting the cord” for cable TV along with other funds.
Mr. Miller noted that strong reserve funds help through recessions and rough economic times.
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Chair Schroeder stated she asked Mr. Miller to include the other funds and their reserves as well
for Commission review because the City Council has talked about the 29 funds and the reserves
in each so for reference Mr. Miller included a Capital Fund sheet in the packet.
Mr. Miller stated funds in yellow are restricted funds and money cannot be moved around in
those.
Chair Schroeder stated at the September meeting the Commission may be asked to make
comments regarding the funds and their opinion on them. If they are Capital Funds they want to
make sure they are being funded properly.
Mr. Miller stated in conclusion, the City maintains an Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy to
govern the appropriate level of cash reserves for its day-to-day activities. In establishing this
Policy, it was recognized that there are several important roles that cash reserves play including
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Provide cash flow to support operations in between revenue collection periods.
Provide interest earnings to fund current operations in lieu of higher property taxes or
fees
Address unforeseen circumstances including loss of revenue sources or unexpected
expenditures
Provide for future capital expenditures
Strengthen overall financial condition and bond (credit) rating.

As the Commission reflects on the amount of cash reserves the City should maintain, and
whether to create a separate Cash Reserve Fund, it is suggested that these considerations be taken
into account.
The Commission discussed general account sweeps of the Capital fund accounts.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought one of the challenges the City is facing for the coming year is
they have been using General Account Cash Reserves to help prop up the budget for the last few
years and that has been ok except now that they are trying to ween themselves off of it over a
three-year period they are in a situation where they levy may have to increase by an
uncomfortable amount.
Chair Schroeder asked on staff pages 10-12 regarding the bond rating, six percent is based on the
strength of the cash reserves. She wondered if that was on the total including all the reserves.
Mr. Miller indicated all the reserves are looked at but there are a couple spots where they look
more intently. The General Fund receives the most attention from the Bond Rating Agencies.
That is the first place and the last place they will look. He stated if there was one fund a City
wants to show strength in it is the General Fund.
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Commissioner Harold asked if instead of creating a separate fund they sweep everything to the
General Fund. He thought it was a fund they could use on whatever they want. The Council has
discretion in terms of its use. If that is the key fund that is important to have healthy and a fund
the City is flexible in terms of spending money out of. The Council would be aware that
anything above the General Reserve level in the General Fund could be used for other things.
Mr. Miller stated if they do not state where the money is sitting it will go to the General Fund. If
they do nothing by default that is where it will go.
Chair Schroeder thought the Council wanted to make it clear what was the amount because she
thought it has been going into the General Fund but has not been as obvious to the Council.
Mr. Miller stated it has not been going to the General Fund, it has been sitting in the individual
funds. Right now, it has been the practice to designate every penny into some fund.
Chair Schroeder asked if there was anything defaulting to the General Fund at this time.
Mr. Miller stated there was not. He stated any excess cash is staying in the fund at this point.
Chair Schroeder thought the Council discussed being able to see year after year some history
behind this. She thought a line item would be needed somewhere to show where the money
came from and where it was being moved to when creating the budget.
Mr. Miller stated from staff’s perspective, the trade off is instead of staff managing the funds for
more than a year at a time the Council would do this and it is a change for the staff because right
now they are accustomed to having the ability to manage for more than one year at a time and
this would change that. He was not sure of where the Council stood regarding that.
Commissioner McRoberts agreed. It was a change in perception and the magnitude of that
change is often far greater than the actual impact of that because to him all they are suggesting is
that is the fund by which doing that the oversite of those funds are passed to the Council who are
essentially elected officials and responsible to residents of the City and leaves the Council with
tools to better manage when one fund is up and one is down.
Mr. Miller did not disagree that the Council should have oversite but the argument they would
get from City Manager and staff is they do have the oversite. Staff cannot spend the money
unless the Council appropriates it as part of the budget process.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought that is a great argument as to why they should be doing what
they are proposing because staff is already only operating on a year to year basis and are going to
the Council with an annual budget and need permission to spend money.
Mr. Miller stated they all have strategic plans which are not twelve months at a time and there is
no guarantee that the Council will fund the items each year, but it does allow them to articulate a
strategic plan.
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Chair Schroeder indicated to her it comes down to who gets to decide where to stockpile money
for future initiatives.
Commissioner Reif thought Department Heads might start spending more money at the end of
year if they have it rather than have a surplus that gets swept into a general fund for other
Departments to use.
Commissioner McRoberts stated that was why the Commission wanted to see monthly spending
to look at the spending trends in the Departments.
Commissioner Hodder stated his concern is they had already reserved spending since he has been
a Finance Commission for almost four years. He stated they have been dipping into their
reserves and some Councils may not be enlightened and could spend down more and create a
situation where they destabilize the City funding streams. Right now, they have sustainability
and if they get into a sweep situation or some new initiatives they could destabilize our funding
mechanisms.
Commissioner Hodder stated as a project manager he relied on his staff to provide him with
information on how things were being run and he couldn’t know everything and relied on his
experts to ensure his programs were run well. He stated the Council sees the big picture, but
they may not see nuances of how different departments work and are run. He thought there
needed to be some delegation to Department heads.
Commissioner McRoberts thought the lower limits are set at appropriate levels so
mismanagement cannot happen. He stated the way he understood it at the end of the year any
excess or deficits were going to be thrown in together into one fund and re-allocated to every
Department for the new year. This allows a revisiting of all priorities across all the Departments.
It makes it an easier way to govern.
Commission discussion ensued regarding department management of the funds versus staff
management of the funds.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated when he looks at this if he was going to propose sweep levels
he would agree with Mr. Miller that the General Fund balance of 45% would be good but he
figured all the excess money would eventually end up in the General Fund. He did not think it
mattered for that fund. He thought 25% as a level at which sweeping would begin makes sense.
He thought the percentage for the Communication Fund would need to go a little based on what
they see. When he looks at IT and License Funds he thought those could be swept at 15% given
how their revenues flow and not a need for reserves.
Chair Schroeder asked what the next step should be.
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Commissioner Bachhuber stated on page 11 of 12, he would like to see a sweeping of what he
previously stated or something like that and he felt because the sweep will end up in the General
Fund he suggested that be taken off.
Chair Schroeder thought the General Fund should still be there to show what monies are in that
fund.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought the Communication Fund should be higher based on staff
analysis. Tech and License would be maintained at 15%.
Commissioner McRoberts thought it made sense to increase the Communication Fund given the
other element of Tech and License might end up in trouble quickly and having some wiggle
room might be a good idea.
The Commission requested a scenario be given adjusting Communication to 30% with Tech and
License Funds lowered to 15%.
Chair Schroeder thought the recommendation the Commission is giving is that the sweep be put
into the General Fund.
Commission concurred.
Commissioner McRoberts asked staff to prepare a hypothetical analysis going back to the end of
2015 and sweeping the accounts through 2018 to see where the ending balances would be if they
used the process they are proposing.
Mr. Miller indicated he could do that for the Finance Commission’s next meeting.

Discuss Recommendations on Establishing CIP Categories
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the current policy/process and the Commission’s
observations. He made a PowerPoint presentation reviewing the proposed framework and
definitions of the CIP categories with the Commission.
Category 1
This would include CIP items that are routine and can be incorporated into various replacement
policies. It would include day-to-day items such as vehicles & equipment that have a consistent
useful life. Items in this category, as reflected in the various replacement policies, would be
reviewed annually by the City Council, but less frequently if no significant changes are made.
Category 2
This would include CIP items that are incorporated into a broader strategic plan or replacement
policy. It would include infrastructure identified in the City’s Pavement Management Program
(street replacement), Park Improvement Programs or similar long-term planning initiative. Items
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

September 11, 2018

Re:

Item #5: Discuss Recommendations on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
Over the past eighteen months, the Finance Commission has held a number of discussions regarding the
establishment of a Cash Reserve Fund. The Commission provided some preliminary feedback on those
discussions to the City Council at the joint City Council-Finance Commission on September 18, 2017.
After receiving the Commission’s preliminary feedback, the Council directed the Commission to
continue working on this matter.
At the July meeting, the Commission asked for one additional piece of information in advance of
finalizing their recommendations to the Council. Specifically, the Commission wanted to see the
hypothetical result of sweeping excess funds above and beyond the high-target cash reserve levels over
the past few years for each of the five key operating funds that have been the focus of this discussion.
The hypothetical results are presented in following table.
City of Roseville
2015-2017 Excess Cash Reserve Calculation

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Op. Cash
Resrve Policy
Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

12/31/2015
12/31/2016
12/31/2017
REVISED
Amount
Amount
Amount
Target Target Above High Above High Above High
Low
High
Target %
Target %
Target %
35%
45%
$
- $
30,935 $
25%
25%
174,675
443,190
10%
30%
217,471
154,694
10%
15%
306,799
186,562
267,454
10%
15%
712,259
206,863
184,262
$ 1,236,529 $ 753,730 $ 894,906

As shown in the table, the amount of excess cash reserves using this calculation method ranged from
$753,000 to $1,236,000 over the past three years. This analysis is based on the revised target-high cash
reserve levels noted at the July meeting. The revised targets are highlighted in yellow.
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As depicted in prior presentations, the amounts shown above represent only those funds that are set aside
for operations. Monies set aside for capital replacements or received from donations are excluded from
the analysis.
I will note that the calculation of excess cash reserves will fluctuate from year-to-year for a variety of
reasons including:




Changes in the year-end cash balance which serves as the numerator in the calculation.
Changes in the annual budget which serves as the denominator in the calculation.
Changes in the amounts set aside for capital (applicable for the Communications, Information
Technology, and License Center funds).

At the July meeting, it was noted that the monies swept from the funds noted above would actually be
deposited into the General Fund which serves as the statutory repository for all monies that aren’t
designated for a specific purpose.
Requested Commission Action
Prepare a recommendation for City Council consideration at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission
meeting on 9/17/18.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Discussion materials from the August 16, 2018 Finance Commission meeting
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

August 16, 2018

Re:

Item #6: Discuss Recommendations on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund

Background
Over the past eighteen months, the Finance Commission has held a number of discussions regarding the
establishment of a Cash Reserve Fund. The Commission provided some preliminary feedback on those
discussions to the City Council at the joint City Council-Finance Commission on September 18, 2017.
After receiving the Commission’s preliminary feedback, the Council directed the Commission to
continue working on this matter.
Throughout these conversations, two primary benefits have been expressed with regard to the creation
of a Cash Reserve Fund. They include:


Having a more simple display of the amount of excess monies within our discretionary operating
funds above and beyond what is needed for cash-flow purposes or for meeting our capital
replacement needs.



Knowing the amount of available funds for future purposes such as property tax relief or new
programs or initiatives.

While the concept of creating this Fund appears to have broad support among Commission Members,
most of the recent conversations have focused on three policy-related issues:
1) How do we determine if our discretionary operating funds have ‘excess’ reserves
(i.e. what is the appropriate calculation?)
2) What if excess reserves are removed and it’s subsequently determined that they
were needed all along? Are there other pitfalls?
3) What Role do Cash Reserves Play in Preserving the City’s Financial Strength
Information and supporting comments involving these issues are provided below.
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Determining Excess Cash Reserves
Most of the discussion surrounding the appropriate calculation of excess cash reserves has focused on
the amount of cash needed for cash-flow purposes throughout the fiscal year. It’s recognized that each
fund has unique cash-flow needs and therefore require varying levels of cash at year-end.
This consideration played a key role in developing the City’s Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy which
establishes the following cash reserve levels for the city’s discretionary funds:

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

At the July meeting, a number of Commission Members suggested that excess cash reserves should be
defined by those amounts that exceed the high target level for each fund. However, a broader question
emerged on whether the target levels were still appropriate given recent years’ financial activity. The
following analysis is presented below to provide greater insight into that question.
General Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the General Fund for the 2016, 2017, and 2018
(through June):
General Fund (2016 Activity)
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General Fund (2017 Activity)
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As shown above, the General Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 50%. This reserve level
feel to a low of 11% in June just before receiving its first-half property tax collection.
General Fund (2018 Activity)
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For 2018, The General Fund started with a cash reserve level of 38% and fell to a low of 6% before
recording its first-half property tax collection. It should be noted that there can be timing differences
between the actual receipt and disbursement of cash compared to when the recognition of revenues and
expenditures are made. This is due to various accrual-type accounting standards that come into play as
well as the timing of when actual cash reconciliations are performed throughout the year.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 32%, highlighting the volatility of the
Funds’ cash-flow needs throughout the fiscal year.
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Recreation Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Recreation Fund for the 2016, 2017, and
2018 (through June):
Recreation Fund (2016 Activity)
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Recreation Fund (2017 Activity)
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Recreation Fund (2018 Activity)
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As shown above, the Recreation Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 29%, and fell to a low of
11% in June just before receiving its first-half property tax collection. For 2018, it started with 34% and
fell to a low of 20% before improving.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 14%; demonstrating a fair amount of
volatility in the Funds’ cash-flow needs despite having fairly steady non-tax revenues throughout the
fiscal year. For this Fund, the cash reserve target level is 25%.
Communications Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Communications Fund for the 2016, 2017,
and 2018 (through June):
Communications Fund (2016 Activity)
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Communications Fund (2017 Activity)
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Communications Fund (2018 Activity)
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As shown here, the Communications Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 41%, and fell to a
low of 16% in June before receiving its quarterly payment of franchise fees from local cable tv providers.
For 2018, it started with 38% and fell to a low of 4%. The negative revenue in May depicts an adjustment
made for an overpayment made by Comcast. The next quarterly payment was received in July and cash
balances improved.
In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 25% before recovering. This suggests
that the cash reserve target level may need to be adjusted moving forward, considering that the cash
reserve target level for this Fund is 10-25%.
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Information Technology Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the Information Technology Fund for the
2016, 2017, and 2018 (through June):
Information Technology Fund (2016 Activity)
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Information Technology Fund (2018 Activity)
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The Information Technology Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 31%, and fell to a low of
11% in February. For 2018, it started with 26% and fell to a low of 15% before improving. In both 2017
and 2018, the cash reserve level dropped by at least 11% before recovering. Again, for this Fund, the
cash reserve target level is 10-25%.
License Center Fund Cash-Flow Analysis
The following graphs provide the financial activity for the License Center Fund for the 2016, 2017,
and 2018 (through June). With this Fund’s activity there are a number of anomalies and special
circumstances that will somewhat complicate the analysis:
License Center Fund (2016 Activity)
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License Center Fund (2017 Activity)
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License Center Fund (2018 Activity)
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The License Center Fund started 2017 with a cash reserve level of 39%, and fell to a low of 30% in May.
This excludes the months of July-November when revenue and cash recognition was delayed due to the
motor vehicle transaction processing challenges at the State. For 2018, it started with 26% and fell to a
low of 24% before improving. In both 2017 and 2018, the cash reserve level fluctuated by no more than
10%. The cash reserve target level target for this Fund is 10-25%.
The 2018 cash reserve level is likely to get larger as the City nears a final decision on the amount of
capital investment made in the facility. Currently, $500,000 is earmarked for this purpose, but it will
likely be significantly less.
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Potential Pitfalls of Transferring Excess Cash Reserves
One potential outcome from creating a Cash Reserve Fund involves the transfer of excess cash from a
Fund based on the current year’s calculation, only to find that a year or two later that the same fund is
now below target reserve levels.
The City’s discretionary funds are accompanied by uncertainty and business risk when it comes to
revenue streams and unexpected expenditures which can have a negative impact on the Funds’ financial
condition. For example, the City typically experiences declining non-tax revenues during periods of
economic downturn. Yet, most costs will continue leading to a drop in cash reserve levels.
Under this circumstance, we could simply reverse the transfer of cash to restore the Fund to the
prescribed level. But what if the excess cash was spent shortly after being transferred away? What if, as
suggested earlier, it was used to provide property tax relief or for a new spending initiative? If so, any
return of those excess funds would no longer be possible. This potential outcome and other pitfalls should
be a consideration if a Cash Reserve Fund is put in place.
The Role of Cash Reserves in Preserving the City’s Financial Strength
As touched on at the July Finance Commission Meeting, cash reserves play a key role in demonstrating
the strength of the City’s financial condition including the ability to not only provide for future
operations, but also address contingencies and unforeseen circumstances.
Perhaps the most comprehensive and independent assessment of a City’s financial strength is the credit
risk assigned by bond rating agencies such as Moody’s or Standard & Poor’s (S&P). Similar to an
individual’s FICO Score, a bond rating is a reflection of how disciplined a City is in managing its
finances and how prepared it is to handle future obligations.
The City current enjoys an AAA bond rating (credit rating) from both Moody’s and S&P – the highest
rating available. At the July meeting, the Commission received the latest reports from these agencies
along with a recent independent assessment from Springsted Municipal Advisors to get a sense of
whether our cash reserves were sufficient to maintain this bond rating. Important takeaways from these
reports included:


60% of the City’s bond rating stems from locally-controlled factors such as the strength of
the City’s cash reserves, budgetary performance (i.e. balanced budgets), and following
established policies. The remaining factors are determined by regional and state economic
conditions.



Moody’s released its most recent comments on the City’s financial condition in January of
this year, which was based on the City’s 2016 Annual Report. Of the four rating categories
cited, Roseville compares favorably to other AAA-rated agencies in only one category – the
level of cash reserves.

To summarize, strong levels of cash reserves play a critical role in ensuring that the City’s bond rating
remains at the AAA category. A ratings decline to AA, would have resulted in an estimated $500,000 in
additional interest costs for the bonds recently issued to finance the Park Renewal Program and new Fire
Station.
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Available ‘excess’ cash reserves
The amounts shown in the table below represent the unrestricted monies held in key operating funds as
of 12/31/17.

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Less
12/31/2017
12/31/2017
Reserved
Available 12/31/2017
Amount
12/31/2017
Less
Cash
From
For
Cash
Reserve
Above Low
Target %
Level
Reserves
Capital
Reserves Donations
$ 5,803,701 $ (44,100) $
- $ 5,759,601
38% $
427,405
1,945,172
(306,726)
1,638,446
34%
443,190
431,608
(298,215)
133,393
25%
80,036
1,125,426
(456,791)
668,635
25%
401,181
976,492
(515,836)
460,656
25%
276,394
$ 8,660,731
$
1,628,206

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

In the first table, the far-right column identifies the amount available above the minimum target level.
Collectively this amounts to approximately $1,682,000. In contrast, the amount available above the high
targeted range is approximately $443,000.
It should be noted that the 2018 Adopted Budget calls for the spend-down of cash reserves in the amount
of $681,000, $80,000, and $103,000 for the General, Communication, and License Center funds
respectively. This will significantly reduce the amount available for 2019 and beyond, although any
number of varying events could change this result.
Staff Recommendation
As noted earlier, the City maintains an Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy to govern the appropriate
level of cash reserves for its day-to-day activities. A copy of this Policy is included in Attachment A. In
establishing this Policy, it was recognized that there are a number of important roles that cash reserves
play including the following:






Provide cash flow to support operations in between revenue collection periods
Provide interest earnings to fund current operations in lieu of higher property taxes or fees
Address unforeseen circumstances including loss of revenue sources or unexpected expenditures
(i.e. Business Risk)
Provide for future capital expenditures
Strengthen overall financial condition and bond (credit) rating

As the Commission reflects on the amount of cash reserves the City should maintain, and whether to
create a separate Cash Reserve Fund, it is suggested that these considerations be taken into account.
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Requested Commission Action
Consider the concept of developing a Cash Reserve Fund and prepare a recommendation for City
Council consideration at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on 9/17/18.

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy
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Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy
Purpose
•

To provide a cushion against unexpected revenue and income interruptions

•

To provide working capital by ensuring sufficient cash flow to meet the City's needs
throughout the year

Policy
•

The City will maintain a general fund reserve of 35-45% of the general fund's total annual
operating budget. This ensures that the City has adequate funds on hand to provide for
operations between bi-annual property tax collection periods. Any surplus beyond the
required general fund reserve may be transferred to another reserve fund with a funding
shortfall

•

The City will strive to create a reserve in the Recreation Fund to equal 25% of the annual
recreation budget. This reserve will provide a cash flow cushion and reduce the inter-fund
borrowing expense to the Recreation Fund. Because of more frequent cash inflows, a 25%
reserve will be adequate to support the daily cash needs of the fund

•

The Community Development Fund is supported solely by building permit fees and
charges. Because the economic environment has a major effect on this Fund, a fund
balance of 25-50 % of the annual budget is a reasonable target. It is expected that as
economic downturns take place, this reserve will provide for a transition period during
which the Council will be able to assess and to better match operations with the economic
need

•

City enterprise funds shall have operating cash reserves sufficient to provide for monthly
cash flow, and for a reasonable level of equipment and infrastructure replacement. Major
reconstruction or system upgrades, may need to be funded from enterprise revenue bonds.
Annual utility rate reviews will be made in regard to projected operating expenses and
capital improvements. The Council will, on an annual basis, establish rates in accordance
to operating cost recovery and the projected capital improvements

•

All other operational funds e.g. License Center, Information Technology, etc. are
expected to operate with positive reserve balances of 10-25% of the annual operating
budget. Each operational fund shall be reviewed on an annual basis to assure the fund
balance is in line with the fund's objectives

•

In the event the minimum fund balance drops below prescribed levels, the City shall
dedicate new incoming property tax or program revenues (where applicable) in an amount
sufficient to bring fund balance levels back into compliance within three fiscal years
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•

Unless otherwise directed by the City Council, monies held in individual Funds shall be
expended first from restricted fund balances, second from committed fund balances, then
from assigned fund balances, before using unassigned fund balance

Implementation
All fund reserves shall be reviewed each year at the time of the annual budget preparation for the
purpose of complying with this policy. Budgets shall be prepared on an "All Resources" basis, so
that the City Council and Community can readily discern the current and projected management
of all reserves.
If aggregate unrestricted reserves in the tax-supported operating funds are outside of targeted
goals, the Council is advised to create a plan to get reserves into targeted goal ranges by committing
reserve funds, using aggregate excess reserves to reduce the levy, or making appropriate budget or
tax levy adjustments.
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Commissioner Hodder stated line 260, “Commissioner Hodder stated another what if we do
would be if get the funding then the graphs would change dramatically, and they then we could
look at reductions”. Line 417 should be changed to “Commissioner Hodder stated that his
concern is that we have been spending down the reserves since he has been on the Finance
Commission. He stated that they have been dipping down into the reserves and some Councils
may not be enlightened and could spend down more and create a situation where they destabilize
the City funding streams”. Line 421 should be changed to “Right now, they have sustainability,
if they get into a sweep situation or some new initiatives we could destabilize their funding
mechanisms.
Commissioner Hodder moved, seconded by Commissioner Reif to approve the August 16, 2018
meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.
Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Finance Director Miller reviewed the Finance Commissions recent recommendations submitted
to the City Council. He noted there were not any changes since the last review.
Discussion on Establishing A Cash Reserve Fund
Vice-Chair McRoberts thought the Commission was comfortable with all of the wording that
was going to be used at the Joint Council Work Session.
Finance Director Miller indicated that was correct. He reviewed the additional piece of
information with the Commission.
Vice-Chair McRoberts stated on page 5, the reason why the Commission was concerned with the
Communications fund was because it dipped below $50,000.
Mr. Miller indicated that was correct. The fund stayed positive but became tight.
Vice-Chair McRoberts asked regarding the General Funds on page 3, it fell to 11% in 2017 and
this year it fell to a low of 6% without the Commission making any changes to it.
Mr. Miller stated at the last meeting the Commission left the General Fund alone, but it is getting
close. He reviewed the fund with the Commission and stated the fund stayed in the black, but it
was getting close to going red. He thought the discussion last month was 35-45% was still good
at this point.
Vice-Chair McRoberts asked if at the end of 2017 the General Fund budget was 35% then in
May 2018 the fund would have been at 3%.
Mr. Miller stated that was correct.
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Commissioner Hodder thought 2019 might be tight.
Mr. Miller stated at the end of 2018 the General Fund will be close to the floor of 35%. What
staff suggested to the Finance Commission and City Council is staff may have to consider, when
closing the books, if it looks like the General Fund will be below 35% to move some money in
the fund to make sure the fund does not drop below that. He noted that is something that can be
done quickly before staff closes the books for the year.
Commissioner Hodder wondered if the Finance Commission needed to provide a policy
recommendation for what happens if this happened a certain way.
Vice-Chair McRoberts asked if the Finance Commission needed a recommendation such as “In
the event that, here is how the sweep happens, and in the event that one of them is short it can
deduct from the sweep fund”.
Commissioner Hodder thought there should be some contingencies. What happens in a situation
where the fund comes in below target?
Mr. Miller stated this was discussed at the last meeting as well. The question was if the fund
falls below the floor how would funds get transferred back into the fund to bring it back up. The
obvious answer would be to take some cash out of a fund that has excess reserve and shore that
up.
Vice-Chair McRoberts stated the theory being if the money is being swept up into the General
Fund, because the Finance Commission did not feel there was a value in creating a separate
sweep fund, what would the process be to get the funds put back into the fund that was below the
floor of that fund. He assumed the transfer would require the City Council’s approval based on a
recommendation from City Management.
Mr. Miller stated that was correct and staff would try to memorialize something like that in the
form of a Resolution where it is deliberate and documented.
Commissioner Murray asked if a resolution would be needed for every instance of a transfer of
money or would staff have a standing authority to move money if a fund fell below the selected
percentage.
Mr. Miller stated he did not expect this to come into play very often, so he would suggest to the
City Council to approve based on a resolution and staff can see if that tends to be more of an
overkill. He stated it needs to show on the books that the funds have the cash that needs to be in
there.
Commissioner Hodder stated the City does not want reserve levels to go below targets because
of the impact on the Standard and Poor’s and Moody’s bond rating.
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Commissioner Murray stated he read through the Standard and Poor’s report on the ratings and it
appears Standard and Poor’s look at all of the cash the City has, not just one fund. He did not
think that is an issue.
Vice-Chair McRoberts asked if the Finance Commission would need a policy to sweep the
funds.
Mr. Miller thought at this point what the Council is looking for is a recommendation from the
Finance Commission. Some of the mechanics can get worked out. What the City Council is
looking for and what the Finance Commission should get settled is does the Commission want to
recommend the creation of this fund and to be able to show the Council a report explaining the
process of sweeping the funds to the General Fund for future initiatives, future purposes, future
tax relief, whatever the Council may want to decide later on down the road.
Vice-Chair McRoberts stated the excess money would be stored in the General Fund and if the
General Fund was over there would never be a sweep from the General Fund.
Mr. Miller stated what staff would do is the excess funds would be earmarked for some future
initiative and does not need to be specific. He noted if a fund is lower than what the target
amount is designated at the funds can be swept from the General Fund back into the specific
fund needing money.
Vice-Chair McRoberts wondered if a written example should be created to show the City
Council.
Mr. Miller stated an example could be created. Staff could create a decision tree in the staff
report given to Council. He thought the chart in the Finance Commission packet would be
adequate to explain to the City Council how money would be swept out of the funds.
Vice-Chair McRoberts liked the idea of a decision tree to provide clarity.
Commissioner Reif asked what is currently done if one of the funds is short.
Mr. Miller stated the City Council would make a decision to move money from one fund to
another if that happened. The Council has always had that discretion.
Commissioner Reif thought the Finance Commission would be formalizing the action in more
definitive guidelines as to when funds are considered to be excess.
Mr. Miller stated the Finance Commission is trying to make the process more formula driven.
Commissioner Hodder moved, seconded by Commissioner Murray to recommend the City
Council Consider Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund held within the General Fund using the
mechanism defined in the September 11, 2018, Attachment A based on the revised levels defined
in the Excess Cash Reserve Calculation table. The motion carried unanimously.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4

9/17/2018
7.a

City Manager Approval

Joint Meeting with the Finance Commission

BACKGROUND
Earlier this year, the City established a joint meeting between the City Council and Finance Commission
to review the Commission’s activities during the past year, to receive any Commission guidance or
recommendations, and to identify potential topics for future discussion.

5
6
7

Since the last joint meeting on March 26, 2018 the Finance Commission has received presentations and
held discussions on the following topics:

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16










The establishment of a Cash Reserve (Cash Carry-Forward) Fund **
CIP categorizations & review process **
Changes in funding strategies for the CIP **
2019 City Manager Recommended Budget & Tax Levy **
2017 Investment Portfolio performance
2017 year-end cash reserve levels.
2017 Audit and Annual Financial Report
Fire Department Phase II Staffing Plan

17
18
19

** The Finance Commission has developed specific recommendations for Council consideration on the
first four items noted above. Those recommendations are detailed below.

20
21
22
23
24
25

RECOMMENDATION on Establishing a Cash Reserve (Cash Carry-Forward) Fund

The discussion on establishing a Cash Reserve Fund has been an on-going dialogue at the Finance
Commission since December of 2016. At the March, 2018 Joint Meeting, the Commission did present a
formal recommendation to establish a Cash Reserve (Cash Carryforward) Fund. After some discussion, the
Council asked the Commission to review the matter further.

26
27

The Finance Commission now offers these revised recommendations:

28
29



30
31
32
33
34
35



Establish a Cash Reserve Account comprised of excess cash from the following Funds:
1) General Fund
2) Parks & Recreation Fund
3) Communications
4) Information Technology
5) License Center
Define excess cash reserves as cash amounts greater than the targeted high reserve
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36
37



38
39
40
41



42
43
44

level amounts as specified in the Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy.
Modify the Operating Fund Cash Reserve Policy to increase the targeted high reserve
amount in the Communications Fund from 25% to 30%; and decrease the targeted high
reserve levels in the Information Technology and License Center funds from 25% to
15% to more accurately reflect cash-flow needs throughout the year.
Consistent with governmental accounting practices, the newly-established cash reserve
is to be held in the General Fund for financial reporting purposes until it is designated
for a defined purpose. The money is to be tracked separately from all other General
Fund activities.

45
46
47

The following table provides a summary of the amounts that would have been considered ‘excess’ based
on these recommendations.

48
49

City of Roseville
2015-2017 Excess Cash Reserve Calculation

Operating Funds
General (unrestricted portion)
Parks & Recreation
Communications
Information Technology
License Center
50
51
52
53
54

Op. Cash
Resrve Policy
Target Target
Low
High
35%
45%
25%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%
10%
25%

12/31/2015
12/31/2016
12/31/2017
REVISED
Amount
Amount
Amount
Target Target Above High Above High Above High
Low
High
Target %
Target %
Target %
35%
45%
$
- $
30,935 $
25%
25%
174,675
443,190
10%
30%
217,471
154,694
10%
15%
306,799
186,562
267,454
10%
15%
712,259
206,863
184,262
$ 1,236,529 $ 753,730 $ 894,906

It should be noted that the reserve amounts denoted in the table exclude monies that have been set aside
for capital replacements as well as donations. The far-right column of the table depicts the amount that
would have been swept into the Cash Reserve Account had this policy been in place in 2017.

55
56
57
58
59
60
61

RECOMMENDATION on Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Categorizations & Revised
Process

Similar to the discussion on the Cash Reserve Fund, this dialogue has also been on-going for an extended
period with the Council asking the Commission to again review the matter following the Joint Meeting
in March. The Finance Commission recommends that the Council establish new CIP categories
accompanied by separate review processes based on the following:

62



Category 1: CIP items that are generally routine and can be incorporated into various
replacement policies. It would include day-to-day items such as vehicles & equipment
that have a fairly consistent useful life.



Category 2: CIP items that are incorporated into a broader strategic plan or replacement
policy. It would include infrastructure identified in the City’s Pavement Management
Program, Park Improvement Program, or similar long-term planning initiatives.



73

Category 3: CIP items that would be considered non-routine or occur on a highly
infrequent basis and have a significant budgetary impact. This could include items
such as the OVAL refrigeration system replacement or new facilities.

74

A revised Capital Investment Policy with these proposed revisions is highlighted in yellow in Attachment

63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
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City of

R4SEVII A 1
Minnesota, USA

City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes

City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Monday, September 17, 2018
1.

Roll Call
Mayor Roe

the meeting to

called

Order: Willmus,

order

Etten,

Laliberte,

at

approximately

McGehee

and

Roe.

6: 00 p. m.

Voting and Seating
City Manager Patrick Trudgeon

City Attorney Mark Gaughan, Finance Commissioners
Bachhuber, Harold, Hodder, Murray and Reif were also present

and

2.

Pledge

3.

Approve

Schroeder,

McRoberts,

of Allegiance

Agenda

City Manager Trudgeon requested adding Item 7D. Discussion for appointment on vacancy for the Human Rights Inclusion, Engagement Commission( HRIEC).
Laliberte

moved,

Etten seconded,

approval

of the agenda

as amended.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte,

Etten, McGehee

and Roe.

Nays: None.

4.

Public Comment

Mayor Roe called for public comment by members of the audience on any non- agenda
items.

Jim Bull, 3061 Woodbridge Street, Roseville, commended the Community Development
Department for the award the Department received last week from the St. Paul Chamber
Commerce for attracting and retaining business in Roseville.
ment are leaders in local government.
It is very important to the

He stated the Depart-

of

City that the business is

kept, not only to the tax base but it also brings higher quality jobs to the City and raises
the

entire

affects

living

many

for

standards

assets

of

the

the

resident'

residents.
s

lives.

In addition,

it has a trickledown

effect and

He applauded the Community Development

Department for doing a great job.
5.

Recognitions,

6.

Items Removed

7.

Business
a.

Donations,

and Communications

from Consent Agenda

Items

Joint Meeting with Finance Commission
Finance Commission Chair Robin Schroeder briefly highlighted this item as detailed

in

there

are

the

RCA

and

four items

related

attachments

the Commission

would

dated September
like

to

discuss

17, 2018.

with

She stated

the Council.
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Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 17, 2018
Page 2

The establishment ofa Cash Reserve ( Cash Carry-Forward) Fund
Commissioner

stated the goal of this items was to do a couple

of

The first is seeking to segregate capital and be clear within each fund

things.
what

Bachhuber

monies

were

set

aside

for

capital

The Commission also wants to make

use.

sure that all of the operating funds have the appropriate dollars to handle any cash

By doing that, the City Council can understand how
much money is available for spending, tax relief, etc. by putting all of the money,
flow

the

throughout

year.

in excess of what is needed for capital and cash flow purposes, in a central place.

This will make the money available more transparent to the Council and the decision- making

process.

Commissioner

Bachhuber reviewed the process of the Cash Reserve Fund with

the Council.

Mayor Roe asked what the timing of the decision would be making once the
funds are swept into the carryforward fund, since that happens at the end of a calendar year and the Council does not know the final results until into the next calendar

year.

At that time, the Council starts on decision making for items for the

next calendar year budget.

Commissioner Bachhuber stated sweeping the money does not require the Coun-

cil to take any action on it. It puts the funds in a place where it is clearly delineated.

It would be reasonable to say for the next cycle coming forward the Council

would

know there

was

money

in

the

fund

to use

if

needed.

It may also provide

some flexibility throughout the year.
Chair Schroeder indicated the Council does not have to do anything with the
funds, but the Council and staff would know the funds were there.

Council Etten stated the Council is given a report showing where individual fund

balances are in relationship to the minimum and maximum reserve levels required

by policy. He wondered why the City should pull any excess money into a separate target pool versus the report staff gives them. He stated when he looks at the

budget, seeing where it came from is a very helpful thing versus looking at a lump
sum in a fund.

Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Commission thought that by centralizing the

money and putting the excess in one place would make it easier for both the
Council

and

the

public

to understand

when

there

is

excess.

Currently there is a

co- mingling of both capital and cash flow funds in one place which makes it hard
to

determine

what

is

there

without

doing

the

math.

The other piece is to under-

stand, the Commission views all of this as the City' s money, it is not the different

departments' money and by sweeping the funds that are not needed for cash flow
makes

it

clear

that the

excess

is

the

City' s

money.

This does

not

have any impact
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Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 17, 2018
Page 3

on

the

budget that the Council

actual

it more transparent

Councilmember

thing
and

she

the

is

capital

The Commission wants to make

on what is available.

McGehee

has been

approves.

stated she liked this plan a lot and the plan is somefor.

looking
separated.

She liked the fact that it goes into a central place

Communications, Information Technology and Li-

cense Center all receive a substantial portion of their revenue from services the

departments provide so it is not a matter of the Council giving them too much

money and that the departments are asking for more than the department should
have. The funds the Council is actually budgeting for are obviously not generating too much. She stated she did not have any problems with this and thought it
was an excellent
idea. She liked having it as a separate fund with the detail. It is
nice to have the separate fund and not to have to use it or see over time how it is

accumulating and then applying it toward something instead of having it all dribble out the bottom of the budget unnoticed.

Councilmember Willmus stated he agreed and appreciated the work done by the
Commission. He thought the idea of pulling the capital out and knowing where
the City stands for pure operational dollars that are carried forward year after year
is something that will be helpful as the City moves forward. He did like having
this laid out in the manner that is shown in the packet. Not only be able to track

what the lump sum might be but to have some indication of where it is coming
from is and will prove beneficial as time goes on.

Councilmember Laliberte agreed, noting the last time this was brought up the

Council was not sure if they liked this, but she agreed this needed to be researched
little more on how this would actually work, and she thought the Commission has
done a great job of doing that. She liked the use of the chart and the breakdown
of each

account

as

time

targets recommended,

goes

on.

She liked the separation recommended, the new

and hoped this gets the Council out of the annual cycle of

borrowing from and paying back reserves. She thanked
Commission for taking the further steps that was asked of them.

talking

about

Mayor

Roe

echoed

the thanks,

gratitude

and

appreciation.

the Finance

He stated in terms of

separating of the capital, he believed the City' s Communications, IT, and License
Center

funds

are

still "

a

fund".

He asked whether the Commission

has deter-

mined a way to segregate the Capital from each. Would there be a sub- fund that
will be identified more overtly as part of the process of accounting for this?
Mayor Roe noted that right now, the capital is within the fund and what the Coun-

cil sees is only what is in the fund and what is needed for operating the fund. He
was not sure if anyone has created separate funds for the capital side.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission' s thoughts were not to make this too
cumbersome

for the Finance

Department,

but it

would

be

nice

to have these

in
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their own separate funds so when the Council is looking at the fund number it is
not lumped in all together.

Mayor Roe

thought

that

would

be

appreciated

by

the

Council.

He noted

that

whatever needs to be done to make that work, would be the Council direction.
Mayor Roe stated in regard to the Communications

fund, because that depends on

cable franchise fees and the industry is changing, he appreciated that the Commission actually looked at increasing the target to make sure the Council is aware of
how that is going to look.

He thought that was something everyone will need to

keep in their minds moving forward because not only is there potential that at the
end of the current ten- year franchise the City has with the cable provider in the
community, assuming the cable providers get to the end of that period with every-

thing the same, the City is not sure what is going to happen after that in terms of
industry. He thought the City is already seeing trends where the amount of
revenue the City is getting under the current franchise is going down quarter by

the

quarter based on changes in people' s behavior.
of a trend

until

the

most

recent

year.

That really had not been as much

Mayor Roe noted this was something

to

keep in mind moving forward as well as looking at the need to fund the City' s
communications activities and is the franchise revenue going to do that or are alternative revenue sources, whether levy sources or some sort of utility franchise
fee, something the Commission and Council will have to look at.
Chair Schroeder thought the Finance Commission should review the fund targets
as

part

of

their

ongoing duties.

She did not think this was something that could be

done once and forgotten.

Commissioner

Hodder stated it was helpful to see the expenditure

rates over time.

The Commission was aware that the funds were operating on a yearly basis, so
the Commission did not set the target too low or too high.
Councilmember McGehee stated this year she understood the City is getting very
close

to the 35%

operating threshold and she wondered if that still felt comforta-

ble for the General Fund.

Commissioner Bachhuber stated the Commission felt for the General Fund, that
35%

is okay as a low target but is close to an uncomfortable range if the fund

would fall below that. He understood that relying on the reserve to cover funding
is an issue and the Commission would concur that the City needs to wean themselves from relying on the reserve over time.
Mayor

Roe

confirmed the council' s request that the Finance Commission and

City Staff move forward with this plan and bring it back to the City Council for
finalization.
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City Manager Approval

Government Alliance on Race and Equity Cohort Update

BACKGROUND
The City became part of the 2018 Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE) Cohort in
January 2018. The Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE) is a national network of
governments working to achieve racial equity and advance opportunities for all. The GARE
Leadership team uses curriculum, expertise of practitioners and academia to share a field of practice
to approach complex race issues and help governments take effective action toward racial equity.
The City of Roseville identified 14 employees across all departments and levels to participate in the
yearlong cohort. The Roseville GARE team attended several hours of training and education, learned
how to utilize a ‘Racial Equity Toolkit’ and has piloted the use of that toolkit on a project regarding
snowplowing. In addition, the team developed a Racial Equity Narrative that was presented to the
City Council in May 2018, which outlines how the organization can make a commitment to racial
equity.
The GARE team has also been working to develop a strategic Racial Equity Action Plan that will
build staff capacity, and outline meaningful and measurable results that will move the organization
toward racial equity. The goal of this Racial Equity Action Plan is institutional and structural
change. Staff will review the key components of the Action Plan.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
One of the City’s strategic priorities is Inclusive Community and Governance. As part of this,
leadership wants to give staff the tools, training and understanding of how to review city policies and
procedures to address inequities.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
None.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Informational
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Receive the information and provide feedback on the direction the Racial Equity Action Plan.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Rebecca Olson, Assistant City Manager
A.
Racial Equity Narrative
B.
PowerPoint Presentation
C.
Racial Equity Action Plan
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Attachment A

Roseville’s Racial Equity Narrative
March 2, 2018

The City of Roseville is dedicated to creating an inclusive community where the predictability of
success is not based on race or ethnicity.
The actions of government at the federal, state, and local level have created racial disparities that
continue to harm our community. Rectifying these disparities is critical to the development of a
vibrant community and a high quality of life for all residents.
All City Departments will prioritize racial equity in their planning, delivery, and evaluation of
programs, policies, and services.
The City of Roseville is committed to taking tangible steps to normalize, organize, and
operationalize racial equity principles and tools, with an eye toward impactful and sustainable
outcomes that create a more equitable community.
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GOVERNMENT ALLIANCE ON
RACE AND EQUITY (GARE)
Update

GARE

Attachment B

Cohort Update

ROSEVILLE GARE
•
•
•

14 members
All departments represented
Year – long training cohort

Racial equity is realized
when race can no longer
be used to predict life
outcomes, and outcomes
for all groups are improved.

WHY LEAD WITH RACE
•
•
•

Race is consistently a primary indicator of a person’s success and
wellness in society
Tools can be applied across populations
Government has historically played a role in creating barriers and
inequities

GARE
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Racial Equity Plan

• Normalize
• Organize
• Operationalize

Operationalize

FOUNDATIONS FOR SUSTAINABLE CHANGE

GARE
Racial Equity Plan

WHAT IS A RACIAL EQUITY PLAN
• Is both a process and a product
• Clear vision of racial equity (Racial Equity Narrative)
• Structured to achieve meaningful and measurable results.
• Establishes timelines, accountability and performance
measures
• Equips staff with training, knowledge, & tools to integrate racial
equity into their work and the organization as a whole.
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GARE
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Cohort Update

Racial Equity Narrative
The City of Roseville is dedicated to creating an inclusive community where the predictability of
success is not based on race or ethnicity.
The actions of government at the federal, state, and local level have created racial disparities that
continue to harm our community. Rectifying these disparities is critical to the development of a
vibrant community and a high quality of life for all residents.
All City Departments will prioritize racial equity in their planning, delivery, and evaluation of
programs, policies, and services.
The City of Roseville is committed to taking tangible steps to normalize, organize, and
operationalize racial equity principles and tools, with an eye toward impactful and sustainable
outcomes that create a more equitable community.

GARE
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RESULTS BASED ACCOUNTABILITY

• What you
hope to see
in the
community

Vision/Goal

Data
• Community
Indicators

• What you
aim to
achieve with
an action

Outcomes

Data
• Performance
Measures

Attachment B

Result: community level condition of
health and well-being we intend to
improve.

Outcome: A future state of being
resulting from a change at the
jurisdiction, department, or program
level.

Indicators
are the
means of
measuring
impact in the
community.
Action: things your jurisdiction
will do to achieve an outcome.

Performance:
How much?
How well?
Impact: Anyone better off?

GARE
Racial Equity Action Plan
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GARE
Racial Equity Action Plan
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GARE
Racial Equity Action Plan
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GARE
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Racial Equity Action Plan

ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS
The 5 Why Test
Why
Why

Why
Why
Why

GARE
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Racial Equity Action Plan

GOAL:

All people of Roseville are welcomed, included and respected.

COMMUNITY INDICATORS:
A. Roseville residents state they feel welcome in the community
regardless of background or demographics.
B. Roseville’s workforce reflects the diversity of the community across
the breadth and depth of the organization.
C. Participation in local government, programs, and services reflect the
diversity of the community.
D. Roseville staff, elected and appointed leaders understand and are
committed to achieving racial equity within the organization and
community.

GARE
Racial Equity Action Plan

COMMUNITY INDICATORS:
A. Roseville residents state they feel welcome in the community
regardless of background or demographics.

OUTCOME:
• Develop indicators of feelings of welcomeness, inclusion and respect
• Feelings of welcomeness, inclusion and respect are tracked on an on-going basis

ACTIONS:
•
•
•
•

Engage – Ask POC what it means to feel welcome, included, respected
Develop measures
Develop network in communities of color
Survey

Attachment B

GARE
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Racial Equity Action Plan

COMMUNITY INDICATORS:
B. Roseville’s workforce reflects the diversity of the community across
the breadth and depth of the organization.

OUTCOME:
• Applicant pool and workforce is representative of overall % of POC living in Roseville
• Policy for contractors

ACTIONS:
•
•
•
•

Review job descriptions using racial equity lens
Review advertising, application and interview processes
Training for hiring panel staff on implicit bias
Review contracts, laws, purchasing procedures

GARE
Racial Equity Action Plan

COMMUNITY INDICATORS:
C. Participation in local government, programs, and services reflect the
diversity of the community.

OUTCOME:
• Programs & services meet the needs of ALL community members
• Policies & procedures are racially equitable
• Commissions are reflective of community demographics

ACTIONS:
•
•
•
•
•

Needs assessment of city programs/services using racial equity toolkit
Metrics established and reviewed to track participation by demographics
Review policies/procedures with RE toolkit
Review commissioner interview, application, advertisement process
Barriers to serving on commission identified & removed
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GARE

Attachment B

Racial Equity Action Plan

COMMUNITY INDICATORS:
D. Roseville staff, elected and appointed leaders understand and are
committed to achieving racial equity within the organization and community.

OUTCOME:
• Racial Equity is established as an on-going, sustainable, integrated priority of the city
organization, elected and appointed leaders.

ACTIONS:
•
•
•
•

Racial Equity narrative is communicated to staff and officials
Staff & officials receive effective training on why racial equity is a priority
Adopted budgets include funding to implement racial equity action plan
Organizational structure focused on racial equity is developed.

GARE

Attachment B

Results Based Accountability

WHAT IS NEXT?
• Council feedback – are we on the right path?
• Identify initial actions for 2019-2020
•

Performance measures, accountability, budget
requests

• Develop organizational structure
• Identify partners
•
•

HRIEC & their engagement work
Other community leaders, organizations,
agencies

Attachment B

Questions?

Attachment C

City of Roseville
Strategic Racial Equity Action Plan
Goal All people of Roseville are welcomed, included and respected.
Community Indicator

Outcomes

A. Roseville residents
Outcome: Measurable proxies for feelings of
state they feel welcome welcomeness, inclusion and respect are developed.
in the community
regardless of
background or
demographics.

Actions
1. Find out what it means to a person of color to feel welcome, included and respected
through qualitative means.
2. Develop measureable proxies for feeling welcome, included and respected.

3. Interact with the community in their areas of comfort.

4. Develop a network of contacts in communities of color.

Outcome: Feelings of welcomeness, inclusion and
respect are tracked on an on-going basis.

1. A statistically valid and representative survey is developed and administered on an
on-going basis to track the feelings of welcomeness, inclusion and respect.

2018-19 Racial Equity Plan – Page 1
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City of Roseville
Strategic Racial Equity Action Plan
Goal: All people of Roseville are welcomed, included and respected.
Community Indicator
Outcome
B. Roseville’s workforce
reflects the diversity of
the community across
the breadth and depth
of the organization.

Outcome: Roseville’s applicant pool and workforce is
representative of the overall percentage of people of
color living in Roseville.

Action
1. Job descriptions are reviewed and revised using a racial equity lens.
2. A racial equity toolkit is used to review and revise the advertisement, application and
interview process for job applicants.
3. Training on implicit bias is provided for all those serving on hiring panels.

Outcome: The City establishes a policy to hire
contractors who use a workforce that reflects
Roseville’s racial equity plan.

1. Contracts are reviewed for inclusion of language to address hiring of contractors with a
racially diverse workforce.
2. Purchasing procedures and laws are reviewed.

2018-19 Racial Equity Plan – Page 2
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City of Roseville
Strategic Racial Equity Action Plan
Goal All people of Roseville are welcomed, included and respected.
Community Indicator

Outcomes

C. Participation in local
government, programs,
and services reflect the
diversity of the
community.

Outcome: Programs and services meet the needs of all
community members.

Actions
1. Baseline metrics are established and reviewed in each department on an on-going basis to
track participation by demographics.

2. A needs assessment of city programs and services is completed using a racial equity
lens/toolkit.

Outcome: Policies and procedures are racially
equitable.

1. A racial equity toolkit is used to review policies and procedures.

Outcome: City of Roseville commissions are reflective
of the community demographics.

1. A racial equity toolkit is used to review and revise the advertisement, application and
interview process for commission applicants.

2. Barriers to serving on a commission are identified and removed.

2018-19 Racial Equity Plan – Page 3
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City of Roseville
Strategic Racial Equity Action Plan
Goal All people of Roseville are welcomed, included and respected.
Community Indicator

Outcomes

D. Roseville staff, elected
and appointed leaders
understand and are
committed to
achieving racial equity
within the organization
and community.

Outcome: Racial equity is established as an on-going,
sustainable and integrated priority of the city
organization, elected and appointed leaders.

Actions
1. The city’s Racial Equity narrative is communicated to staff and officials.

2. Staff and officials receive effective training on why racial equity is a priority.

3. Adopted budgets include funding to implement the strategic racial equity plan.
4. An organizational structure focused on racial equity is developed.

2018-19 Racial Equity Plan – Page 4
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City Manager Approval

Discuss 2019-20 Policy Priority Planning Document

BACKGROUND
At the February 25, 2019 meeting, the City Council reviewed the 2017-2018 Policy Priority Planning
(PPP) document and discussed new priorities for 2019 and 2020. Minutes from that meeting are
included as Attachment A. The City Council discussed keeping, removing, and adding certain priorities
and initiatives. As a result of that conversation, the City Manager organized the document to have five
strategic priorities; Economic Development; Inclusive Community and Governance; Capital
Improvements; Housing; and Environmental Sustainability. Under each strategic priority, strategic
initiatives are listed. Some initiatives are new and some have been modified and/or carried over from
2017-18 PPP. The draft 2019-2020 strategic priorities and initiatives are as follows:
Economic Development Strategic Initiatives
• Foster Twin Lakes Redevelopment
• Facilitate City-wide Economic Development
• Implement Rice/Larpenteur Alliance Plan
Inclusive Community and Governance
• Continue Imagine Roseville Efforts and follow through with outcomes
• Adopt Racial Equity Plan
Capital Improvements
• Increase Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety
• Improve Stormwater Facilities
Housing
• Meet housing needs of all (Affordability, Availability, Housing Style/Type, Market Needs)
Environmental Sustainability
• Reduce Carbon Footprint
• Increase Green Step City Step Certification Level
Please note that this document is just a starting point for discussion. What is represented in the draft
2019-20 PPP is based on discussion on February 25. The City Council should have a discussion on
whether everything that is listed on the draft should remain and what other priorities and initiatives
should be listed.

30

Page 1 of 2

32

Attachment B shows the changes made from the 2017-18 PPP to the draft 2019-20 PPP. Attachment C
is a clean version of the draft 2019-20 PPP.

33

POLICY OBJETIVE

31

35

Adopting strategic priorities will provide the City Council and staff direction in providing City services
and programs in a planned and targeted way.

36

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

34

38

There are not any costs for further discussion of the Policy Priority Planning document. As the
priorities are executed, any new costs will need be included in future budgets.

39

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

37

44

Staff recommends that the City Council review the draft 2019-20 PPP with special attention to make
sure the draft captures the priorities and initiatives desired by the City Council. Once there is
agreement on the wording of the strategic priorities and initiatives, the City Manager and Department
Heads will draft the individual strategic initiative worksheets identifying desired outcomes, responsible
staff/commissions, and timelines.

45

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

46

The City Council should review and provide direction about the draft 2019-20 Policy Priority Plan.

40
41
42
43

47

Prepared by:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager (651) 792-7021

Attachments:

A:
B:
C:

City Council Minutes dated February 25, 2019
Draft 2019-20 PPP Strategic Priorities and Initiatives (redlined version)
Draft 2019-20 PPP Strategic Priorities and Initiatives (clean version)
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Groff moved, Etten seconded, adoption of Resolution No. ?? (Attachment D) entitled, “Resolution Approving The Roseville Plaza Minor Plat (PF19-001).”

Council Discussion
Councilmember Groff stated he was familiar with the property, which has been
for sale for some time, and he thought it only made sense to make it more sellable.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Groff, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None
f.

Discuss 2019-2020 City Goals and Priorities
City Manager Trudgeon briefly highlighted this item as detailed in the RCA and
related attachments dated February 25, 2019.
Mayor Roe asked while looking at the existing Priority Plan, are there areas that
perhaps the Council has made significant progress and might consider pulling
those items off the list as a starting point. He thought the last two bulleted items
on the first page, “Ensure Sustainable Capital Improvement Funding,” and “Provide Timely and Transparent Capital Improvement Budget Information” could be
removed.
Councilmember Etten stated he agreed and thought the Council was in a good
spot with those two items. He thought the City was close with the Capital Improvement funding and had made significant changes to the Capital Improvement
Budget information. He felt those are items that the Council had made great progress on.
Councilmember Etten noted under Capital Improvements, he would like to add
“Improve Storm Water Infrastructure and Water Quality throughout the City”. He
thought this was something that has been bedeviling the City and the extremity of
storms has put more strain on certain areas in the City.
The Council was in agreement with this addition.
Councilmember Willmus stated he would be fine with the Mayor’s suggestion of
stepping back from a couple of the items under Capital Improvements. With respect to pedestrian connectivity, another side to that is pedestrian safety. When
the City looks at, for example, incidences along Larpenteur Avenue that occurred
and what can the City do to be more proactive in making and assuring the City
has safe corridors across some of the major routes. He thought that was something that should be added.
The Council was in agreement with this addition.
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Councilmember Groff stated he would like to keep the documents in the packet
even if the items are removed from the priority plan.
Mayor Roe indicated the documents would remain for reference.
Councilmember Groff indicated he would like the Council work on development
to make sure there is housing available in a wide range of price ranges for people
so there is not an imbalance in the City.
Mayor Roe concurred and thought that ought to be a priority in the City. He also
thought this needed to be discussed as a City, more specifically about some types
of policies and actual policies the Council might want to put into place that might
not be in place at this time. He stated the Council might want to consider looking
at the Zoning Code and whether there are things the City needs to do in the Zoning Code that promotes things like the tiny houses or other affordable housing.
He thought there were a number of items in housing and affordability, across the
spectrum and across different types that the Council might want to focus on as a
specific priority.
Councilmember Willmus agreed with Councilmember Groff and Mayor Roe, particularly with regard to style of home. Something he routinely hears is people
looking to move out of their rambler and into one level-living, owner occupied,
but there is not a lot of that in Roseville, particularly in certain price points. He
thought the City had a handful of very high-end one-level townhomes, but the
City was missing something in a bracket that would be affordable for certain senior demographics to be able to move from their existing home.
Councilmember Etten concurred and stated he has been supportive with looking
for ways to support housing for people across the spectrum. He knows there was
discussion around the City’s tools a couple years ago and he would be happy to
look at that again and add additional tools if needed.
Mayor Roe noted the City recognizes what is known as naturally occurring affordable housing in Roseville and he thought focusing on what the City needs to
do to maintain and/or enhance that and certainly not lose it but also to make sure
policies are not being put in place that make it go away because people are incentive to get rid of it.
Councilmember Willmus stated under Economic Development Strategic Initiatives, in regard to Southeast Roseville, it seemed to him that a very significant
component that has been missed to this point is looking at revitalization efforts,
noting there is direct outreach and involvement of property owners along the corridor. He thought the City did a good job in speaking with some of the residential
property owners but not so much with commercial property owners. He knows
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there has been success in reaching tenants, but he thought the City needed to be
better at engaging those commercial property owners to get them involved and
part of the conversations going forward.
Councilmember Etten agreed. He indicated when the Council looks at the Southeast Roseville Revitalization Goals, he thought part of what needs to happen is an
update on what the goals are. He stated one of the big things important to him is
that the City is going to move forward and take action. He would like, as the first
header under that, to work with the Roseville Community, Ramsey County, and
neighboring cities to move forward with the Rice/Larpenteur vision. He noted the
City has taken some action on their own but would like to take additional steps to
make some real progress in that part of the community.
Mayor Roe thought everyone involved wanted to be engaged in that, but he
thought there was some day-to-day management of the implementation. He stated
in terms of the leadership team, there needed to be someone who is always there,
sort of minding the store and keeping things moving forward and engaging those
businesses.
Mr. Trudgeon wondered if the Housing priority should be a sub-topic or a topic
all its own.
The Council thought it should be a topic all its own, so it stands out with a focus
on it.
Mr. Trudgeon suggested, under the Economic Development Strategic Initiatives,
the Rice/Larpenteur Alliance under implementation of Southeast Roseville Revitalization Goals is really talking about participation and working through that.
Councilmember Willmus thought the City needed to extend and get some commercial property owners there as vested partners.
Mr. Trudgeon thought the Rice/Larpenteur Alliance could be its own bullet point
with plans to engage with the property owners there.
Councilmember Etten asked if the Southeast Roseville Working Group is at a
point where it is not functioning the way it was originally designed or does the
Council still want to look for ways to include but would fall under new or adjusted headings around the third bullet point of the GARE process and Equity Programming.
Mayor Roe thought that was a good point. If there has not been much activity,
that might be a sign there is not a need for that.
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Councilmember Etten indicated it would not disappear, but it is not a bullet point
onto itself. He stated he would put it under the third bullet point, “Review and
Consider Inclusive City Policies and Procedures Through Possible Participation in
Government Alliance on Race and Equity Program”.
He noted that category
would need to change because the City has now completed participation in the
GARE process. He stated some of what might be relevant to Southeast Roseville
might be relevant to people all over the City at this point and how the City engages communities of color, people in rental housing, whatever it is.
Mr. Trudgeon stated as he looks at that item, what is missing is engagement. The
Council has seen that as an important priority, but he was not sure it was listed in
the Priority Plan. He also thought the working group had changed over time.
Mayor Roe thought the challenge the City might have is engagement at a point
where it is supposed to be a part of the City’s business everyday or is it something
the Council wants to list as a priority in this plan. This has been a priority for a
fair amount of time.
Councilmember Etten agreed. What he was looking for was the GARE process to
adjust as well as looking for final information coming from their Human Rights
Inclusion and Engagement Commission around processes that are readily available for staff to come in with a process that will work well within the City. He
would look to keep something there along those lines.
Mr. Trudgeon stated the Racial Equity Plan is a result of the GARE. As part of
that, the equity plan is looking at policies and procedures. It is kind of the umbrella for all of these activities as well as making sure people feel welcome. That
is something that moving forward, the Council will become more familiar with
and is a good umbrella for a lot of things the City wants to do that is listed. But
he did not want to lose sight of the things the Council has identified previously as
important. He thought the mention of HRIEC’s work on engagement practices
and policies is an important one and probably should be listed as well.
Mayor Roe thought this item could be reviewed again on March 18th. He stated a
lot of things the Council and staff are going to be discussing this year are public
safety and staffing and resources. He wondered if that was something the Council
wanted to add to this plan as another pillar of priority discussion because of how
much it is going to occupy time and activity. Or, does the Council know it will be
that way so it does not need to be added.
Councilmember Etten thought this was something that the Council knows will be
in front of them and nothing the Council needs to bring up because it will be a
part of the ongoing budgeting process so it did not need to be added.
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Mayor Roe thought this item should be brought back for review as well when
Councilmember Laliberte was at the meeting to review.
Councilmember Groff thought something the City should be looking at as a goal
was reducing the carbon footprint of the City. He was not sure if it would be a
one-year or two-year goal.
Councilmember Etten stated he wrote down as a new item to make progress on
next steps of the Green Steps Program.
8.

Approve Minutes
Comments and corrections to draft minutes had been submitted by the City Council prior
to tonight’s meeting and those revisions were incorporated into the draft presented in the
Council packet.
a.

Approve February 11, 2019 City Council Meeting Minutes
Willmus moved, Groff seconded, approval of the February 11, 2019 City Council
Meeting Minutes as presented.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Groff, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None.

9.

Approve Consent Agenda
At the request of Mayor Roe, City Manager Trudgeon briefly reviewed those items being
considered under the Consent Agenda; and as detailed in specific Requests for Council
Action (RCA) dated February 25, 2019 and related attachments.
a.

Approve Payments
Willmus moved, Etten seconded, approval of the following claims and payments
as presented and detailed.
ACH Payments
92168-92288
TOTAL

657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666

$532.706.53
1,001,463.38
$1,534,169.91

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Groff, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None.
b.

Consideration To Approve Or Deny 4 Temporary On-Sale Liquor Licenses
And 2 Massage Therapy Establishments.
Willmus moved, Etten seconded, approving the Temporary On-Sale Liquor Licenses and Massage Therapy Establishment License.
Roll Call
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City Policy Priority Plan
2019-20202017-2018
Approved July 10, 2017___________

Strategic Priorities – The City Council has determined that there will be five three strategic priorities that the City will focus on in
2019 and 20202017 and 2018:
Economic Development

Inclusive Community and Governance
Housing

Capital Improvements

Environmental Sustainability

In order to implement these priorities, the City Council has identified strategic initiatives under each Strategic Priority.
Economic Development Strategic Initiatives




Foster Twin Lakes Redevelopment
Facilitate City-wide Economic Development
Implement Rice/Larpenteur Alliance Plan Southeast Roseville Revitalization Goals

Inclusive Community and Governance




Continue Southeast Roseville Working Group Activities with Stakeholders
Continue Imagine Roseville Efforts and follow through with outcomes
Adopt Racial Equity Plan Review and Consider Inclusive City Policies and Procedures Through Possible Participation in
Government Alliance on Race and Equity Program

Capital Improvements



Increase Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety
Improve Stormwater Facilities
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Ensure Sustainable Capital Improvement Funding
Provide Timely and Transparent Capital Improvement Budget Information

Housing


Meet housing needs of all (Affordability, Avaialabiilty, Housing Style/Type, Market Needs)

Environmental Sustainability



Reduce Carbon Footprint
Raise Green Step City Step Certification

Approved July 10, 2017
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City Policy Priority Plan
2019-2020
Approved ___________
Strategic Priorities – The City Council has determined that there will be five strategic priorities that the City will focus on in 2019 and
2020:
Economic Development

Inclusive Community and Governance

Housing

Capital Improvements

Environmental Sustainability

In order to implement these priorities, the City Council has identified strategic initiatives under each Strategic Priority.
Economic Development Strategic Initiatives
 Foster Twin Lakes Redevelopment
 Facilitate City-wide Economic Development
 Implement Rice/Larpenteur Alliance Plan
Inclusive Community and Governance
 Continue Imagine Roseville Efforts and follow through with outcomes
 Adopt Racial Equity Plan
Capital Improvements
 Increase Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety
 Improve Stormwater Facilities
Housing
 Meet housing needs of all (Affordability, Availability, Housing Style/Type, Market Needs)
Environmental Sustainability



Reduce Carbon Footprint
Increase Green Step City Step Certification Level

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 03/18/2019
Item No.: 9a.
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3

City Manager Approval

Approve Payments

BACKGROUND
State Statute requires the City Council to approve all payment of claims. The following summary of claims
has been submitted to the City for payment.

4

Check Series #
ACH Payments
92404-91473

$899,032.15
Total

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Amount
$785,316.23
$1,684,348.38

A detailed report of the claims is attached. City Staff has reviewed the claims and considers them to be
appropriate for the goods and services received.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Under Mn State Statute, all claims are required to be paid within 35 days of receipt.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
All expenditures listed above have been funded by the current budget, from donated monies, or from cash
reserves.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of all payment of claims.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the payment of claims as submitted
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A:
Checks for Approval
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ATTACHMENT A

Accounts Payable
Checks for Approval
User:
Printed:

Mary.Jenson
3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0
0
92465
92465

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Boulevard Landscaping
Boulevard Landscaping
Boulevard Landscaping
Boulevard Landscaping
Boulevard Landscaping

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

North Hgts Hardware Hank-CC
Parking Ramp-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Twin Cities Fountain Services, LLC
Twin Cities Fountain Services, LLC

Graffiti Remover, Armor All
Conference Parking
Coupler, Ground Connector
Monthly Service
Monthly Service

92440

0

03/07/2019

03/12/2019

Building Improvements

Charitable Gambling

Operating Supplies

Federal Income Tax

549.91

Fund Total:

549.91
Cables

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling
Charitable Gambling

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

421.89

Fund Total:

421.89
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling
Charitable Gambling

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

6.72
6.72

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion 7.42
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
1.73
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

421.89

Operating Supplies Total:

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

24.94
24.00
20.97
240.00
240.00

Operating Supplies Total:

Master Technology Group

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

Amount

9.15

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion 7.42
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
1.73
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

FICA Employers Share Total:
0

03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling

MN State Retirement

03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling
Charitable Gambling

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Charitable Gambling

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:

Fund Total:
92443

03/07/2019

Community Development

Building Surcharge

Mn Dept of Labor & Industry

03/07/2019

Community Development

Conferences

Thomas Paschke

Building Permit Surcharges

Conference Expenses Reimbursement
Conferences Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Community Development
Community Development

Credit Card Fees
Credit Card Fees

US Bank-Non Bank
US Bank-Non Bank

January 2019 Terminal Charges
January 2019 Terminal Charges
Credit Card Fees Total:

0

03/07/2019

Community Development

Electrical Inspections

Tokle Inspections, Inc.

Electrical Inspections-February
Electrical Inspections Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

8.26
4.16
4.16

45.70

Building Surcharge Total:
0

7.16

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer match
1.10
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
7.16
PERA Employer Share Total:

0

1.10

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
7.16
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

9.15

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health Plan
1.10

MSRS-Non Bank

MN State Retirement Total:
0

Amount

2,571.13
2,571.13
481.60
481.60
811.11
2,321.46
3,132.57
6,902.32
6,902.32
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/12/2019

Community Development

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 3,855.43
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Community Development
Community Development

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Community Development
Community Development

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Community Development

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Community Development

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Community Development

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Community Development
Community Development

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Community Development
Community Development

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

92443

03/07/2019

Community Development

Miscellaneous Revenue

Mn Dept of Labor & Industry

Building Permit Surcharges-Retention

Miscellaneous Revenue Total:
0

03/12/2019

Community Development

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

2,793.13

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
529.41
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
2,263.72
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

3,855.43

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
529.41
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
2,263.72

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

FICA Employee Ded. Total:
0
0

Amount

2,793.13
187.63
187.63
52.25
52.25
176.11
176.11
657.86
653.93
1,311.79
4,935.11
4,878.61
9,813.72
-51.30
-51.30

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
370.47
Plan
Page 3
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Check Number

0

Check Date

03/12/2019

Fund Name

Community Development

Account Name

MNDCP Def Comp

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

MN State Retirement Total:

370.47

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
775.00

Great West- Non Bank

MNDCP Def Comp Total:
0

03/07/2019

Community Development

Office Supplies

Greenhaven Printing

Business Cards
Office Supplies Total:

0

03/12/2019

Community Development

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Community Development
Community Development

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Community Development

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
92466

03/07/2019

Community Development

Telephone

Verizon Wireless

Cell Phones
Telephone Total:

0

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Cherrywood Encroachment Escrow

03/06/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Credit Card Fees

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Encroachment Escrow

2,778.46
1,817.29
1,817.29
67.70
67.70

42,275.42

Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A.
Cherrywood Pointe PIC

1,534.50

US Bank-Non Bank

January 2019 Terminal Charges
Credit Card Fees Total:

0

2,407.99

Fund Total:

Cherrywood Encroachment Escrow Total:
0

39.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
370.47
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
2,407.99
PERA Employer Share Total:

0

39.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
2,407.99
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

775.00

Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A.
Edison Development

1,534.50
11.25
11.25
74.00
Page 4
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Encroachment Escrow Total:
0

03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs
Contracted Engineering Svcs

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs
Contracted Engineering Svcs

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs
Contracted Engineering Svcs

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

786.18

506.29

506.29
17.05
17.05
9.47
9.47
35.77
35.77
1,251.56
1,239.10
2,490.66

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health66.90
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

786.18

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion410.33
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
95.96
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

74.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion410.33
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
95.96
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

Amount

66.90

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
125.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

MNDCP Def Comp Total:
0

03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

PERA Employee Ded

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs
Contracted Engineering Svcs

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Right of Way Permits

Comcast

Canceled Permit: ROW18-134 Refund
Right of Way Permits Total:

0

0

03/07/2019

03/12/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Roseville Center Strip Mall

State Income Tax

03/07/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Training

EDA Operating Fund

Memberships & Subscriptions

721.50

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

Luke Sandstrom

Mileage Reimbursement

03/07/2019

EDA Operating Fund

Professional Services

Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
Services

Golden Shovel Agency

Economic Gateway & Gatekeeper Service
Professional Services Total:

0

03/05/2019

EDA Operating Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Training

Real Estate Summits-CC

341.86
341.86
67.28
67.28

8,305.02

Memberships & Subscriptions Total:
92431

74.36

Roseville Center Strip Mall Total:

Fund Total:
03/07/2019

74.36

721.50

Training Total:

92456

501.78

Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A.
Roseville Center 2nd

State Income Tax Total:
0

434.88

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer66.90
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
434.88
PERA Employer Share Total:

92418

125.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
434.88

PERA-Non Bank

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

Amount

450.00
450.00
1,000.00
1,000.00

Redevelopment & Property Repositioning Summit
178.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Training Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/05/2019

Fire Vehicles Revolving

Fire Department Vehicles

Heater Craft-CC

0
0

03/05/2019

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Fire Vehicles Revolving

Fire Vehicles Revolving
Fire Vehicles Revolving

Minor Equipment

CIP-New Medic

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

Summit Racing-CC

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing
Clothing

03/05/2019

General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Conferences

794.99
849.90

Minor Equipment Total:

849.90

Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc

Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies

134.56
435.00
569.56

Fund Total:

2,214.45

Amazon.com- CC
Office Supplies
Aspen Mills Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Aspen Mills Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Aspen Mills Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Cintas Corporation
Uniform Supplies
Cintas Corporation
Uniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies-Credit
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Keeprs Inc
Uniform Supplies
Streicher's
Uniform Supplies

199.99
105.90
282.75
74.50
29.80
29.80
16.00
21.99
149.98
54.99
-49.99
221.65
5.99
1,059.11
25.00

Clothing Total:
0

794.99

Light Strips

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance Total:

0
92408
92408
92408
92416
92416
92429
92429
92429
92429
92429
92429
92429
92436
0

178.00

1,628.00

Fire Department Vehicles Total:
0

Amount

Delta Air-CC

2,227.46

GFOA Conference Transportation-Schirmacher 467.60
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0
0
0

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Conferences
Conferences
Conferences
Conferences

GFOA- CC
GTS Educational-CC
IACP- CC
NPERLA-CC

National Conference Registration-Schirmacher 420.00
Conference Registration-Brosnahan
350.00
Intl. Association of Chiefs of Police Conference Registration
900.00
Conference Grievence Arbitration
405.00
Conferences Total:

0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Contract Maint - Vehicles
Contract Maint - Vehicles

Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Mister Car Wash

Vehicle Repair
Vehicle Washes

Contract Maint - Vehicles Total:
0
92409
0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance

Adam's Pest Control Inc
AT&T Mobility
City of St. Paul
Yale Mechanical, LLC

Quarterly Service
Wireless
Radio Maintenance-Dec. 2018
VAV14 Service
Contract Maintenance Total:

92452

03/07/2019

General Fund

Contract Maintenence

Ramsey County

Emergency System
Contract Maintenence Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Credit Card Fees
Credit Card Fees

US Bank-Non Bank
US Bank-Non Bank

January 2019 Terminal Charges
January 2019 Terminal Charges
Credit Card Fees Total:

0
92429
92429

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Employee Recognition
Employee Recognition
Employee Recognition

Byerly's- CC
Employee Awards Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies
Employee Recognition Total:

0
0
0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019
03/06/2019
03/06/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Employer Insurance Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Amount

2,542.60
1,570.00
170.10
1,740.10
106.00
482.47
579.00
256.45
1,423.92
627.27
627.27
63.96
16.30
80.26
155.37
45.80
570.90
772.07
798.00
798.00
798.00
798.00
3,192.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/12/2019

General Fund

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 35,328.58
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

General Fund
General Fund

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

General Fund
General Fund

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019

General Fund

Fire Miscellaneous Revenue

Ramsey County Fire Chiefs Assoc.

Bush Foundation Pass Throught Grant

Fire Miscellaneous Revenue Total:
0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Flex Spending Day Care
Flex Spending Day Care

Dependent Care Reimbursement
Dependent Care Reimbursement
Flex Spending Day Care Total:

0
0
0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Flex Spending Health
Flex Spending Health
Flex Spending Health
Flex Spending Health

Flexible Benefit Reimbursement
Flexible Benefit Reimbursement
Flexible Benefit Reimbursement
Flexible Benefit Reimbursement
Flex Spending Health Total:

92438
92438

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Life Ins. Employee
Life Ins. Employee

LINA
LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

General Fund

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Long Term Disability

LINA

12,602.03

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
5,107.38
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
7,494.65
FICA Employers Share Total:

92473

35,328.58

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
5,107.38
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
7,494.65

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

FICA Employee Ded. Total:
0
0

Amount

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

12,602.03
5,000.00
5,000.00
833.32
416.66
1,249.98
300.00
2,500.00
969.88
175.00
3,944.88
2,189.17
210.31
2,399.48
488.32
488.32
1,714.69
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

0
0
0
0

Check Date

03/06/2019
03/06/2019
03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Fund Name

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Account Name

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

Long Term Disability Total:

1,714.69

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Medical Ins Employee Total:
0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0
92442
92460

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions

FBI National Academy-CC
MN Crime Prevention Association
Suburban Rate Authority

National, Northwest Chapter Annual Dues
Annual Membership Dues-Yunke
Membership Assessment Balance

Memberships & Subscriptions Total:
92417
0
0
92440
0
0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous

Cobra Construction, Inc.
Jimmy John's- CC
Lexington Floral- CC
Master Technology Group
Natl Student Clearinghouse-CC
Revolution Hall-CC

Conference Room Renovations
Lunch for CD Director Interviewers
Sympathy Vase
Cables
Degree Verification
Lunch Meeting w/Mayor Roe-Trudgeon

Miscellaneous Total:
0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

General Fund
General Fund

MN State Retirement
MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank
MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

General Fund

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/07/2019
03/06/2019

General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Motor Fuel
Motor Fuel

53,919.02
52,232.63
106,151.65
105.00
50.00
36.00
191.00
14,901.30
124.62
64.32
949.28
22.95
13.37
16,075.84

10,679.07

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
9,960.64
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
0

19,334.69

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Emp Hlth Pl Tax-Severance
5,836.33
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
4,842.74
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

3,668.02
5,956.48
3,753.71
5,956.48

9,960.64

Mansfield Oil Company of Gainsville,2019
Inc. Blanket PO for Fuel State Bid Fuel Contract
9,197.96
Release #F-529(
MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank
January Fuel Tax
386.46
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Motor Fuel Total:
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Amazon.com- CC
Dollar Tree-CC
Fed Ex Kinko's-CC
Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
Home Depot- CC
Uline-CC
Walmart-CC

Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Crime Victim Cards
Spanish Crime Victim Cards
Trash Can
Trash Can
Office Supplies
Office Supplies Total:

0
0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Op Supplies - City Hall
Op Supplies - City Hall

Fikes, Inc.
Menards-CC

Restroom Supplies
Steel Shelf
Op Supplies - City Hall Total:

0
0
0
0
0
92415
92415
0
92419
92419
92419
0
0
0
0
0
92435
92447
92447
0
92450
92452
0
92459

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Amount

9,584.42
305.76
4.30
40.00
264.00
124.00
19.41
170.10
23.50
951.07
379.56
85.89
465.45

Amazon.com- CC
Station Supplies
265.44
Amazon.com- CC
Property Room Supplies
32.98
Amazon.com- CC
Station Supplies
185.82
Amazon.com- CC
Station Supplies
29.35
CCP Industries Inc
Gloves
163.53
Paper & Toner, Supplies & Service Plan
CES Imaging
192.75
CES Imaging
SSP Minimum
80.00
Chipotle- CC
CSO Interview Supplies
35.43
Road Salt per MN State Bid Contract S-803(5) 2018-2019
Compass Minerals
1,544.36 Season
Compass Minerals
Road Salt per MN State Bid Contract S-803(5) 2018-2019
6,438.17 Season
Compass Minerals
Road Salt per MN State Bid Contract S-803(5) 2018-2019
3,141.93 Season
Costco-CC
Station Supplies
147.18
Cub Foods- CC
Station Supplies
32.97
Soil Coupler
62.31
Eberl Iron Works-CC
Home Depot- CC
Piston Backpack
74.97
Home Depot- CC
Lube
8.19
K-Tech Specialty Coating, Inc.
Road Supplies-Beet Heet Concentrate
1,636.35
Northwest Lasers and Instruments, Inc.
Optical Labor
210.00
Northwest Lasers and Instruments, Inc.
Optical Labor
105.00
Papa John's-CC
Vehicle Processing w/BCA Training Lunch
77.31
Precise MRM, LLC
Pooled Data
580.13
Ramsey County
Fleet Support Fee
71.76
Royal Canin-CC
K9 Supplies
163.87
Staples Advantage, Inc.
Toner
73.68
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92459
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Staples Advantage, Inc.
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Tavern Grill-CC
Tri Tech National Law-CC
Uline-CC
Uline-CC
Weather Your Way-CC

Toner
Labor
Chainsaw Supplies
Drill Bit
CSO Interview Supplies
Property Room Supplies
Safety Glasses
Property Room Supplies
Patrol Supplies

Operating Supplies Total:
92421
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

03/12/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

General Fund

Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage

PERA Employee Ded

Davis Lock & Safe Inc
Fastenal-CC
Fikes, Inc.
Menards-CC
Menards-CC
Mills Fleet Farm-CC
Northern Tool & Equip- CC

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

General Fund
General Fund

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

0

03/07/2019

03/06/2019

General Fund

General Fund

Police Reserve Program

Postage

Operating Supplies City Garage Total:

1,194.03

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
33,788.24

PERA-Non Bank

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

33,788.24

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
46,848.24
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
1,179.77
match
48,028.01

Galls, LLC-DBA Uniforms UnlimitedUniform Supplies

77.95

Police Reserve Program Total:

77.95

Pitney Bowes - Non Bank

Postage-January

Postage Total:
0
92437
92453

16,280.41
58.97
91.26
54.88
273.53
454.09
11.77
249.53

PERA Employer Share Total:
92429

60.11
46.00
74.82
7.98
56.37
202.00
40.78
380.12
58.75

Keys
Bit
Restroom Supplies
Couplers, Tubing, Valves
Tubing, Couplings, Valves
Wedge Anchor
Couplers, Air Hoses

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

Amount

3,000.00
3,000.00

GFOA- CC
CAFR Review Refund
-70.00
Kodet Architectural Group Ltd.
Architectural Services
937.50
Ramsey County Environmental HealthHazardous
Division Waste Generator License Renewal Fee333.70
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

92463
92464

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Professional Services
Professional Services

Time Saver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. Finance Commission Meeting Minutes
TransUnion Risk and Alternative
Person Searches-Acct: 212095
Professional Services Total:

0

03/06/2019

General Fund

Sales Tax Payable

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

1,662.40

Sales/Use Tax

7.63

Sales Tax Payable Total:
0

03/12/2019

General Fund

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

7.63

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
92466
92466
92466
92466
92466

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone

Verizon Wireless
Verizon Wireless
Verizon Wireless
Verizon Wireless
Verizon Wireless

03/05/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Training
Training

Cell Phones
Cell Phones
Cell Phones
Cell Phones
Cell Phones

BCA-CC
Century College

1,819.70
577.57
143.33
29.06
175.05
2,744.71

Patrol Training
Firefighter Training

995.00
495.00

Training Total:
92412
0
92423
92423
92423
92423
0
0
92424
0
0
0
0
92428
0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

Boyer Trucks
CCP Industries Inc
DVS Renewal
DVS Renewal
DVS Renewal
DVS Renewal
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Emergency Medical Products, Inc.
Factory Motor Parts, Co.
FleetPride Truck & Trailer Parts
FleetPride Truck & Trailer Parts
FleetPride Truck & Trailer Parts
Frontier Ag & Turf
H & L Mesabi
Kath Fuel Oil Service, Inc.

Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Registratioin Renewal Plate:
Registratioin Renewal Plate:
Registratioin Renewal Plate:
Registratioin Renewal Plate:
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Repair
Fuel

16,313.99
16,313.99

Telephone Total:
0
0

180.00
281.20

1,490.00

601WPB
103LGH
952WPB
947WPB

104.17
251.40
11.00
11.00
11.00
11.00
178.50
38.28
529.78
44.50
96.94
126.91
67.79
509.37
2,600.00
2,383.89
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0
0
92461

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

McMaster-Carr Supply Co
Snap On-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Tire Wholesale, Inc.

Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies

Amount
338.77
399.25
16.99
593.28

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance Total:

Fund Total:
0

0

03/05/2019

03/06/2019

General Fund Donations

Golf Course

K-9 - Supplies

Credit Card Fees

Whistle-CC

US Bank-Non Bank

8,323.82

394,240.69
Monthly Fee

K-9 - Supplies Total:

9.95

Fund Total:

9.95
January 2019 Terminal Charges

Credit Card Fees Total:
0

03/12/2019

Golf Course

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Golf Course

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Golf Course

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

56.53
701.07
701.07

507.16

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
96.13
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion411.03
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

56.53

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion411.03
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
96.13
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

9.95

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

507.16
139.48
139.48
9.52
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Life Ins. Employer Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Golf Course

Long Term Disability

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

LINA

Long Term Disability Total:
0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0
0

03/05/2019
03/05/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions

MN Dept of Agriculture-CC
MN DNR-CC

License Renewal
Water Usage Permit License Renewal

Memberships & Subscriptions Total:
0
0

03/05/2019
03/05/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

Merchandise For Sale
Merchandise For Sale

Cub Foods- CC
Sams Club-CC

Concession Supplies
Concession Supplies
Merchandise For Sale Total:

0

03/12/2019

Golf Course

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Golf Course

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/12/2019

Golf Course

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

35.12
305.08
304.78
609.86
1,259.00
1,251.45
2,510.45
10.22
140.00
150.22
56.71
42.78
99.49

65.31

50.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
424.53
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

35.12

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
50.00
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0

9.52

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health65.31
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

424.53

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer65.31
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
424.53
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

PERA Employer Share Total:
0

03/12/2019

Golf Course

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
0

03/06/2019

Golf Course

State Sales Tax Payable

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

Sales/Use Tax

State Sales Tax Payable Total:
0

03/06/2019

Golf Course

Use Tax Payable

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

Sales/Use Tax

Use Tax Payable Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/12/2019

Information Technology

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Internet
Internet

Cologix, Inc
Hurricane Electric

03/07/2019

Information Technology

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

35.99
35.99
142.77
142.77

5,484.16

4,301.47

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
815.32
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
3,486.15

Fiber Cross Connect
Transit Service Monthly Fee
Internet Total:

92438

351.86

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
815.32
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
3,486.15

FICA Employers Share Total:
0
92432

351.86

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 5,484.16

FICA Employee Ded. Total:
0
0

489.84

6,886.36

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

Amount

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

4,301.47
41.94
40.70
82.64
205.04
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Life Ins. Employee Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Information Technology

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Information Technology

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Information Technology

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

0

03/12/2019

03/05/2019

Information Technology

Information Technology

MNDCP Def Comp

Operating Supplies

Great West- Non Bank

Amazon.com- CC

03/12/2019

Information Technology

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

90.17
305.50
305.50
438.98
437.46
876.44
13,278.55
13,142.40
26,420.95

575.06

MNDCP Def Comp Total:

130.00

Memory Card

7.99
7.99

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
3,737.94
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

90.17

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
130.00

Operating Supplies Total:
0

205.04

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
575.06
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

3,737.94

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
3,737.94
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
575.06
match
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

PERA Employer Share Total:
0

03/12/2019

Information Technology

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
92407
92466

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Telephone
Telephone

Allstream
Verizon Wireless

Telephone
Cell Phones
Telephone Total:

Fund Total:
0

0

03/07/2019

03/07/2019

IT: Inventory - ALL

IT: Other Agency Capital

Inventory - ALL

Computer Equipment

Aercor Wireless, Inc

0

0

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

03/05/2019

03/07/2019

IT: Other Agency Capital
IT: Other Agency Capital
IT: Other Agency Capital

IT: Other Agency Operational

IT: Other Agency Operational

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment

Contract Maintenance

NetMotion Mobility

Internet Charges

2,516.84
677.47
375.44
1,052.91

2,262.78
2,262.78

Fund Total:

2,262.78
Computer Supplies

Amazon.com- CC
SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp

Cologix, Inc

2,516.84

Inventory - ALL Total:

Davenport Group, Inc.

Microsoft-CC

4,313.00

54,401.58

Computer Equipment Total:
0
0
0

Amount

Media Player
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies

39,748.00
39,748.00
98.97
5,433.96
4,549.44

Minor Equipment Total:

10,082.37

Fund Total:

49,830.37
Online Services

423.40

Contract Maintenance Total:

423.40

Fiber Cross Connect

473.29
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92432
0
0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

IT: Other Agency Operational
IT: Other Agency Operational
IT: Other Agency Operational

Internet Charges
Internet Charges
Internet Charges

Hurricane Electric
Network Solutions- CC
Network Solutions- CC

Transit Service Monthly Fee
Domain Renewal
Domain Renewal

92407

0

03/07/2019

03/07/2019

IT: Other Agency Operational

IT: Roseville Capital

PSTN-PRI Access/DID Allocation

Computer/Network Equipment

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital

Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment

1,342.47

Telephone

2,709.88

Allstream

PSTN-PRI Access/DID Allocation Total:

2,709.88

Fund Total:

4,475.75

Davenport Group, Inc.

Computer Supplies

CDW Government, Inc.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp

Power Supply
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Camera-Autumn Grove Park
Docking Station
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Minor Equipment Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/12/2019

License Center

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

License Center
License Center

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

7,572.00
172.74
573.00
573.00
573.00
1,173.14
773.00
210.00
1,035.04
866.56
5,949.48

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 2,889.89
2,889.89

576.52
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
2,465.18
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

7,572.00

13,521.48

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

459.30
399.88
10.00

Internet Charges Total:

Computer/Network Equipment Total:
92413
92422
92422
92422
92422
0
0
0
0

Amount

3,041.70

Page 19

ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

License Center
License Center

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
2,465.18
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
576.52
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

03/07/2019

License Center

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

License Center

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

License Center

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

License Center
License Center

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

License Center
License Center

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

92439

03/07/2019

License Center

Minor Equipment

Marco Technologies, LLC

License Center Cameras

Minor Equipment Total:
0

03/12/2019

License Center

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

License Center

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/05/2019

License Center
License Center

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Office Supplies
Office Supplies

129.62
129.62
42.79
42.79
121.48
121.48
1,235.60
1,224.51
2,460.11
8,444.56
8,315.95
16,760.51
2,089.83
2,089.83

398.60

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
1,330.00
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
0

3,041.70

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
398.60
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

Costco-CC
L&B Minnesota Grill-CC

Office Supplies
Review Lunch

1,330.00
66.08
26.48
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Office Supplies Total:
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Fikes, Inc.
Frattallones-CC
Olive Garden-CC
Pakor-CC
Sign A Rama-CC
Uline
Uline

Restroom Supplies
Keys
Lunch Supplies
Passport Supplies
Window Graphics
Take-A-Number Display
Wireless Take-A-Number System
Operating Supplies Total:

0

03/12/2019

License Center

PERA Employee Ded

0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

03/05/2019

License Center
License Center

License Center

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

Postage

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

0

03/07/2019

03/06/2019

License Center

License Center

Professional Services

Sales Tax Payable

03/12/2019

License Center

State Income Tax

03/07/2019

License Center

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Transportation

2,590.90

2,989.50

Passport Postage

703.50

USPS-CC

Quicksilver Express Courier

703.50

Courier Service

215.41

Professional Services Total:

215.41

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

Sales/Use Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
0

3,620.28

PERA Employer Share Total:

Sales Tax Payable Total:
0

22.86
17.16
71.72
2,611.75
122.21
311.97
462.61

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
398.60
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
2,590.90

Postage Total:
0

92.56

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
2,590.90

PERA-Non Bank

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

Amount

Quicksilver Express Courier

Courier Service

1,206.10
1,206.10
1,513.91
1,513.91
1,166.61
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Transportation Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 2,732.27

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

2,006.66

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
1,626.32
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
380.34
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

2,732.27

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
380.34
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
1,626.32
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

1,166.61

46,405.00

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

Amount

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019

2,006.66
42.00
42.00
38.95
38.95
112.72
112.72
614.76
613.84
1,228.60
5,687.43
5,575.36
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Medical Ins Employer Total:
0

03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

MN State Retirement

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

MNDCP Def Comp
MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank
Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Fastenal-CC
Home Depot- CC
Menards-CC
Menards-CC
North Hgts Hardware Hank-CC
North Hgts Hardware Hank-CC
Rink Systems Inc
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC

Shop Supplies
Shop Tools, Paint
Paint
Furnace Filters, Barricade Repair Supplies
Drain Opener, Deck Screws
Electrical Supplies
Oval Supplies
Chain Saw Supplies
Paint Supplies
Door Threshold

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/07/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Rental

On Site Companie-OSSTC

Restroom Rental

Rental Total:
0

03/12/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

State Income Tax

112.59
65.71
23.25
84.67
60.97
53.85
448.00
64.00
9.98
44.42
967.44

1,750.84

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
1,750.84
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
269.37
match
PERA Employer Share Total:

92448

804.58

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
1,750.84
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

269.37

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
620.00
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deffered Compensation
184.58 %
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

11,262.79

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
Plan
269.37

MSRS-Non Bank

MN State Retirement Total:
0
0

Amount

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

2,020.21
397.00
397.00
1,264.91
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

State Income Tax Total:
92466

03/07/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Telephone

Verizon Wireless

Cell Phones
Telephone Total:

0

03/05/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Training

Horizon Pools-CC

Certified Pool Operator Training
Training Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/06/2019

Police Grants

Medical Ins Employee

Medical Ins Employee Total:
0

0
92466

0

03/06/2019

03/05/2019
03/07/2019

03/07/2019

Police Grants

Police Forfeiture Fund
Police Forfeiture Fund

Police Vehicle Revolving

Medical Ins Employer

Professional Services
Professional Services

Minor Equipment

Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019

03/05/2019

Police Vehicle Revolving

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Operating Supplies

Peavey Corporation-CC

68.63
295.00
295.00

34.58
34.58
636.36
636.36

Fund Total:

670.94
Cell Phones
Cell Phones

80.36
50.01

Professional Services Total:

130.37

Fund Total:

130.37
Motorola, Boom mic

Minor Equipment Total:
0

68.63

Medical Ins Employer Total:

AT&T-CC
Verizon Wireless

Streicher's

1,264.91

27,268.63
Health Insurance Premium-January 2019

Sourcewell-Non Bank

Amount

Crime Scene Supplies

3,826.99
3,826.99
222.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/07/2019

Police Vehicle Revolving

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

Emergency Automotive Tech Inc

Vehicle Supplies

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance Total:
92405

03/06/2019

Police Vehicle Revolving

Vehicles & Equipment

Driver & Vehicle Services

Unmarked Vehicle Registration

Vehicles & Equipment Total:

Fund Total:
0
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Clothing
Clothing

Avenue Shirt Works
Avenue Shirt Works

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Contract Maintenence
Contract Maintenence

Kone Inc
Prowire, Inc.

Uniform Supplies
Uniform Supplies

Elevator Repair
Annual Security Monitoring
Contract Maintenence Total:

0

03/12/2019

Recreation Fund

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Recreation Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

1,985.25
1,985.25

166.64
48.00
214.64
266.42
240.00
506.42

6,176.69

5,520.86

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
1,059.99
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
4,460.87
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

11,263.83

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
1,059.99
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
4,460.87
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

11,263.83

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 6,176.69
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

222.00

17,298.07

Clothing Total:
0
0

Amount

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

5,520.86
132.45
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Life Ins. Employee Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Recreation Fund

Life Ins. Employer

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

LINA

Life Ins. Employer Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Recreation Fund

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

92410
92444
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions

BMI, Inc.
MN Dept of Public Safety
When I Work-CC

03/12/2019

Recreation Fund

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Recreation Fund

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/05/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Amazon.com- CC
Office Depot- CC

Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies Total:

0

03/05/2019

Recreation Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Operating Supplies

Amazon.com- CC

57.48
195.42
195.42
1,038.36
1,015.17
2,053.53
9,258.43
9,119.74
18,378.17

514.70

507.64

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
1,464.39
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
0

57.48

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
507.64
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

132.45

Membership Dues
322.20
Hazardous Materials Incident Response Act Fee 100.00
Membership Dues
92.50

Memberships & Subscriptions Total:
0

Amount

Supplies

1,464.39
54.17
174.80
228.97
20.29
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Costume Gallery-CC
Cub Foods- CC
Ebay Inc-CC
Fikes, Inc.
Grainger Inc
Ice Skating Institute-CC
Mills Fleet Farm-CC
New England Sports-CC
Office Depot- CC
PetSmart-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Walmart-CC
Weissman's Design-CC

Ice Show Costumes
Sprouts Supplies
Ball Bearings
Restroom Supplies
Grease
ISI Sanction for Ice Show
Grease Gun
Grinding Wheel
Office Supplies
Animal Supplies
No Receipt-Waters
Sweetheart Dance Supplies
Ice Show Costumes

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/12/2019

Recreation Fund

PERA Employee Ded

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

Fairview Community Center
Katherine Jacobson
Brian Johnson
Willie McCray
Metro Volleyball Officials
Metro Volleyball Officials
MR Cutting Edge
Bill Pringle
Joel Rodich
George Sigstad

Adult Basketball League
Community Band Librarian
Basketball Scorekeeping
Scorekeeping, Referee Service
Volleyball Officiating
Volleyball Officiating
Ice Scraper Blades
Broomball Officiating
Basketball Scorekeeping
Broomball Officiating

Professional Services Total:
0

03/06/2019

Recreation Fund

Sales Tax Payable

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

Sales/Use Tax

Sales Tax Payable Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

1,189.60

4,177.33

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
622.32
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
4,243.44
PERA Employer Share Total:

92427
92433
92434
0
0
0
92446
92451
92455
92457

84.00
22.85
26.83
324.80
19.98
25.00
211.95
164.74
35.67
13.51
17.96
44.72
177.30

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
4,177.33

PERA-Non Bank

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

Amount

4,865.76
45.00
175.00
60.00
1,300.00
1,334.00
754.00
376.60
96.00
96.00
224.00
4,460.60
4,240.26
4,240.26
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92430
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Services
Services

Gleason Printing
Roseville Area Schools

Coroplast Signs
Printing Service
Services Total:

92454

03/07/2019

Recreation Fund

Spectator Admissions

Region 5AA

Hockey Ticket Revenue Share
Spectator Admissions Total:

0

03/12/2019

Recreation Fund

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
92466

03/07/2019

Recreation Fund

Telephone

Verizon Wireless

Cell Phones
Telephone Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/07/2019

Risk Management

Employer Insurance

Delta Dental Plan of Minnesota

03/05/2019

Risk Management

Training

Brueggers Bagels- CC

Dental Insurance Premium-Feb 2019

Safety Risk Management Supplies
Training Total:

Fund Total:
92468

92406

03/07/2019

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer

2019 Sanitary Sewer Lining

Building & Structures

Visu-Sewer, Inc.

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Clothing

5,125.00
5,125.00
2,911.27
2,911.27
100.57
100.57

7,719.44
7,719.44
156.46
156.46

Sanitary Sewer Lining

208,256.06

2019 Sanitary Sewer Lining Total:

208,256.06

Advanced Engineering & Environmental
2019Services,
SCADAInc
Services

Avenue Shirt Works

421.60

7,875.90

Building & Structures Total:
0

109.10
312.50

68,964.21

Employer Insurance Total:
0

Amount

Uniform Supplies

4,425.66
4,425.66
12.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Clothing

Jason Hill

Boots Reimbursement
Clothing Total:

92445

0

03/07/2019

03/06/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer

Conferences

Credit Card Fees

MN Pollution Control Agency

03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Federal Income Tax

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

1,950.00

Bluefin Payment Systems-Non Bank January 2019 UB Payments.com

2,958.06

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

I & I Study-Phase II

SEH

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Flow Monitoring Support

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Long Term Disability

LINA

1,260.61

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
238.94
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
1,021.67

I & I Study-Phase II Total:
92438

1,516.59

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
1,021.67
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
238.94

FICA Employers Share Total:
0

2,958.06

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 1,516.59

FICA Employee Ded. Total:
0
0

186.25

Conferences Total:

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

174.25

Annual Collection System Operators Conference-5
People
1,950.00

Credit Card Fees Total:
0

Amount

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

1,260.61
3,342.98
3,342.98
126.66
126.66
24.88
24.88
76.85
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

0
0

Check Date

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Fund Name

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

Account Name

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

Long Term Disability Total:

76.85

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Medical Ins Employee Total:
0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Best Buy- CC
Viking Electric Supply, Inc.
Viking Electric Supply, Inc.

Sandisks
Electrical Supplies
Electrical Supplies

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer

Professional Services
Professional Services

Gopher State One Call
Pipe Services Inc

FTP Tickets
Sanitary Sewer TV Inspection
Professional Services Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

170.43

128.23
42.92
150.12
25.55
218.59

1,107.73

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
1,107.73
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
170.43
match
PERA Employer Share Total:

0
92449

6,451.59

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
1,107.73
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

3,238.66
3,212.93

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
128.23
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
92467
92467

2,153.13

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
170.43
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

1,077.16
1,075.97

1,278.16
51.75
21,215.44
21,267.19
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92469

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer - Consumption

Walmart Store Inc #3404

Over Billing Reimbursement

Sanitary Sewer - Consumption Total:
92441

03/07/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sewer SAC Charges

Metropolitan Council

Amount
143,524.54
143,524.54

SAC Charges

12,300.75

Sewer SAC Charges Total:
0

03/12/2019

Sanitary Sewer

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

12,300.75

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

769.80

State Income Tax Total:

Fund Total:
0

03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

414,755.35
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle
Solid Waste Recycle

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle
Solid Waste Recycle

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/07/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0

03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

101.76

83.26

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion 67.47
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
15.79
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

101.76

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
15.79
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion 67.47
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

769.80

83.26
1.44
1.44
5.57
5.57

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health10.28
Plan
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

0

Check Date

03/12/2019

Fund Name

Solid Waste Recycle

Account Name

PERA Employee Ded

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

MN State Retirement Total:

10.28

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
66.84

PERA-Non Bank

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle
Solid Waste Recycle

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
66.84
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer10.28
match
PERA Employer Share Total:

0

03/07/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

Professional Services

Eureka Recycling

Curbside Recycling
Professional Services Total:

0

03/12/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:

Fund Total:
92452

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

Contract Maintenance

Ramsey County

03/12/2019

Storm Drainage

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Storm Drainage
Storm Drainage

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Storm Drainage
Storm Drainage

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

38,797.08
57.05
57.05

4,343.64

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 1,470.07
1,470.07

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
200.33
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion856.78
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0
0

38,797.08

Road Maintenance, Lift Station Maintenance 4,343.64

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

77.12

39,283.66

Contract Maintenance Total:
0

66.84

1,057.11

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
200.33
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion856.78
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

FICA Employers Share Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Storm Drainage
Storm Drainage

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Storm Drainage
Storm Drainage

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Storm Drainage

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Storm Drainage

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/12/2019

Storm Drainage

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Storm Drainage
Storm Drainage

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

37.46
19.53
19.53
60.39
60.39
197.19
192.96
390.15
2,288.77
2,268.67
4,557.44

139.38

63.50

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
906.14
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

37.46

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
63.50
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0

1,057.11

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
139.38
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

906.14

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
906.14
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
139.38
match
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

PERA Employer Share Total:
0

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

Professional Services

Gopher State One Call

FTP Tickets
Professional Services Total:

92406

03/07/2019

Storm Drainage

SCADA Radio Replacement

Advanced Engineering & Environmental
Radio
Services,
Procurement
Inc Assist Services
SCADA Radio Replacement Total:

0

03/12/2019

Storm Drainage

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:

Fund Total:
92420
0

0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

03/12/2019

Street Construction
Street Construction

Telecommunications

2019 PMP
2019 PMP

Federal Income Tax

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Telecommunications
Telecommunications

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Telecommunications
Telecommunications

FICA Employers Share
FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

1,664.00
1,664.00
698.27
698.27

3,500.00
3,109.72

Fund Total:

6,609.72
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax

503.46
503.46

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
108.20
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion462.59
570.79

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion462.59
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
108.20
FICA Employers Share Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

51.75

6,609.72

FICA Employee Ded. Total:
0
0

51.75

2019 PMP Total:

Federal Income Tax Total:
0
0

1,045.52

17,561.46

Dahlen, Dwyer & Foley & Tinker, Inc.
Sidewalk/Pathway Easements Appraisals
SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Snelling & C2 Signal Design Services

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

Amount

570.79
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92438

03/07/2019

Telecommunications

Life Ins. Employee

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employee Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Telecommunications

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Telecommunications

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Telecommunications
Telecommunications

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Telecommunications
Telecommunications

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Telecommunications

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Telecommunications

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019

Telecommunications

Operating Supplies

Drop Box-CC

Dropbox Plus Subscription
Operating Supplies Total:

0

03/12/2019

Telecommunications

PERA Employee Ded

PERA-Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Telecommunications
Telecommunications

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

10.39
10.39
39.80
39.80
289.81
285.18
574.99
901.36
873.33
1,774.69

74.64

310.01
99.00
99.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
485.20
PERA Employee Ded Total:

0
0

48.30

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
310.01
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0

48.30

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health74.64
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

485.20

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
485.20
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer74.64
match
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

PERA Employer Share Total:
92411

03/07/2019

Telecommunications

Printing

City News Letter Printing-March/April

Bolger Inc.

Printing Total:
0

03/07/2019

Telecommunications

Professional Services

North Suburban Access Corp

Cable Casting, Web Streaming Services

Professional Services Total:
0

03/12/2019

Telecommunications

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:

Fund Total:
92472

03/12/2019

Water Fund

2018 PMP

Mn Dept of Health

03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund

Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable

Watermain Plan Review

MICHELLE CERAME
MARCELLA ERICKSON
KAREN FAGERNESS
KODY THURNAU
STEVE WOTHE
YE XU

Refund Check
Refund Check
Refund Check
Refund Check
Refund Check
Refund Check

Accounts Payable Total:
0

03/12/2019

Water Fund

Federal Income Tax

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

FICA Employee Ded.
FICA Employee Ded.

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank
IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

03/12/2019

Water Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

5,383.66
1,358.27
1,358.27
270.27
270.27

150.00
150.00
127.33
60.05
30.38
102.40
57.91
539.20
917.27

2,015.06

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employee Portion
1,288.91
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employee Portion
301.43
FICA Employee Ded. Total:

0

5,383.66

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Federal Income Tax 2,015.06
Federal Income Tax Total:

0
0

559.84

12,634.10

2018 PMP Total:
92414
92425
92426
92462
92470
92471

Amount

1,590.34

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 FICA Employer Portion
1,288.91
Page 36

ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/12/2019

Water Fund

FICA Employers Share

IRS EFTPS- Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Medicare Employer Portion
301.43
FICA Employers Share Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Water Fund

Life Ins. Employee

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019

LINA

Life Ins. Employee Total:
92438

03/07/2019

Water Fund

Life Ins. Employer

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Life Ins. Employer Total:

92438

03/07/2019

Water Fund

Long Term Disability

LINA

Life Insurance Premiums-February 2019
Long Term Disability Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

Medical Ins Employee
Medical Ins Employee

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employee Total:

0
0

03/06/2019
03/06/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

Medical Ins Employer
Medical Ins Employer

Sourcewell-Non Bank
Sourcewell-Non Bank

Health Insurance Premium-January 2019
Health Insurance Premium-February 2019
Medical Ins Employer Total:

0

03/12/2019

Water Fund

MN State Retirement

MSRS-Non Bank

03/12/2019

Water Fund

MNDCP Def Comp

Great West- Non Bank

03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019
03/05/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

199.43
199.43
33.21
33.21
90.39
90.39
226.24
226.13
452.37
2,552.07
2,504.95
5,057.02

202.74

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 MNDCP Deferred Compensation
303.77
MNDCP Def Comp Total:

0
0
0
0
0
0

1,590.34

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Post Employment Health
202.74
Plan
MN State Retirement Total:

0

Amount

Beisswenger's Hardware-CC
Menards-CC
Menards-CC
Michaels-CC
NAPA Auto Parts-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC

Magnetic Tool Holder
Power Strips, Hose
Gloves
Supplies
Halogen Lamp
Broom

303.77
27.37
198.55
19.98
10.31
25.75
11.99
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ATTACHMENT A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/12/2019

Water Fund

PERA Employee Ded

03/12/2019
03/12/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

PERA Employer Share
PERA Employer Share

PERA-Non Bank
PERA-Non Bank

03/07/2019

Water Fund

Professional Services

Gopher State One Call

FTP Tickets
Professional Services Total:

92458

03/07/2019

Water Fund

St. Paul Water

St. Paul Regional Water Services

Water

St. Paul Water Total:
0

03/12/2019

Water Fund

State Income Tax

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 State Income Tax

State Income Tax Total:
0

03/06/2019

Water Fund

State Sales Tax Payable

MN Dept of Revenue-Non Bank

Sales/Use Tax

State Sales Tax Payable Total:
92469

03/07/2019

Water Fund

Water - Roseville Consumption

Walmart Store Inc #3404

Over Billing Reimbursement

Water - Roseville Consumption Total:
92406
0

03/07/2019
03/07/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

Water Booster St. Ph. 2
Water Booster St. Ph. 2

Advanced Engineering & Environmental
Booster
Services,
Station
IncRehab Phase 2
American Engineering Testing, Inc. Booster Station Improvement Phase 2
Water Booster St. Ph. 2 Total:

Fund Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

1,317.90

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera additional employer
202.74
match
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employer Contribution
1,317.90
PERA Employer Share Total:

0

293.95

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Pera Employee Contribution
1,317.90

PERA-Non Bank

PERA Employee Ded Total:
0
0

Amount

1,520.64
51.75
51.75
311,917.44
311,917.44
960.04
960.04
11,840.25
11,840.25
98,658.16
98,658.16
4,181.05
478.50
4,659.55

443,821.62
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Report Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/13/2019 - 1:16 PM)

Amount

1,684,348.38
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 03/18/2019
Item No.: 9b.
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

City Manager Approval

Annual Police Forfeiture Accounts Summary

BACKGROUND
In 2011, Council asked for an annual summary of information related to the year’s activities in the
forfeiture accounts. This memorandum is Attachment A. An updated memorandum providing summary
information on police forfeiture funds is attached as a reference- Attachment B.
OBJECTIVE
Accept summary information of account activities.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
There is no cost to the city.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Council receipt of summary memorandums on forfeiture accounts.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Request Council receipt of summary memorandums on forfeiture accounts.
Prepared by:

Rick Mathwig, Chief of Police

Attachments:

A. 2011 PD Forfeiture Information Memo to Council
B. 2018 Updated Forfeiture Accounts Summary

Page 1 of 1

Attachment A

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 25, 2011
TO: City Manager Bill Malinen
FROM: Chief Rick Mathwig
SUBJECT: Forfeiture Information
This memorandum is in response to Mayor Roe’s request for a report related to questions raised
by a citizen.
Property seized and ultimately forfeited by the Roseville Police Department is governed by
Minnesota statutes: 169A.63 as it pertains to vehicle forfeitures for aggravated drunk driving
arrests, and 609.531 as it pertains to vehicle and property seized for designated offenses
such as narcotics, burglary, and other crimes.
Other property forfeited by the Police Department, not governed by Minnesota statutes, is
generally related to our narcotics officer assigned to the Ramsey County’s Violent Crime
Enforcement Team (VCET). A percentage of their forfeitures are in concert with federal
agencies such as the DEA. Those forfeitures are under the direction of federal laws which
are similar to those in Minnesota.
Each Minnesota statute contains numerous subdivisions which strictly control forfeitures
and the appeal processes afforded to those whose property is seized by law enforcement.
Upon seizure of property to be forfeited the owner is issued a receipt for the property and is
issued written documentation on how to contest the seizure in court. This information is
written in multiple languages and the law enforcement agency must be certain the person
understands the seizure and the appeal process or the seizure will be considered invalid.
Once property has been legally seized and forfeited state statutes dictate how the proceeds
should be dispersed. This process differs among crimes, but involving aggravated DWI
offenses, the law enforcement agency retains seventy percent of the proceeds and thirty
percent is forwarded to the prosecuting attorney. For crimes involving narcotics, burglary,
etc., percentages differ but in general the law enforcement agency retains seventy percent
of the proceeds, twenty percent is forwarded to the prosecuting attorney and the remaining
ten percent is sent to the State of Minnesota’s Crime Victim’s Fund.
The Minnesota Peace Officers Standards and Training Board (POST) is the state entity that
holds all professional licenses of peace officers in Minnesota. POST provides many
functions one of which is offering model policies based on best practices in law
enforcement. Some of the model policies are considered mandatory; Procession of Property
Seized for Administrative Forfeiture is a required policy of all law enforcement agencies in
Minnesota. The model policy was implemented in 2011. The model policy did not change our
forfeiture operations in any significant manner.
Minnesota statutes mandate every forfeiture be reported to the Office of the State Auditor.
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60
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62
63
64
65
66
67
68
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70
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76
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87
88
89
90
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The citizen’s questions raised to the Council are directly related to the now defunct Gang Strike
Force and not my Department. I do not have intimate details of the Gang Strike Force’s former
operations but what has been established is some members of the Gang Strike Force
disregarded state and federal statutes which dictate the process of seizing and ultimately
forfeiting property from suspects in criminal activity.
These web links will allow access to expanded information on forfeiture guidelines and
regulations.
Forfeitures related to aggravated DWI offenses:
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=169A.63
Forfeitures related to other crimes: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=609.531
Model policies of POST: https://dps.mn.gov/entity/post/model-policies-learningobjectives/Pages/default.aspx
The citizen’s questions also address the expenditure of forfeiture funds. State statutes mandate
the funds are to be used to “supplement” law enforcement’s activities and budgets. Historically,
the Department has used forfeited funds related to aggravated DWI offenses to supplement its
efforts in combating DWI. The Department has used forfeited funds related to other crimes in a
more general sense in supplementing budgetary limitations. Many times expenses related to the
Roseville members of East Metro SWAT are paid by this forfeiture account.
All expenditures are authorized by the Chief of Police and paid by the Finance Department.
There is no manner to realistically forecast expected expenditures of these accounts as
forfeiture statutes mandate the funds be used to “supplement” the financial needs of a law
enforcement agency and not replace budgetary funding.
The forfeiture accounts have been used to bridge the CIP shortfall and actual needs of the
Department in effectively and efficiently providing public safety functions to the citizens,
businesses and visitors to Roseville.
There are many day to day operational items that have been purchased by these funds to
include: automobile window tint meters, Tasers, legal defense related to forfeitures which is
outside the contract of the city attorney, preliminary alcohol breath test meters, over $100,000
was used to purchase the Department’s current mobile computers, Police Reserve appreciation
dinner, and many other uses. I expect future expenditures will be similar to the past.
I hope this memorandum provides enough guidance on the criminal forfeiture process and am
willing to answer additional questions.
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MEMORANDUM

Attachment B

DATE: March 6, 2019
TO: City Manager Patrick Trudgeon
FROM: Chief of Police Rick Mathwig
SUBJECT: Summary information on Police Forfeiture funds
In August of 2011, Council requested an annual document summarizing forfeiture account
activities. The accompanying memorandum, which describes the Police Department’s forfeiture
accounts, serves as foundation.
The Police Department forfeiture accounts are labeled as: Narcotics Forfeiture, Federal
Equitable Sharing- Narcotics and Alcohol Forfeiture. The Narcotics Forfeiture account holds
funds forfeited for controlled substance offenses and other “designated offenses”, as defined in
Minnesota statutes. The Federal Equitable Sharing- Narcotics account holds funds forfeited for
federal controlled substance violations. The Alcohol Forfeiture account holds only funds forfeited
for DWI related offenses.
In 2018, the Department altered its operating procedures on forfeiting vehicles related to DWI
arrests- Alcohol Forfeiture. The Department will only forfeit vehicles driven in felony DWI
offenses and those vehicles must have a value of at least five thousand dollars.
This change was made for the following reasons:
• Forfeiting a vehicle can have unintended and disparate impacts on families based on
income levels
• Over the past three years, the Department lost over $25,000 forfeiting vehicles due to
expenses and the low return rate at auction, etc.
• Access to secure storage parking lots is expensive
• Ramsey County judges are increasingly ruling in favor of innocent owner claims
• Ramsey County judges are returning vehicles to arrested parties and the Department is
mandated to pay storage costs
Purchases made in excess of $5,000 require Council approval.
The 2018 summary information for both accounts:
Narcotics Forfeiture
• Beginning balance- $81,346
• Ending balance- $86,195
Summary of purchases
• Human trafficking collaboration costs (investigative software, burner phones, hotel rooms,
detail refreshments)- $3,464
• FTO training iPads (2) service costs- $840
• Covert investigative services- $828
• Professional headshots for eight new officers- $365
• Vehicle tow and storage fees- $315
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PA system equipment (K9 demos and presentations)- $643.18
Additional uniform costs- $423
Grill replacement- $320
Small fridge- $176
Costs related to tobacco compliance checks- $65
Other nominal costs related to police services

Equitable Sharing- Federal Narcotics Forfeitures
• Beginning balance- $118,887
• Ending balance- $105,224
• Revenue through Ramsey County VCET (federal controlled substance violations) = $9,322
Summary of purchases
• Gun safe for high school SRO- $500
• Wireless speaker system for K9 demos and presentations- $550
• Medicine disposal bags (200)- $1,030
• Convert tracking system for bait car- $2,073
• Contract service fees for set-up and one year maintenance of online reporting- $20,000
Alcohol Forfeiture
• Beginning balance- $208,567
• Ending balance- $183,397
Summary of purchases
• Squad DVD copying services (Investigative Aide)- $11,450
• Overtime costs related to DWI details- $9250
• Squad computers hardware extended warranty- $6,707
• City attorney fees related to DWI forfeiture- not included in prosecution contract- $4,106
• Taser cartridges- $4,300
• Fees related to seized vehicles (e.g. towing, storage, titles etc.)- $1,082
• Costs related to alcohol compliance checks- $250
• Other nominal costs related to DWI enforcement services

*All information accurate as of 3/12/2019

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4

3/13/2019
11a.

City Manager Approval

Seek Direction on Scheduling a Future Council Discussion Regarding Snow
Placement Ordinances on Private Property

BACKGROUND
On April 16, 2018 and again on March 11, 2019 a resident appeared before Council to request the City
to enact ordinances that would restrict property owners from placing, moving, shoveling, and/or
blowing snow outside their property boundary.

6

Staff is seeking direction on whether to prepare for a future discussion on possible ordinances that
would restrict the movement of snow from private property to private property.

7

POLICY OBJECTIVE

5
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9

Staff is seeking direction from Council on whether there is interest in scheduling a future discussion
to consider snow placement ordinances.
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

11

Not applicable

12

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

13

Direct staff on whether to schedule a future discussion on snow placement ordinances.

14

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

15

Direct staff on whether to schedule a future discussion on snow placement ordinances.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director
None

Page 1 of 1

