Mayor:

Address:

Dan Roe

2660 Civic Center Dr.
Roseville, MN 55113

City Council Agenda
Monday, March 25, 2019
City Council Chambers

Councilmembers:

Jason Etten
Wayne Groff
Lisa Laliberte
Robert Willmus

Phone:

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

1.

6:00 P.M. Roll Call
Voting & Seating Order: Etten, Willmus, Laliberte, Groff and Roe

2.

6:01

P.M.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

6:02

P.M.

Approve Agenda

4.

6:05

P.M.

Public Comment

5.

Recognition, Donations and Communications

5.A.

Arbor Day Proclamation
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

5.B.

Fair Housing Month Proclamation
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

5.C.

Days of Remembrance Proclamation
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

6.
7.

6:10

P.M.

Items Removed from Consent Agenda

Business Items

7.A.

6:15

P.M.

Joint Meeting with Finance Commission

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

6:45

P.M.

Receive Fire Department Presentation for Phase II Staffing

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

Discuss Possible Changes to the City Code in Support of
Temporary Overnight Homeless Shelters
7:45

P.M.

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

Discuss Possible Changes to the City Code in Support of
Temporary Overnight Homeless Shelters
7:45

P.M.

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

8:15 P.M. Appoint members to Planning; Parks and Recreation and
Public Works Environment and Transportation Commissions
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

7.E.

Consider Adopting Resolutions of Support for House File 2031
and Other Legislation Altering Local Government Aid Funding Formulas
8:30

P.M.

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

8:45 P.M. Approve Minutes
a. Approve City Council Minutes - March 11, 2019

9.

8:50

9.A.

P.M.

Approve Consent Agenda

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

9.B.

Consideration to approve or deny one Temporary On-Sale Liquor License
and three Temporary Gambling Permits
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

9.C.

Approve General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items Exceeding $5,000
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

9.D.

Approve Resolution Awarding Bid for 2019 Pavement Management
Project
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

9.E.

Approve 2018 Budget Amendments
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

9.E.

Approve 2018 Budget Amendments
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

10.

11.

8:55 P.M. Council and City Manager Communications, Reports and
Announcements
9:00

P.M.

Councilmember Initiated Future Agenda Items and Future Agenda

Review
12.

9:05

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

3/25/19
5a.

City Manager Approval

Arbor Day Proclamation

BACKGROUND
As a part of our Tree City USA membership, each year the City of Roseville proclaims a specific day as
Arbor Day in order to recognize the importance of trees and to promote their proper care and the planting of
many additional appropriate tree species to replace the thousands that have been lost over the years.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
This is consistent with the policy adopted many years ago of annually proclaiming Arbor Day.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
None
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that April 26, 2019 be named Roseville Arbor Day.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion adopting the proclamation
Prepared by:

Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation

Attachment:

Proclamation
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Arbor Day
April 26, 2019

Whereas:
Roseville's trees have been a significant element of our community because of their
beauty and importance to our environment; and
Whereas:
Trees are an increasingly vital resource for Roseville, enriching our lives by
purifying air and water, helping to conserve soil and energy, in serving as recreational settings
and wildlife habitat of all kinds; and
Whereas:
Activities such as construction damage and pollution as well as drought and
disease have damaged and destroyed many trees which are therefore in need of replacement; and
Whereas:
The City of Roseville seeks to positively impact our environment by planting
trees and insuring that these trees are nurtured and protected; and
Whereas:
Trees in our city increase property values, enhance the economic vitality of
business areas, and beautify our community; and
Whereas:

Trees, wherever they are planted, are a source of joy and spiritual Renewal; and

Whereas:
Trees assist with drainage and flood mitigation and reduce city costs for sewer
and water treatment; and
Whereas:

Everyone is encouraged to care for our trees and plant as many trees as possible.

Now, Therefore Be It Resolved that the City Council hereby declare April 26, 2019 as Arbor
Day in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, U.S.A.
In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the City of Roseville
to be affixed this twenty-fifth day of March 2019.

________________________
Mayor Daniel J. Roe

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
03/25/19
Item No.: 5b.
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

City Manager Approval

Consider Proclaiming April Fair Housing Month

BACKGROUND
At the September 20, 2017 Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement Commission (HRIEC)
meeting, Mayor Roe asked that the commission review proclamations before they were presented to
the City Council as a result of comments from concerned citizens. Since that time, the HRIEC has
spent considerable time at each subsequent meeting to discuss, review, conduct outreach, and consult
with the City Council on what they would like included in city proclamations. At the February 12,
2018 City Council meeting, the HRIEC brought forward a recommendation on the process for
reviewing the proclamations that included:


Review existing proclamation language. The HRIEC or another body designated by
Council would conduct an in-depth review of current proclamations and provide
recommended changes to content and language within those proclamations. This would
enable our city’s proclamations to be as contemporary and locally-relevant as possible.



Increase awareness of city proclamations. Upcoming proclamations would be mentioned
on the city website, city newsletter and other appropriate forms of communication. In doing
so awareness of the proclamation can reach a larger audience and therefore further promote
the proclamation’s purpose.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33



Pilot one or two featured proclamations in 2018. In addition to the proclamation the city
would have programming or outreach related to the proclamation. The city would make a
purposeful effort to educate the community or engage with those affected by the
proclamation’s topic. This shows that our city is working towards meaningful progress
related to what is being proclaimed.
At the November 26, 2018 City Council meeting, the HRIEC presented their recommendation
regarding proclamations for 2019 to the Council. At that meeting, the Council asked the Commission
to further review the format of the proclamations. In particular, they asked that the proclamations
include details on whether it was a nationally recognized month, and if so, who created the
designated month/day/week, etc. In addition, they felt that it would be beneficial to also include:
 any challenges people have faced,
 contributions of people being recognized (locally if possible),
 a sentence stating the city generally committing to improving or celebrating the lives or
contributions
 any legislative actions surrounding the issue.

Page 1 of 2

34
35
36

Since that time, the Commission discussed the proclamation and felt it was in a format to bring
forward to Council for discussion. Some details regarding the background and commission
outreach is included below.

37

Proclamation

Month

History

Outreach

Fair Housing

April

This is a Presidential
Proclamation. On April
11, 1968, President
Lyndon Johnson signed
the Civil Rights Act of
1968, which was meant
as a follow-up to the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.
The 1968 Act expanded
on previous acts and
prohibited
discrimination
concerning the sale,
rental, and financing of
housing based on race,
religion, national origin,
sex, (and as amended)
handicap and family
status. Title VIII of the
Act is also known as the
Fair Housing Act (of
1968).

Kathleen Tucker, Realtor, Coldwell Banker Burnet
and Brenda Vandervort, Mortgage Banker, Edina
Realty mortgage reviewed the proclamation. Harlan
at MN Housing Partners referred me to the NAR
website. I used a template from NAR (National
Association of Realtors) on their website for
guidance.

38
39
40
41
42

At the November 5, 2018 meeting, the City Council adopted a Fair Housing Policy. This
proclamation is consistent with the goals of that policy. As part of that policy, the city has committed
to providing information about fair housing on the city’s website. That information is currently being
developed and built.

43
44
45
46
47
48
49

POLICY OBJECTIVE
Proclamations are typically issued to recognize the importance of a community event, significant
achievements by a community member or group, or to increase public awareness of a worthy cause.
To ensure these proclamations are relevant, timely and culturally appropriate, outreach to those who
are impacted by the proclamation should be undertaken to better understand the impact of the
proclamation.

50
51
52

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Read and approve the proclamation and proclaim April, 2019 Fair Housing Month.

53
54
55

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Proclaim April, 2019 Fair Housing Month in the City of Roseville and read the proclamation.
Prepared by: Rebecca Olson, Assistant City Manager (651) 792-7446
Attachments:
A. 2019 Fair Housing Proclamation
B. November 5, 2018 RCA and Fair Housing Policy
C. Original Proclamation Redlined
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ATTACHMENT A

Fair Housing Month
April 2019
Whereas:
The month of April marks the anniversary of the passage of the Federal Fair
Housing Law of 1968, recognizing that no American should have their right to purchase or rent
shelter of choice abridged because of race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status or
national origin, sexual orientation or gender identity; and
Whereas:
Equality of opportunity for all is a fundamental policy of this nation and the City
of Roseville; and
Whereas:
The location that people live has a direct impact on the quality of their health,
education and access to economic opportunities; and
Whereas:
Discriminatory housing practices create racial and economic segregation in
communities that can lead to disparate outcomes in overall quality of life; and
Whereas:
Economic stability, community health, and human relations in all communities
are improved by diversity and integration; and
Whereas:
The City of Roseville is committed to promoting housing choices and fostering
inclusive communities, free from housing discrimination; and
Whereas:
The City of Roseville will maintain a Fair Housing webpage, in accordance with
the City policy, that will provide resources for residents to file a Fair Housing complaint; and
Whereas:
The City Council establishes the City of Roseville as an inclusive community
committed to fair housing by applying this to its housing programs and services; and promotes
appropriate activities by private and public entities intended to provide or advocate for equal
housing opportunities for all residents and prospective residents of Roseville;
Now, Therefore Be It Resolved, that the City Council hereby declare April, 2019 to be Fair
Housing Month in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, U.S.A
In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the City of Roseville
to be afﬁxed this 25th day of March, 2019.

________________________
Mayor Daniel J. Roe

ATTACHMENT B

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
11/05/2018
Item No.:
9.f
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

City Manager Approval

Adopt a Fair Housing Policy

BACKGROUND
At the October 16, 2018 Roseville Economic Development Authority (REDA) meeting, Tara Beard,
from the Metropolitan (Met) Council, presented information related to why the Met Council is
requiring local governments to adopt a Fair Housing Policy. The 2040 Housing Section of the
Comprehensive Plan also identifies that the City will adopt a policy. To be eligible to apply for any
funding from the Met Council, or the Department of Employment and Economic Development
(DEED), the City must be in compliance with Met Council requirements.

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Staff presented a draft of a Fair Housing Policy for discussion and City Attorney Mark Gaughan has
reviewed. There were no suggested changes from the REDA.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
There are no budget implications.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Adopt the enclosed Fair Housing Policy.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Adopt a Fair Housing Policy.

17
18

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Jeanne Kelsey, Housing and Economic Development Program Manager, 651-792-7086
A: Fair Housing Policy
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Attachment
ATTACHMENTA
B

City of Roseville, Minnesota
Fair Housing Policy

1
2
3
4

1. Purpose/Vision

Adopted November 5, 2018

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

Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act establishes federal policy for providing fair housing
throughout the United States. The intent of Title VIII is to assure equal housing

opportunities for all citizens. Furthermore, the City of Roseville, as a recipient of federal

community development funds under Title I of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974, is obligated to certify that it will affirmatively further fair housing.

The City of Roseville is committed to meeting this obligation, and has developed this Fair
Housing Policy to further that goal.

2. Fair Housing Policy Statement
It is the policy and commitment of the City of Roseville to ensure that fair and equal
housing opportunities are granted to all persons in all housing opportunities and

development activities funded by the city regardless of race, color, religion, gender, sexual

orientation, marital status, status with regard to public assistances, familial status, national
origin, or disability. This shall be done through strong external policies that provide

meaningful access to all constituents and fair housing informational and referral services;
and internal practices and procedures that do not discriminate and that affirmatively
further fair housing.

3. External Practices
a. Meaningful Access
i. Online Information. The City of Roseville will have information

about fair housing prominently displayed on the City’s website. The
website page will provide a link to the Minnesota Department of
Human Rights. The webpage will also have links to various fair

Attachment
ATTACHMENTA
B
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57
58
59
60

housing resources, including the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Southern Minnesota Regional Legal Services, and
others.

ii. In-Person Information. The City of Roseville will provide fair

housing information to anyone requesting such information at the city
offices. Administration Department staff will provide information of
the online web page for fair housing resources.

iii. Languages. The City of Roseville is committed to providing

information in the native language of its residents. Therefore if the

city’s website translation tool does not provide translation in a native
language, then the City of Roseville will direct individuals to
appropriate translation services that are available.
4. Internal Practices
The City of Roseville commits to the following steps to promote awareness and
sensitivity to fair housing issues in all of its government functions.

a. Staff Training –the City will continue to train its staff and officials on fair
housing considerations.

b. Housing Analysis - the City will review its housing inventory periodically to
examine the affordability of both rental and owner-occupied housing to
inform future City actions.

c. Code Analysis - the City will review its municipal code periodically, with
specific focus on ordinances related to zoning, building and occupancy
standards, to identify any potential for disparate impact or treatment.

d. Project Planning and Analysis - the City planning functions and

development review will consider housing issues, including whether
2
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61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77

potential projects may perpetuate segregation or lead to displacement of
protected classes.

e. Community Engagement - The City will seek input from underrepresented
populations in the community utilizing engagement best practices as
recommended by both staff and the Human Rights, Inclusion and

Engagement Commission such as facilitating conversations regarding fair

housing, development, zoning, and land use changes may be expedited by the
City.

f. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing - As a recipient of federal funds, the
City agrees to participate in the Regional Analysis of Impediments, as

organized by the regional Fair Housing Implementation Council. The City
will integrate the recommendations and action plan into city planning

documents, including the Consolidated Plan, the Comprehensive Plan, and
other applicable documents.

78
79
80

3

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
03/25/19
Item No.: 5c.
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

City Manager Approval

Consider Proclaiming Days of Remembrance in the Month of April

BACKGROUND
At the September 20, 2017 Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement Commission (HRIEC)
meeting, Mayor Roe asked that the commission review proclamations before they were presented to
the City Council as a result of comments from concerned citizens. Since that time, the HRIEC has
spent considerable time at each subsequent meeting to discuss, review, conduct outreach, and consult
with the City Council on what they would like included in city proclamations. At the February 12,
2018 City Council meeting, the HRIEC brought forward a recommendation on the process for
reviewing the proclamations that included:


Review existing proclamation language. The HRIEC or another body designated by
Council would conduct an in-depth review of current proclamations and provide
recommended changes to content and language within those proclamations. This would
enable our City’s proclamations to be as contemporary and locally-relevant as possible.



Increase awareness of city proclamations. Upcoming proclamations would be mentioned
on the city website, city newsletter and other appropriate forms of communication. In doing
so awareness of the proclamation can reach a larger audience and therefore further promote
the proclamation’s purpose.
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Pilot one or two featured proclamations in 2018. In addition to the proclamation the city
would have programming or outreach related to the proclamation. The City would make a
purposeful effort to educate the community or engage with those affected by the
proclamation’s topic. This shows that our City is working towards meaningful progress
related to what is being proclaimed.
At the November 26, 2018 City Council meeting, the HRIEC presented their recommendation
regarding proclamations for 2019 to the Council. At that meeting, the Council asked the Commission
to further review the format of the proclamations. In particular, they asked that the proclamations
include details on whether it was a nationally recognized month, and if so, who created the
designated month/day/week, etc. In addition, they felt that it would be beneficial to also include:
 any challenges people have faced,
 contributions of people being recognized (locally if possible),
 a sentence stating the city generally committing to improving or celebrating the lives or
contributions
 any legislative actions surrounding the issue.
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34
35
36

Since that time, the Commission discussed the proclamation and felt it was in a format to bring
forward to Council for discussion. Some details regarding the background and commission
outreach is included below.

37

Proclamation

Month

History

Outreach

Days of
Remembrance

April

The US Congress
established Days of
Remembrance as the
nation’s annual
commemoration of the
Holocaust. The US
Holocaust Memorial
Museum is responsible
for leading the nation
in observing Days of
Remembrance and for
encouraging
observances
throughout the United
States.

The Days of Remembrance Proclamation was run
past the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum, and it turns out our proclamation is a
variation on their published proclamation for
mayors.
https://www.ushmm.org/m/pdfs/PROCLAMATIONS
_FOR_MAYORS_DOR2016.pdf

38
39
40
41
42

The Days of Remembrance proclamation was most recently adopted in 2007, however the
Commission felt that it should be included in the annual list of proclamations adopted moving
forward. The proclamation language has not changed, as it is recommended language from the US
Holocaust Memorial Museum. The only change has been the date.

43
44

Attached is the original proclamation from 2007 along with the updated version for 2019.

45
46
47
48
49
50
51

POLICY OBJECTIVE
Proclamations are typically issued to recognize the importance of a community event, significant
achievements by a community member or group, or to increase public awareness of a worthy cause.
To ensure these proclamations are relevant, timely and culturally appropriate, outreach to those who
are impacted by the proclamation should be undertaken to better understand the impact of the
proclamation.

52
53
54

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Read and approve the proclamation and proclaim Days of Remembrance.

55
56
57

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Proclaim Days of Remembrance and read the proclamation.
Prepared by: Rebecca Olson, Assistant City Manager (651) 792-7446
Attachments:
A. 2019 Days of Remembrance Proclamation
B. 2007 Days of Remembrance Proclamation
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ATTACHMENT A

Days of Remembrance
April 2019
Whereas:
The Holocaust was the state-sponsored, systemic persecution and annihilation of
European Jewry by Nazi Germany and its collaborators between 1933 and 1945; and
Whereas:
Six million Jews along with hundreds of thousands of Poles, Gypsies, people with
handicaps, homosexuals, Jehovah's Witnesses, prisoners of war and political dissidents suffered
grievously and were murdered under Nazi tyranny; and
Whereas:
The history of the Holocaust offers an opportunity to reflect on the moral
responsibilities of individuals, societies and governments; and
Whereas:
The Days of Remembrance have been set aside as a time for all to remember the
victims of the Holocaust as well as to reflect on the need for respect of all people to strive to
overcome intolerance and indifference through learning and remembrance; and
Whereas:
The people of the City of Roseville remember the terrible events of the Holocaust
and especially the deaths of more than a million children who were victims and remain vigilant
against hatred, persecution and tyranny; and
Whereas:
The people of Roseville are dedicated to the principles of individual freedom in a
just society; and
Whereas:
The Roseville community honors the memory of the victims, survivors, rescuers
and liberators of the Holocaust.
Now, Therefore Be It Resolved, that the City Council hereby declares April 28 – May 5, 2019,
including the Day of Remembrance known as Yom Hashoah on May 2, 2019 to be Days of
Remembrance in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, U.S.A
In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the City of Roseville
to be affixed this 25th day of March, 2019.

________________________
Mayor Daniel J. Roe

ATTACHMENT B

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

Item Description:

1
2
3
4

03/25/19
7.a

City Manager Approval

Joint Meeting with the Finance Commission to Receive New Recommendations

BACKGROUND
At the September 17, 2018 joint City Council - Finance Commission meeting the Council directed the
Commission to continue working on their previous recommendation to establish new measures associated
with the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review process.

5
6
7
8
9
10

The Council may recall that at various points in prior discussions on this topic, the Commission
recommended that the Council establish CIP priority rankings which eventually evolved into priority
guidelines. The Commission later recommended the establishment of new CIP categories that would be
subject to varying levels of review and purchasing authority. This latter recommendation was presented
at the September 17, 2018 joint meeting.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

During this meeting, some councilmembers expressed an interest in having a standardized approach for
reviewing the City’s capital needs as well as the best management practice of periodically reviewing
capital asset-related policies and strategies. At the same time, there was strong support amongst the
Council for retaining the current $5,000 City Manager purchasing authority. Comments were also made
with regard to capital-related decisions take place outside the CIP conversation and how those decisions
may also warrant a revised review process. The minutes from this meeting is included in Attachment B.

18
19
20
21
22

Since the September Joint Meeting, the Commission held follow-up discussions at their November and
December 2018 meetings as well as their February and March 2019 meetings to incorporate the additional
guidance received from the Council. Copies of the staff report and minutes from those meetings are
included in Attachment C.

23
24

Based on those continued discussions, the Commission’s revised recommendation is highlighted below.

25
26
27
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28
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RECOMMENDATION: Establishing New Procedures Associated with Selected Capital
Asset Categories

The Finance Commission is recommending that the City Council establish new evaluation procedures for
the following:

32
33
34




35

Higher-cost, asset additions valued at $500,000 or greater
Higher-cost asset replacements valued at $500,000 or greater that feature substantial changes
from their original size, functionality, or purpose

36
37
38
39
40

In addition to these new up-front procedures, the Commission further recommends adding a look-back
procedure that would determine whether the asset additions/replacements as defined above produced the
expected outcome. The look-back timetable would vary by asset type or initiative and would generally
feature the following parameters (where applicable):

41
42
43
44
45






Estimated vs. Actual acquisition costs
Estimated vs. Actual on-going operational costs
Estimated vs. Actual utilization
Estimated vs. Actual program outcomes

46
47
48
49
50
51

Finally, the Commission recommends that these new procedures be memorialized in the City’s Capital
Investment Policy. A draft version of the revised Capital Investment Policy that reflects the Commission’s
intentions is included in Attachment A in markup form. The revision is referenced as the ‘2nd Proposed
Revision’ to distinguish it from the proposed changes that the Commission had advocated at the most
recent joint meeting with the City Council in September of 2018.

52
53

In addition to general language changes, the revised Policy includes two exhibits as described below:

54
55
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57
58



Exhibit A features a sample fiscal note for the Document Archival & Retrieval system using
hypothetical numbers.
Exhibit B features a sample fiscal review for the Neighborhood Park Building using hypothetical
numbers.

59
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Members of the Finance Commission will be in attendance at the meeting to present their
recommendations.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
See above.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Not applicable.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Not applicable.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
The Council is asked to receive the recommendations from the Finance Commission and determine the
appropriate next steps.

71
72

Prepared by:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
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Attachments:

A: Draft Revision to the Capital Investment Policy
B: Minutes from the Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on September 17, 2018.
C: Staff Reports and Minutes from the Finance Commission’s November & December, 2018 meetings;
and February and March 2019 meetings.
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Attachment A
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42
43

Capital Investment Policy

(March 25, 2019 2nd Proposed Revision)

The purpose of the City’s Capital Investment Policy is to ensure future capital improvements,
maintenance, and replacements are made when needed in a manner which is both fiscally and
operationally prudent. The Policy also outlines the general process for considering higher-cost
capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial changes from their
original size, functionality, or purpose.
The goal of this policy is to provide a stable funding mechanism for the City’s infrastructure by
setting aside specific resources on a periodic basis. This will ease the burden on present and future
taxpayers, without significant fluctuations in annual property tax levies.
It is not the intent of the City Council to fund major new facilities, which have not had the original
funding established either through tax increment, general taxes, bonding or other such sources.
The replacement funds and corresponding fund interest earnings are expected to be only for
replacement purposes.
Scope
All City departments are included in this Policy and City funds are included in the 20-Year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP identifies the timing and financing of all capital items.
Policy


The City will develop a 20-year Plan for capital investments and update it at least every 2
years.



All capital investments shall be made in accordance with an adopted Capital Improvement
Plan or in conjunction with a strategic or other long-term planning process.



The City will coordinate development of the capital improvement budget with development
of the operating budget. Future operational costs associated with new capital improvements
will be projected and included in operating budget forecasts.



The City will provide ongoing preventative maintenance and upkeep on all its assets at a
level adequate to protect the City’s capital investment and to minimize future maintenance
and replacement costs. The City should periodically review and follow industryrecommended replacement schedules for all City capital assets.



The City will identify the estimated costs and potential funding sources for each capital
project proposal before it is submitted to Council for approval.



The City will determine the least costly financing and acquisition method for all new
projects.
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83



For future development or redevelopment proposals that require public infrastructure
and/or public financing assistance and/or City support services, a fiscal analysis shall be
prepared identifying the project sources and uses. The analysis should also demonstrate the
costs and benefits of the project. The cost of this analysis shall be borne by the developer.



The City will establish departmental Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Funds. The City
will appropriate monies to them annually to provide for timely replacement of vehicles and
equipment. The amount will be maintained at an amount equal to the proportion of useful
life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost.



The City will establish a Building Capital Maintenance Fund, and will appropriate funds
to it annually to provide for timely maintenance of all buildings supported by general
governmental funding. Only maintenance which meets the capitalization threshold shall be
paid for out of this fund. Maintenance includes major items such as roof repair and HVAC
replacement.



The City shall establish a Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund to provide for the general
replacement of streets and related infrastructure throughout the community. The annual
MSA capital allocation, will be included as a part of the source of funds for computing the
adequacy of this fund. This fund has been formally categorized by the Council as a
permanent fund, whereby the interest proceeds are only used for the stated purpose. The
cash reserve amount should remain between $8-12 million.



The City shall establish a Park Capital Maintenance Fund to provide for the general
replacement of parks and related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all park system assets.



Within each enterprise fund, the City shall establish a funding mechanism to provide for
the general replacement of related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all enterprise fund system assets.



From time to time the City Council shall establish additional replacement funds as the need
becomes apparent.



The Finance Commission will annually oversee and report to the City Council a review
and analysis of planned capital investments and related reserve balances. The purpose of
such analysis will be to gauge the health and sustainability of City reserves related to capital
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84
85
86
87
88

investments for the short (1-3 year), medium (4-9 years), and long term (10+ years). It will
also take into account related borrowing and repayment costs.


Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):

89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96

1. Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2. Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3. Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4. Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.


For purposes of added transparency associated with capital spending decisions, the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) should include the following designations and review:
Cate gory 1

De finition

Policy/Plan
Re vie w
Purchasing
Approval (se e
comme nts be low)

City Council
Re sponsibility

97
98

Cate gory 2

Cate gory 3
Items that are
considered nonroutine or
purchased on a
highly infrequent
basis and have a
significant financial
impact

Items that are
incorporated into a
replacement policy,
and have a fairly
consistent useful
life

Items that are
incorporated into a
strategic plan or
similar long-term
planning initiative

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

Review as needed
in conjunction with
a standard form
providing
justification,
funding source, and
supporting
narrative

Review replacement
policies annually or
as needed
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Purchasing Approval Comments:
(a) MN Statute 412.691 limits the City Manager purchasing authority to $20,000 or less
(b) MN Statute 471.345 establishes the following rules for entering into contracts:
Amount

99
100
101
102



103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129

Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

Direct negotiation (two quotes if possible)
or competitive bidding process

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1) Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2) Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3) Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4) Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.



Higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial
changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose should be considered using the
guidelines included in Exhibit A. For these same assets, a fiscal look-back exercise should
also be utilized using the guidelines included in Exhibit B.

Definitions
Capital assets – Assets which cost $5,000 or more and have a useful life of two or more years.
Capital Improvement Plan – A comprehensive 20 year outlook itemizing all capital assets and
their replacement funding requirements. The plan will take into account useful asset lives and
salvage values.
Replacement Cost– In today’s dollars, the cost to replace the asset. If it is expected the retired
asset will have a salvage value, the estimated salvage value should be deducted from the
expected replacement cost.
Asset Life – The number of years which is the asset is in use, also known as the useful life of
a capital asset.
Bonding – The amount of debt incurred to obtain capital assets.
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130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160

Capital Asset Maintenance – Expenditures which protect the City’s investment in capital assets
and provide for ongoing upkeep.
Equipment – A tangible capital asset which does not qualify as a vehicle, building, street, or
park asset. Examples are mowers, tools, etc.
MSA Capital Allocation – Municipal State Aid is money the City receives from the State to
help pay for maintenance of MSA-designated streets. MSA streets are collector or arterial
streets that interconnect to other cities or major thoroughfares.
Enterprise Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal
services for which is 100% fee supported. Examples are Water, Sewer, and Golf Course.
General Governmental Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for
spending in which a property tax is generally levied. Examples are police, fire, streets, parks
and recreation.
Enterprise Fund System Asset – Assets which support enterprise services such as water, sewer,
and golf course.
Park System Asset – All assets within city parks excluding buildings. Examples would be
trails, equipment, and courts.
Implementation
The City shall use replacement funds to assist in the replacement of equipment, vehicles, and
capital building maintenance. New equipment or buildings are to be funded from new dollars,
unless they are designated to replace currently owned assets. Funds may be used up to the
amount of the replacement funds set aside for that particular asset. Any additional funding shall
be from new sources.
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161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194

Proposed March 25, 2019

Introduction

The City recognizes that higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that
feature substantial changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose can have a significant
impact on the financial sustainability of the City. As a result, the decision to acquire these types of
assets should feature added measures to ensure a transparent and public decision-making process
is followed. In recognition of these distinct impacts, the following guidelines have been prepared.
General Guidelines

Each asset addition or asset replacement that features a substantial change as described above in
excess of $500,000, should be accompanied by supporting documentation that includes the
following:






Description of the purchase/project/initiative
Narrative that describes the nexus to a strategic or other long-term planning process
Purchase cost
Funding source(s)
Where applicable, a multi-year financial pro forma(a) or business plan

These supplementary guidelines do not apply towards asset replacements that are included into the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and which feature similar functionality or purpose as the original
asset. This reflects the fact that these assets are already integrated in the delivery of programs and
services.
In contrast, higher-cost ($500,000 or greater) capital asset additions or substantially-changed asset
replacements have greater potential to disrupt asset replacement strategies and have significant
impacts on the operating budget moving forward. Therefore, it is recommended that these asset
acquisitions be accompanied by a multi-year financial pro forma or business plan that includes
supporting documentation that identifies unmet needs, objectives, and action plans.
(a)

The financial pro forma would include a list of estimated operating revenues and expenditures
(including staffing changes) as well as the assumptions used to calculate those estimates.

An example of the supporting documentation is included below.
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196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222

223
224
225

Proposed March 25, 2019

SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:
Department/Division:
Estimated Up-Front Cost:
Estimated On-Going Cost:
Funding Source:

Document Archival & Retrieval System
Central Services
$150,000
$38,000 - $42,700 (see below)
Central Services Fund (Tax Levy Supported)

Description:
The City utilizes a variety of systems and procedures for archiving and retrieving stored documents.
These documents are housed in a variety of locations including; on-site and off-site electronic file
servers, third-party applications, departmental file cabinets, and others. In addition, documents are
stored in a variety of formats include .pdf, TIFF, JPEG, and others.
As a result, the process of archiving and retrieving documents is not only inefficient, but also
potentially unreliable especially with documents that are required to be retained for a defined period
of time. A centralized, standardized document system based on statutory storage requirements is
necessary to address these issues.
The importance of a successfully-designed archival and retrieval capability is referenced in Section
7 of the City of Roseville Business Continuity Plan. The proposed purchase will fulfill this objective.
5-Year Financial Pro Forma:
The proposed System features a combination of on-site and off-site backup physical storage area
networks (SAN) and software licensing; and will include an up-front commitment of $150,000. The
following table identifies the on-going operational costs which will require additional tax levy or
other sources.
Revenues
Property Tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses & Permits
Other: Tower Rentals

$

2019

38,000
Total $ 38,000

Expenditures
2019
Personnel
$
Operating & Maintenance
Depreciation (Cost-Recovery)
28,000
Other: Software Licensing
$ 10,000
Land/Property Acquisition
Vehicles & Equipment
Total $ 38,000

$

2020

39,100
$ 39,100

$

2020

28,800
$ 10,300
$ 39,100

$

2021

40,300
$ 40,300

$

2021

29,700
$ 10,600
$ 40,300

$

2022

41,500
$ 41,500

$

2022

30,600
$ 10,900
$ 41,500

$

2023

42,700
$ 42,700

$

2023

31,500
$ 11,200
$ 42,700
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228
229
230
231
232

Proposed March 25, 2019

The estimates provided in the table above include the following assumptions:



3% annual increase in software licensing costs to accommodate additional licenses and
inflationary impacts.
SAN replacement costs based on a 5-year amortization schedule, original purchase price
plus 3% annual inflation.
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233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240

SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:

Neighborhood Park Buildings

Description
[Enter brief description of the project/initiative here]
Original
Estimate
$ 6,000,000

Construction Cost

Estimate
$ Change: Estimate v. Bid
% Change: Estimate v. Bid
$ Change: Estimate v. Actual
% Change: Estimate s. Actual

Estimate
Actual
% Over (Under) Estimate

2017
2016
2015
$ 100,000 $ 130,000 $ 135,000
92,000
122,000
128,000
8%
6%
5%

Operating Cost

Estimate
Actual
% Under (Over) Estimate
Net Cost

Estimate
Actual

$

2015
85,000
49,000
2015

Facility Usage

Community Engagement
City Functions
Rentals

Initial Bid
Actual
Amount
Award
$ 6,500,000 $ 6,600,000
500,000
8%
600,000
10%

2017
2016
2015
$
15,000 $
35,000 $
50,000
43,000
66,000
95,000
187%
89%
90%

Program Revenue

241
242
243
244

Proposed March 25, 2019

Total

20
175
110
305

$

2016
95,000
56,000

$

2016
25
185
130
340

2017
85,000
33,000
2017
30
190
155
375

Supporting Narrative
[Enter supporting narrative/comments on the metrics presented above here]
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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.

Attachment B
Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 17, 2018
Page 5

CIP

categorizations &

Commissioner

review process

McRoberts

stated the feedback the Commission

received from the

Council at the last review of this was that there were opportunities

with the exist-

ing policy as defined and the categorization was not necessarily helpful in terms
of whether

the

was

category

new

or

The Commission met with City

recurring.

Finance Director Chris Miller and worked through examples to find out what it

meant. The Commission concluded that the existing policy does not help.
Commissioner

McRoberts

reviewed the proposed

new CIP Approval

Process

Re-

view with the Council. He suggested the following objectives for review:
Adapt the current process such that it allows the council to focus their time

and involvement where it adds most value by extending the management
process around CIP approvals.

Drive consistency of process and documentation across different CIP projects and spend areas to facilitate more effective and visible decision mak-

ing

Codify variations within governance process to reflect the differing nature
or size of expenditures

on a specific CIP project.

Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed framework and proposed role of
the Council. He asked for feedback from the Council.
Mayor Roe stated he had a question on some of the documentation provided.

At-

tachment A, the draft policy language, is that something the Commission has had
a chance to review or is that something only in draft form for this meeting.
Commissioner

McRoberts

stated the Commission

reviewed Attachment

A at the

last Finance Commission meeting and concurred with staff as drafted.
Mayor Roe asked how the retention of the guidelines from the previous discussion
worked into the three- category recommendation.

Commissioner McRoberts stated Capital Replacements was something the Comfeedback.

Primarily, the concern was with item 1; projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet

mission

legal

went

backward

mandates.

and

forwards

on given

the

There Commission felt that highlighting that fact as information

to the Council was important.

Commissioner McRoberts thought it was a fair observation that all of the categories

do

not need

to stay.

Attachment B
Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 17, 2018
Page 6

Councilmember McGehee stated the lack of consistency, the lack of these policies
has been

one

her largest frustrations

of

while

serving

on

the

Council.

Things

come before the Council that really do not need their time and approval on and
things that do come before the Council do not come with enough documentation
and

enough

regular

or

consistent

format.

She was supportive

of this item as a

She agreed that if the City is going to move to a policy for purchasing
by the City Manager with a $ 20, 000 cap, a police car cost more than
She thought the Council would need to think about that and the category of

method.

approval

that.

non- event

but recurring

She thought some items would need periodic re-

costs.

view built in and it might happen to improve the longevity of the item.
Councilmember

McGehee

why HVAC

and

was

2

on page

stated as she reviewed

roof repair

were

A, third bullet

of attachment

this item she had a question

of maintenance.

a part

point.

on

She noted the reference

She thought there needed to be

additional clarification from the Finance Commission to separate Capital from
Maintenance.

Mayor Roe stated on different types of purchases the City' s process for approving
the

is

purchase

a

little different.

He stated for the street repair project each year

the Council approves that year' s project
Council does also have the $ 5, 000 limit
of
today. Every purchase over $ 5, 000,
proval, goes before the City Council for

and is done as a result of a strategy. The
for City Manager purchasing authority as
unless it is authorized under another apapproval.

Mr. Trudgeon indicated the $ 20,000 for City Manager approval is allowed under
State Statute.

Mayor Roe indicated the City can choose to go lower than that which the City of
Roseville chose to be at $ 5, 000. Mr. Trudgeon indicated that was correct.
Councilmember
and

thought

pen

more

it

Etten stated he liked the regular review of policies and strategies
made

often

than

a

lot

of sense

once

per

that it is up front.

year

and

potentially,

He did not think these hapeven

longer

than

that.

He

thought it was a good idea to have those items brought before the City Council for
review

and

approval.

Councilmember Etten stated the City has increased documentation through Council

input

with

the yearly CIP.

He asked if the Finance Commission looked at that

and still considered that to be uneven.

Commissioner McRoberts thought it was inadequate for the top category, category one.

Mayor Roe stated in category one, a lot of those items do not show up on the CIP
each

year.

Attachment B
Regular City Council Meeting
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Commissioner Harold stated that was part of what the Commission was trying to

do, capture some of those items that come up infrequently, so those items do not
make it into a CIP and try to pull it into the process.
Councilmember

Etten stated the two examples

given in the report he would not

consider them to be a part of a CIP and if those are areas of great concern, the

Commission might want to propose something that is separate from the CIP process.

Mayor Roe suggested not calling it a CIP policy in this category, just a Capital
Investment, which might help.
Councilmember

Etten noted the City is not saving money right now to replace

City Hall or to replace the golf course, for example. To him the top end category,
the infrequent category, doesn' t belong in the CIP discussion but maybe in those
long- term capital discussions of costs the City has to consider. One of the things
he was struggling with was how does this look in a report to the City Council.
That is something he would like to better understand.

Commissioner McRoberts stated in terms of the source of funding, he agreed but
what the Commission was trying to do was have a consistent view as to the approval of the expenditure. He understood the item may come from someplace different but in terms of having those codified, consistent processes and information
flow for the actual expenditure and it being approved, it should follow the same
process.

Chair Schroeder

thought

the Commission

was

looking

at

a

capital

bucket.

The

Commission understood some of the items do not show up in reports and never

will so the Commission was trying to figure out how it could be documented differently but still have it part of the capital bucket.
Councilmember Etten indicated he would not want it in the regular CIP report because

it

could

make

would

cause

confusion.

If taking about a process for decision making, it

sense.

Councilmember McGehee thought the categories should have some specificity

regarding public engagement on those items because these are big event items.

The other thing about the categorization and indexing that is all very set for the
streets, but she was not sure about other items like sewer and it would be nice to
have those items tied together in some sort of plan as part of this strategy.
Councilmember

Etten indicated he would like to have that be a separate conversa-

tion with the Public

Works

Commission

and

Department.

Attachment B
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Mayor Roe agreed.

Councilmember

McGehee stated one of the things that has bothered her on all of

her years on the Council is that every department has their own established events
strategy and policy piece and they don' t ever all come to the Council for a unified discussion. If the Council is going to be establishing priorities, the Council
needs to see all
pieces

at

each department' s needs and wants at one time, not just certain

different times.

It makes it difficult to adequately evaluate the priorities

and the spending that is done. That is something, if the Council had the listing for
each department, there would be an overall view for the City that would be helpful for the City and the Council when making decision.
Councilmember Etten asked if the policies should be laid out in a document for
each department.

Councilmember
planned

over

the

McGehee would like the departments to indicate the expenditures
next

ten

years

with

the strategy

and

policy.

If one department

has three event items and another department has three and the Council only sees
them as single individual events that come before the Council, they as a Council,

are not able to effectively set priority as the priority setting body.
Mayor Roe felt the Council did receive the information

needed because the CIP

document talks about the policy basis for the various recommendation with the
department.

He thought events

werea handful of things to the extent that the

Council knows what the things are at this time.

Councilmember McGehee stated she would like to be more transparent on event

items, so everyone knows what is being planned for in each department.
Councilmember Willmus stated this is a difficult part of what the Council does

but what he likes about the template model, is that it really will tend to focus
some on those conversations more in line with a template on what the City is doing, how is the City going to do it, and why. He thought that was important. He

thought there was perhaps some tweaking to various language needed but overall
this was a good starting point that he was intrigued by and want to put more work
into.

Councilmember

Laliberte

concurred

with

Willmus.

Councilmember

She liked a

lot of what was in the report and a good starting point. She does like the idea of
standardizing

some

format

expectations,

especially

event

items.

She

thought

a

good thing to add would be an engagement process and modeling out for revenue
versus expenses versus maintenance. Anything that might come into play for any
of those items would also be a good thing to standardize as a part of that process.

She stated what she was not comfortable giving up was when the Council does
approve

the

street projects

for the

season

and

are

putting

that

into the

public

doc-
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uments and everyone can see the plan and amount and when the project will start.

Also, for transparency

reasons,

the $ 5, 000 threshold

is important

to her and the

public, so the residents do know what is going on and not just blankly being approved

somewhere.

Mayor Roe stated approval of over$ 5, 000 purchasesis usually a consent item and
if discussion needs to be done on it, the Council will remove it from consent for
further

review.

recommended

He thought the $ 5, 000 limit has

the Commission

made

sense

take some of the feedback

over

the

received

years.

He

and work

more on policy language.
Councilmember Etten stated in regard to Attachment A, top of page two, an item
that now seem to be covered by the City public financing process that has been
established

through

community

development

is

the

first bullet

point.

He won-

dered if that point belonged in a CIP discussion because the City has a fleshed- out

policy that has been set forward in the last year that does this, but it does not seem
it fits under a CIP, but rather in the City community development process.
Chair Schroeder thought it might make sense for the Commission to review the

entire policy and then bring the proposed plan forward after changes.
Mayor Roe thought it might make sense, in looking at the practicalities of this, to

go back to a portion of the City' s existing CIP documentation and figure out if a
column should be added for the asset category to the document or is there other
documentation that needed to be changed or added.
Councilmember Laliberte thought it would be good to figure out when an event
would trigger the start of that process because the Council would not want to all
She asked what action, what disthe sudden come too late to make it work.
of
cussion, would prompt or trigger the start of the event?

Mayor Roe thought one trigger would be if the residents came to the City wanting

something that the City has never had before and then there is the catastrophic
event or immediate attention.

Councilmember Etten stated the Council is looking for a little more fleshing out

and what would the template actually look like, what would the community be
seeing,

and what would

the Council be reviewing

at stages.

He would love to see

what this item turns into.

Chair Schroeder thought the big part was the Commissioners wanted to make sure

the Commission was going down the right path with this item and then moving
forward

with

further

review,

changes

and

additions.
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Mayor Roe stated another piece of this too, in relation to the things that go into
the nonevent categories is thinking about what the policies are the City has in
place or what the strategies are, the strategic documents the City has which might
involve doing more research with staff.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed steps going forward with the
Council.
Changes in funding strategies for the CIP
Chair Schroeder stated in regard to this item the Commission realized the number
of graphs that were submitted to the Council was too much, so the Commission
has paired it down. The graphs in the packet the Council has seen in the past but
have been updated for current information.
Commissioner Harold reviewed the funding strategies with the Council.
Commissioner Harold stated the Commission's recommendation for the Pavement
Management Program is to take no action in 2019 but to repurpose a portion of
existing debt levy in 2020. He believed this was consistent with staff recommen
dation of this fund as well.
Commissioner Harold stated the Commission's recommendation for the General
Facilities Fund is to repurpose $355,000 of existing levy for this fund in 2019.
According to the graph the City is still looking at a negative balance in 2021 due
to the OVAL. The Commission's subsequent action, which he believed the City
is planning on doing anyways, is to seek some State funding for the OVAL ex
pense.
Commissioner Harold stated the regarding the Park Improvement Program, the
City will be seeing a negative balance fairly quickly. Commission's recommen
dation for the Park Improvement program is no action for 2019 but beginning in
2020 to repurpose the remaining debt levy into the Park Improvement Program.
Commissioner Harold stated there is one additional recommendation with the
Pavement Management Program, staff recommends in 2019 to pull funds from
this fund for the paths and parkways fund and the Commission is recommending
that not be done and for the City to try to find alternative funding for that. Pursu
ant with the current Capital Investment Policy, the Pavement Management Pro
gram is intended as an endowment and the target range is eight to twelve million
and the current level the program is currently at eight million. Any additional
funds coming out of that program would be below the range as established in the
City's CIP.

Attachment C

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 13, 2018

Re:

Item #5: Discussion on CIP Categorization & Review Process (continued)

Background
At the October Finance Commission meeting, the Commission held a brief review on the discussions
held at the Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting on September 17, 2018. One of those
discussions included the Commission’s revised recommendation to establish a new Capital Improvement
Plan (CIP) categorization and review process. The revised process was intended to amend the previous
CIP Priority-Ranking process that had previously been incorporated into the Capital Investment Policy,
but later questioned by the City Council.
The revised recommendation was reached after a number of conversations were held over the past
several years. As mentioned at previous Commission meetings, the recommendation was generally
inspired by two notions:
1. The recognition of a significant funding gap in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
2. The desire to prioritize capital spending decisions as a means (or partial means) of bridging that
gap
While these two perspectives were identified early on in the process, a third emerged more recently with
the notion that the City Council was spending an insufficient amount of time evaluating one-time, nonrecurring capital-related decisions which may subsequently add to the funding gap.
At the Joint Meeting, the Commission presented three objectives to demonstrate the value of changing
the process. They included:




Adapt the current process such that it allow the council to focus their time and involvement where
it add most value by extending the management process around CIP approvals
Drive consistency of process and documentation across different CIP projects and spend areas to
facilitate more effective and visible decision making
Codify variations within governance process to reflect the differing nature or size of expenditure
on a specific CIP project.

The Commission went on to present a proposed framework. The graphic & table presented on the
following page represents a composite of that framework.
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City of Roseville
CIP Categorization & Review Process

Updated September 17, 2018

1
2
3
Governance
Approach

Transaction
Volume

1

Event

Low

2

Strategy

Medium

3

Policy

High

Review Level

Role of the
City Council
FULL BUSINESS CASE REVIEW INCLUDING 10YEAR OPERATING COST MODEL. INDIVIDUAL
TRANSACTIONS APPROVED BY CITY COUNCIL
FULL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF STRATEGIC
PLAN(S); POTENTIALLY IN CONJUNCTION
WITH ADVISORY COMMISSION REVIEW.
INDIVIDUAL TRANSACTIONS APPROVED BY
CITY STAFF UP TO $_____
FULL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF
REPLACEMENT POLICIES. INDIVIDUAL
TRANSACTIONS APPROVED BY CITY STAFF UP
TO $_____

After presenting this proposed framework and listening to the Council discussion the Commission
identified a series of next steps. However, the Council comments shared during the Joint Meeting
probably need to be addressed before any further steps can be considered.
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City Staff Observations
At the October Finance Commission meeting Staff offered its observation that while several
Councilmembers seemed intrigued at the possibility of taking a new approach and expressed an interest
in portions of the proposed concepts, they also struggled to visualize the various steps in the process and
the potential benefits. Up until this point, it’s been a conceptual discussion without the construction of
new strategic plans or policies that are being advocated for – something that will require a substantial
investment of staffing and other financial resources.
Staff also observed broad Council interest in keeping the financial threshold for approving individual
purchases to $5,000, rather than the $20,000 authorized by State Statute. If this financial threshold is left
in place, nearly every item included in the CIP would be reviewed and authorized by the Council
regardless if those items were previously identified within a strategic plan, policy, or budget.
This in of itself shouldn’t preclude the Council from engaging in long-term capital planning and
prioritization efforts. However, it suggests that many members of the Council are uncomfortable with
entrusting final spending decisions within the planning process itself. If so, then the level of scrutiny and
public dialogue that takes place may not correlate at all to the categorization and governance model that
the Commission has recommended.
Finally, Staff will note that the CIP funding gap that served as a primary impetus for the discussion a
couple of years ago is rapidly disappearing. Over the past three years, the City Council has appropriated
or re-purposed almost $1.2 million annually in additional property tax dollars, and another $500,000
annually in fees towards the CIP. Additional recommended corrective actions in 2019 and 2020 also
have the Council’s support.
As a result, the CIP is projected to be sustainable for the next twenty years (exclusive of inflationary
impacts) with the exception of the Pavement Management Fund. This Fund will need additional
appropriations beginning no later than 2038
Potential Next Steps
Before contemplating possible next steps, it is suggested that the Commission review the minutes from
the September 17, 2018 Joint Meeting. An excerpt of those minutes are included in Attachment A. As
Commissioners review these minutes and reflect on all previous discussions on this topic, they are
encouraged to consider (reconsider):




What objective or outcome is being sought?
Will the proposed changes achieve this objective or outcome with greater certainty than we do
without those changes?
Is the Finance Commission prepared to advocate for new, or the reallocation of existing, financial
resources to achieve this objective or outcome?

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

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Excerpt of the Minutes from the September 17, 2018 Joint City Council-Finance Commission
Meeting.
B: Capital Investment Policy with Proposed Revisions (See yellow-highlighted items).
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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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CIP categorizations & review process
Commissioner McRoberts stated the feedback the Commission received from the
Council at the last review of this was that there were opportunities with the exist
ing policy as defined and the categorization was not necessarily helpful in terms
of whether the category was new or recurring. The Commission met with City
Finance Director Chris Miller and worked through examples to find out what it
meant. The Commission concluded that the existing policy does not help.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed new CIP Approval Process Re
view with the Council. He suggested the following objectives for review:
•

Adapt the current process such that it allows the council to focus their time
and involvement where it adds most value by extending the management
process around CIP approvals.
• Drive consistency of process and documentation across different CIP pro
jects and spend areas to facilitate more effective and visible decision mak
mg
• Codify variations within governance process to reflect the differing nature
or size of expenditures on a specific CIP project.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed framework and proposed role of
the Council. He asked for feedback from the Council.
Mayor Roe stated he had a question on some of the documentation provided. At
tachment A, the draft policy language, is that something the Commission has had
a chance to review or is that something only in draft form for this meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the Commission reviewed Attachment A at the
last Finance Commission meeting and concurred with staff as drafted.
Mayor Roe asked how the retention of the guidelines from the previous discussion
worked into the three-category recommendation.
Commissioner McRoberts stated Capital Replacements was something the Com
mission went backward and forwards on given the feedback. Primarily, the con
cern was with item 1; projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet
legal mandates. There Commission felt that highlighting that fact as information
to the Council was important.
Commissioner McRoberts thought it was a fair observation that all of the catego
ries do not need to stay.
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Councilmember McGehee stated the lack of consistency, the lack of these policies
has been

one

her largest frustrations

of

while

serving

on

the

Council.

Things

come before the Council that really do not need their time and approval on and
things that do come before the Council do not come with enough documentation
and

enough

regular

or

consistent

format.

She was supportive

of this item as a

She agreed that if the City is going to move to a policy for purchasing
by the City Manager with a $ 20, 000 cap, a police car cost more than
She thought the Council would need to think about that and the category of

method.

approval

that.

non- event

but recurring

She thought some items would need periodic re-

costs.

view built in and it might happen to improve the longevity of the item.
Councilmember

McGehee

why HVAC

and

was

2

on page

stated as she reviewed

roof repair

were

A, third bullet

of attachment

this item she had a question

of maintenance.

a part

point.

on

She noted the reference

She thought there needed to be

additional clarification from the Finance Commission to separate Capital from
Maintenance.

Mayor Roe stated on different types of purchases the City' s process for approving
the

is

purchase

a

little different.

He stated for the street repair project each year

the Council approves that year' s project
Council does also have the $ 5, 000 limit
of
today. Every purchase over $ 5, 000,
proval, goes before the City Council for

and is done as a result of a strategy. The
for City Manager purchasing authority as
unless it is authorized under another apapproval.

Mr. Trudgeon indicated the $ 20,000 for City Manager approval is allowed under
State Statute.

Mayor Roe indicated the City can choose to go lower than that which the City of
Roseville chose to be at $ 5, 000. Mr. Trudgeon indicated that was correct.
Councilmember
and

thought

pen

more

it

Etten stated he liked the regular review of policies and strategies
made

often

than

a

lot

of sense

once

per

that it is up front.

year

and

potentially,

He did not think these hapeven

longer

than

that.

He

thought it was a good idea to have those items brought before the City Council for
review

and

approval.

Councilmember Etten stated the City has increased documentation through Council

input

with

the yearly CIP.

He asked if the Finance Commission looked at that

and still considered that to be uneven.

Commissioner McRoberts thought it was inadequate for the top category, category one.

Mayor Roe stated in category one, a lot of those items do not show up on the CIP
each

year.
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Commissioner Harold stated that was part of what the Commission was trying to

do, capture some of those items that come up infrequently, so those items do not
make it into a CIP and try to pull it into the process.
Councilmember

Etten stated the two examples

given in the report he would not

consider them to be a part of a CIP and if those are areas of great concern, the

Commission might want to propose something that is separate from the CIP process.

Mayor Roe suggested not calling it a CIP policy in this category, just a Capital
Investment, which might help.
Councilmember

Etten noted the City is not saving money right now to replace

City Hall or to replace the golf course, for example. To him the top end category,
the infrequent category, doesn' t belong in the CIP discussion but maybe in those
long- term capital discussions of costs the City has to consider. One of the things
he was struggling with was how does this look in a report to the City Council.
That is something he would like to better understand.

Commissioner McRoberts stated in terms of the source of funding, he agreed but
what the Commission was trying to do was have a consistent view as to the approval of the expenditure. He understood the item may come from someplace different but in terms of having those codified, consistent processes and information
flow for the actual expenditure and it being approved, it should follow the same
process.

Chair Schroeder

thought

the Commission

was

looking

at

a

capital

bucket.

The

Commission understood some of the items do not show up in reports and never

will so the Commission was trying to figure out how it could be documented differently but still have it part of the capital bucket.
Councilmember Etten indicated he would not want it in the regular CIP report because

it

could

make

would

cause

confusion.

If taking about a process for decision making, it

sense.

Councilmember McGehee thought the categories should have some specificity

regarding public engagement on those items because these are big event items.

The other thing about the categorization and indexing that is all very set for the
streets, but she was not sure about other items like sewer and it would be nice to
have those items tied together in some sort of plan as part of this strategy.
Councilmember

Etten indicated he would like to have that be a separate conversa-

tion with the Public

Works

Commission

and

Department.
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Mayor Roe agreed.

Councilmember

McGehee stated one of the things that has bothered her on all of

her years on the Council is that every department has their own established events
strategy and policy piece and they don' t ever all come to the Council for a unified discussion. If the Council is going to be establishing priorities, the Council
needs to see all
pieces

at

each department' s needs and wants at one time, not just certain

different times.

It makes it difficult to adequately evaluate the priorities

and the spending that is done. That is something, if the Council had the listing for
each department, there would be an overall view for the City that would be helpful for the City and the Council when making decision.
Councilmember Etten asked if the policies should be laid out in a document for
each department.

Councilmember
planned

over

the

McGehee would like the departments to indicate the expenditures
next

ten

years

with

the strategy

and

policy.

If one department

has three event items and another department has three and the Council only sees
them as single individual events that come before the Council, they as a Council,

are not able to effectively set priority as the priority setting body.
Mayor Roe felt the Council did receive the information

needed because the CIP

document talks about the policy basis for the various recommendation with the
department.

He thought events

werea handful of things to the extent that the

Council knows what the things are at this time.

Councilmember McGehee stated she would like to be more transparent on event

items, so everyone knows what is being planned for in each department.
Councilmember Willmus stated this is a difficult part of what the Council does

but what he likes about the template model, is that it really will tend to focus
some on those conversations more in line with a template on what the City is doing, how is the City going to do it, and why. He thought that was important. He

thought there was perhaps some tweaking to various language needed but overall
this was a good starting point that he was intrigued by and want to put more work
into.

Councilmember

Laliberte

concurred

with

Willmus.

Councilmember

She liked a

lot of what was in the report and a good starting point. She does like the idea of
standardizing

some

format

expectations,

especially

event

items.

She

thought

a

good thing to add would be an engagement process and modeling out for revenue
versus expenses versus maintenance. Anything that might come into play for any
of those items would also be a good thing to standardize as a part of that process.

She stated what she was not comfortable giving up was when the Council does
approve

the

street projects

for the

season

and

are

putting

that

into the

public

doc-
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uments and everyone can see the plan and amount and when the project will start.

Also, for transparency

reasons,

the $ 5, 000 threshold

is important

to her and the

public, so the residents do know what is going on and not just blankly being approved

somewhere.

Mayor Roe stated approval of over$ 5, 000 purchasesis usually a consent item and
if discussion needs to be done on it, the Council will remove it from consent for
further

review.

recommended

He thought the $ 5, 000 limit has

the Commission

made

sense

take some of the feedback

over

the

received

years.

He

and work

more on policy language.
Councilmember Etten stated in regard to Attachment A, top of page two, an item
that now seem to be covered by the City public financing process that has been
established

through

community

development

is

the

first bullet

point.

He won-

dered if that point belonged in a CIP discussion because the City has a fleshed- out

policy that has been set forward in the last year that does this, but it does not seem
it fits under a CIP, but rather in the City community development process.
Chair Schroeder thought it might make sense for the Commission to review the

entire policy and then bring the proposed plan forward after changes.
Mayor Roe thought it might make sense, in looking at the practicalities of this, to

go back to a portion of the City' s existing CIP documentation and figure out if a
column should be added for the asset category to the document or is there other
documentation that needed to be changed or added.
Councilmember Laliberte thought it would be good to figure out when an event
would trigger the start of that process because the Council would not want to all
She asked what action, what disthe sudden come too late to make it work.
of
cussion, would prompt or trigger the start of the event?

Mayor Roe thought one trigger would be if the residents came to the City wanting

something that the City has never had before and then there is the catastrophic
event or immediate attention.

Councilmember Etten stated the Council is looking for a little more fleshing out

and what would the template actually look like, what would the community be
seeing,

and what would

the Council be reviewing

at stages.

He would love to see

what this item turns into.

Chair Schroeder thought the big part was the Commissioners wanted to make sure

the Commission was going down the right path with this item and then moving
forward

with

further

review,

changes

and

additions.
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Mayor Roe stated another piece of this too, in relation to the things that go into
the nonevent categories is thinking about what the policies are the City has in
place or what the strategies are, the strategic documents the City has which might
involve doing more research with staff.
Commissioner McRob erts reviewed the proposed steps going forward with the
Council.
[end Minutes for this topic]
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Capital Investment Policy

(September 11, 2018 Proposed Revisions)

The purpose of the City’s Capital Investment Policy is to ensure future capital improvements,
maintenance, and replacements are made when needed, in a manner which is both fiscally and
operationally prudent. The goal of this policy is to provide a stable funding mechanism for the
City’s infrastructure by setting aside specific resources on a periodic basis. This will ease the
burden on present and future taxpayers, without significant fluctuations in annual property tax
levies.
It is not the intent of the City Council to fund major new facilities, which have not had the original
funding established either through tax increment, general taxes, bonding or other such sources.
The replacement funds and corresponding fund interest earnings are expected to be only for
replacement purposes.
Scope
All departments and City funds are included in the 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).
The CIP identifies the timing and financing of all capital items.
Policy


The City will develop a 20-year Plan for capital investments and update it at least every 2
years.



All capital investments shall be made in accordance with an adopted Capital Improvement
Plan.



The City will coordinate development of the capital improvement budget with development
of the operating budget. Future operational costs associated with new capital improvements
will be projected and included in operating budget forecasts.



The City will provide ongoing preventative maintenance and upkeep on all its assets at a
level adequate to protect the City’s capital investment and to minimize future maintenance
and replacement costs. The City should periodically review and follow industryrecommended replacement schedules for all City capital assets.



The City will identify the estimated costs and potential funding sources for each capital
project proposal before it is submitted to Council for approval.



The City will determine the least costly financing and acquisition method for all new
projects.
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For future development or redevelopment proposals that require public infrastructure
and/or public financing assistance and/or City support services, a fiscal analysis shall be
prepared identifying the project sources and uses. The analysis should also demonstrate the
costs and benefits of the project. The cost of this analysis shall be borne by the developer.



The City will establish departmental Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Funds. The City
will appropriate monies to them annually to provide for timely replacement of vehicles and
equipment. The amount will be maintained at an amount equal to the proportion of useful
life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost.



The City will establish a Building Capital Maintenance Fund, and will appropriate funds
to it annually to provide for timely maintenance of all buildings supported by general
governmental funding. Only maintenance which meets the capitalization threshold shall be
paid for out of this fund. Maintenance includes major items such as roof repair and HVAC
replacement.



The City shall establish a Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund to provide for the general
replacement of streets and related infrastructure throughout the community. The annual
MSA capital allocation, will be included as a part of the source of funds for computing the
adequacy of this fund. This fund has been formally categorized by the Council as a
permanent fund, whereby the interest proceeds are only used for the stated purpose. The
cash reserve amount should remain between $8-12 million.



The City shall establish a Park Capital Maintenance Fund to provide for the general
replacement of parks and related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all park system assets.



Within each enterprise fund, the City shall establish a funding mechanism to provide for
the general replacement of related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all enterprise fund system assets.



From time to time the City Council shall establish additional replacement funds as the need
becomes apparent.



The Finance Commission will annually oversee and report to the City Council a review
and analysis of planned capital investments and related reserve balances. The purpose of
such analysis will be to gauge the health and sustainability of City reserves related to capital
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investments for the short (1-3 year), medium (4-9 years), and long term (10+ years). It will
also take into account related borrowing and repayment costs.


Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1. Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2. Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3. Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4. Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.



For purposes of added transparency associated with capital spending decisions, the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) should include the following designations and review:
Cate gory 1

De finition

Policy/Plan
Re vie w
Purchasing
Approval (se e
comme nts be low)

City Council
Re sponsibility

Cate gory 2

Cate gory 3
Items that are
considered nonroutine or
purchased on a
highly infrequent
basis and have a
significant financial
impact

Items that are
incorporated into a
replacement policy,
and have a fairly
consistent useful
life

Items that are
incorporated into a
strategic plan or
similar long-term
planning initiative

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

Review as needed
in conjunction with
a standard form
providing
justification,
funding source, and
supporting
narrative

Review replacement
policies annually or
as needed
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Purchasing Approval Comments:
(a) MN Statute 412.691 limits the City Manager purchasing authority to $20,000 or less
(b) MN Statute 471.345 establishes the following rules for entering into contracts:
Amount

Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

Direct negotiation (two quotes if possible)
or competitive bidding process

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

Definitions
Capital assets – Assets which cost $5,000 or more and have a useful life of two or more years.
Capital Improvement Plan – A comprehensive 20 year outlook itemizing all capital assets and
their replacement funding requirements. The plan will take into account useful asset lives and
salvage values.
Replacement Cost– In today’s dollars, the cost to replace the asset. If it is expected the retired
asset will have a salvage value, the estimated salvage value should be deducted from the
expected replacement cost.
Asset Life – The number of years which is the asset is in use, also known as the useful life of
a capital asset.
Bonding – The amount of debt incurred to obtain capital assets.
Capital Asset Maintenance – Expenditures which protect the City’s investment in capital assets
and provide for ongoing upkeep.
Equipment – A tangible capital asset which does not qualify as a vehicle, building, street, or
park asset. Examples are mowers, tools, etc.
MSA Capital Allocation – Municipal State Aid is money the City receives from the State to
help pay for maintenance of MSA-designated streets. MSA streets are collector or arterial
streets that interconnect to other cities or major thoroughfares.
Enterprise Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal
services for which is 100% fee supported. Examples are Water, Sewer, and Golf Course.
General Governmental Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for
spending in which a property tax is generally levied. Examples are police, fire, streets, parks
and recreation.
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Enterprise Fund System Asset – Assets which support enterprise services such as water, sewer,
and golf course.
Park System Asset – All assets within city parks excluding buildings. Examples would be
trails, equipment, and courts.
Implementation
The City shall use replacement funds to assist in the replacement of equipment, vehicles, and
capital building maintenance. New equipment or buildings are to be funded from new dollars,
unless they are designated to replace currently owned assets. Funds may be used up to the
amount of the replacement funds set aside for that particular asset. Any additional funding shall
be from new sources.
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Commissioner Harold stated he supplemented the Discussion and Next Steps for a couple of the
items to reflect what the Commission discussed with the joint meeting specifically with the
Priority Ranking Implementation. He also added information to 2018-5 which is a split off the
cash reserves recommendation which he thought the entire Commission agreed to move forward
with separating City funds for 2019.
The Commission did not have any additional comments to add.
Continue Discussion on CIP Categorization & Review Process
Finance Director Miller stated this is continued discussion on CIP Categorization and Review
Process. He reviewed the information in the November 13, 2018 meeting packet. He thought
the Commission should go back and look at some of the objectives the Commission had in mind
at the beginning of this item and also reflect on the Council comments that were shared at the
September meeting. He thought there were a lot of interesting comments made about some
intrigue about what the Council liked and some questions the Council had about the process.
There was also some uncomfortableness with some of the pieces when it came to committing to
some of the CIP purchases in advance as part of strategic planning or priority process or some
kind of an annual workplan. The Council wanted to reserve some judgement for any final
decisions on what gets approved and what doesn’t until later in the process and that is part of the
over $5,000 report. He stated with the Council feedback the Commission’s direction changes a
little bit and in some ways a lot of what the Commission was trying to achieve. He thought it
might be healthy to go back to the original objectives to see if anything has changed and with
what the Commission has recommended to the Council and what the Council is agreeable and
not so agreeable to whether or not the Commission is still hitting the mark from what the
Commission originally intended.
Mr. Miller noted as he looked back to where the conversation started and Commissioner
Bachhuber’s comments, there was a recognition early on of a gap in the CIP in the financing.
There was also recognition that part of the strategy to bridging that gap is to prioritize the CIP in
a more transparent deliberate process. There was also a third objective or idea that some things
were not included in the CIP that perhaps the Commission would have liked to see. Or, maybe
there are things that had large impacts on some of the City’s assets that did not get the level of
public dialogue the Commission thought it should have, such as the acquisition of the strip center
where the license center sits, the Cedar Holm Golf Course and what that eventually became even
though it was flagged in the CIP, and what eventually got built was envisioned to be something
different in the end.
Mr. Miller stated in the staff report, he posed a couple of questions about whether the
Commission still feels the objectives are what the Commission is trying to seek or has that
evolved and morphed into something different. He wanted the Commission to feel good about
what the group is doing and feel progress is being made to whatever the objective is today noting
maybe that will help focus what path the Commission takes moving forward. He stated the
Commission connected with the Council on this topic but there are still some elusive pieces that
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he thought the Commission will need, may be a slightly different avenue in order for the Council
to see the same vision the Commission is seeing.
Commissioner Harold stated his insight is the funding gap has gotten better over the last few
years and is not as urgent of a need that he was thinking the policy would try to address. He
stated throughout discussions when looking at the capital spending as a whole, this last year or
two may have been more of an anomaly but the large one-time spending by the City is a
significant use of resources the Commission felt is spending every year reviewing these CIP
projections and plans and discussing how the City is going to make up for perhaps a half million
dollar funding gap in the same time the City is spending multiple millions of dollars of one time
spending. He thought it feels like this is not receiving the same public due diligence and he
thought that some of these things had to be done behind closed doors just due to privacy reasons
but there is a significant public interest in having a more transparent and open process with some
of the one-time spending. To him that is the most important part of this recommendation.
Commissioner Bachhuber indicated he did not disagree. He stated originally the Commission
was looking at the funding gap and trying to figure out how to prioritize in order to close the gap.
The fact that the gap is in better shape does not really take away from the importance of some
other things indicated about having consistent processes and documentation across projects,
providing that transparency, and creating a way for the Council to evaluate. To him, the CIP
process still feels like at the Council level, a report that is accepted moves on. He did not sense a
lot of discussion. He hoped the Commission was creating elements in ways that the Council
could provide some evaluation and possibly weigh in as opposed to just focusing on how the
projects are funded. He encouraged thinking about if what the Council is seeing is at the right
level or should there be a higher or lower level of Capital Investment.
Commissioner Murray asked Mr. Miller how long the $5,000 threshold has been in use.
Mr. Miller indicated it has been in place since 2003.
Commissioner Murray thought the $5,000 figure is moving down all of the time due to inflation
and the Commission’s objective of trying to remove some of the burden off the Council using a
realistic number is not unreasonable. If nothing else, he thought the Council needed to adjust the
amount for inflation.
Commissioner Harold agreed but thought of all of the items the Commission brought up to the
Council that was the one item the Council had the most trouble with changing.
Commissioner Murray thought it was a little bit of an attitude issue as well.
Mr. Miller stated the concept of adjusting that number has come up several times since 2003 and
each time the Council chose to leave it alone.
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Commissioner Harold thought as part of what the Commission is proposing, if the Commission
could get everything else besides the $5,000 level that was still worth doing and would be an
accomplishment.
Commissioner Bachhuber agreed and thought the Council wanted to be transparent so by having
it in the consent agenda, every item gets listed when purchased and the Council does not actually
spend time on reviewing each item. But, it is documented so any citizen could see what was
purchased at any given time.
Commissioner Hodder indicated he was okay with the $5,000 and the transparency process is
important. Due diligence, when big projects come up, is also important. He thought if the City
could achieve the two objectives that would be a good thing.
Mr. Miller stated he was hearing that the Commission wanted a consistent process and a
consistent presentation format of major CIP items or components above and beyond what the
City is currently doing, is still of public value. And, if that helps guide the Council’s priority
decision making and added transparency, then there is still value in pursuing that, whatever that
looks like eventually.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated when he was reflecting on this, in many ways, what the
Commission had listed as category one and category two, category one being replacement policy
and category two being items that are in part of the strategic plan, he would say to a great degree
the City already has a process around that and he thought the CIP essentially does that. There
may be a question of would the Commission suggest changing the way things get expressed or
adding more detail or not. To him, the biggest gap is category three. He stated if the
Commission were to pick things off and decide to do one thing over another, his suggestion
would be for the Commission to tackle category three and put together a proposal or fiscal note
around what the Commission would suggest the Council should see and what kind of evidence
the Council should have before making a decision on a non-routine significant purchase, with the
Commission defining what a significant purchase would be.
Mr. Miller stated some of the Council’s comments indicated that policy discussion on those nonroutine, big ticket items might happen outside of the CIP process because it might be a situation
where something is not even identified in the CIP. So, there is no process to talk about it until it
is needed. He asked the Commission if that was a change to the CIP process, how the CIP is
reviewed, or is it something different.
Commissioner Harold thought it was different. He stated in reviewing the Capital Investment
Policy, the second paragraph specifically excludes major new facilities and other one-off
spending, which is what the Commission is talking about. He looked at Capital Investment
separate from the Capital Improvement Plan. He was sure that for the majority of one-off
spending, the City does not have a one to twenty year look ahead. He thought it was still
important to develop some sort of a policy to increase the transparency and thought process that
goes behind those purchases and the Commission could easily amend the Capital Investment
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Policy to address that. He did think it would be of value to amend the Capital Investment Policy
to reflect how the City wants to invest its capital with one-time major expenses.
Commissioner Hodder thought some guidelines and criteria could be developed around this so
when there is a one-off purchase, there would be a framework to discuss where the value is to the
City. He thought it might help for transparency to see what those big one-time projects look like
when the project is being evaluated.
Commissioner Murray stated Commission Harold has talked many times about return on
investment and if the City is dealing with roads and bridges and things the State does, it can be
modified fairly well. But, certain things such as technology are quantifiable in terms of
investment but other things like parks is very subjective. He did not know how a number could
be put on it and thought that is the reason there is a City Council, to determine policy.
Commissioner Harold thought it was important to capture, that it is a not a return on investment,
but it is a factor in determining what the long-term, on-going cost implications are of the asset.
Commissioner Murray stated he was not saying the City should not consider them at all, but the
Council needs some prerogatives to do what they think citizens want.
Commissioner Harold agreed.
Commissioner Hodder stated with a park, you would get a value of life and there are other things
to value when looking at the City’s return on the price.
Commissioner Murray stated the City needs to look at how much a park would cost but he did
not know how it could be quantified. He wondered how a park’s worth could be determined.
Commissioner Harrold stated a park may not be able to be quantified but new construction costs
and projected future costs to both operations could be quantified. He stated a new park will
require new maintenance workers with more hours and the park will require upkeep. All of
those costs are going to come ten to twenty years down the line and as more things are built,
there will be more maintenance required to maintain them. He thought it was important to at
least document and capture those expected costs when making decisions.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated another thing he would like to see captured on the park example
would be what are the opportunity costs and what property taxes would be lost, etc. He thought
the City needed to be aware of the true costs of the acquisition.
Mr. Miller stated with this discussion, what was presented to the Council at the joint meeting in
September has now evolved or morphed into something different, which is maybe going back to
the Capital Investment Policy and tweaking that to provide some guidance on how the City
might frame up these one-time infrequent, non-recurring asset transactions which would include
some kind of financial proforma, even if it does not have a revenue source, an assessment of the
acquisition cost, construction costs, plus the on-going cost for some period of time.
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Commissioner Harold asked if staff does a projection for the on-going costs.
Mr. Miller stated for the golf course, early in the process, there was a projection of what the
expected revenues and operating costs were. He did not know if a lot of time was spent on it.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated having a standard template is important if the item is not going
to be in the public view. That way, there could be confidence on the public’s part that when the
Council is considering it, if it is a part of policy, those elements are coming into the room in a
way. There is confidence that a process is being followed.
Mr. Miller noted Chair Schroeder and Vice Chair McRoberts have not been heard from on this
item. He asked if the Commission wanted to continue discussion to the next meeting or to start
framing up what revisions to the Capital Investment Policy might look like.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought it made sense to continue this item to the next meeting for
more input.
The Commission agreed.
Adopt 2019 Meeting Calendar
Finance Director Miller stated the Commission is asked to establish a 2019 meeting calendar to
allow for advanced public notification of scheduled meetings and to help guide the development
of an annual work plan.
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Hodder, to establish the
2019 monthly Meeting Calendar for the second Tuesday of each month. The motion passed
unanimously.
Adopt 2019 Work Plan
Finance Director Miller stated the Commission is asked to establish a 2019 Work Plan to allow
for advanced public notification of the various topics scheduled for review and discussion. An
annual work plan also aids in the scheduling of future agenda topics.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated if a meeting agenda was going to be light, he would rather
cancel the meeting and have a longer meeting the next month versus many meetings with little
content.
Commissioner Hodder thought the only thing that should be added was the utility rate
discussion, which the Commission periodically holds.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

December 11, 2018

Re:

Item #6: Discussion on CIP Categorization & Review Process (continued)

Background
At the November Finance Commission meeting, the Commission continued its discussion on potential
changes to the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review process. It was suggested that the conversatio n
had evolved from one that was originally focused on prioritizing and later categorizing capital spending
decisions, to one that focused more on the following:



Higher-cost, asset additions
Higher-cost asset replacements that feature substantial changes from their original size,
functionality, or purpose

In identifying these two focus areas, it was recognized that these types of decisions can have a significa nt
impact on current asset replacement funding strategies as well as the overall financial sustainability of
the City. It was further recognized that given the potential impact, the decision to acquire these types of
assets should be accompanied by a more standardized public decision-making process.
Given this new focus, it was suggested that perhaps the best approach for ensuring added measures are
followed in the future is to establish new guidelines in the Capital Investment Policy. In an effort to
facilitate this discussion, I’ve prepared a draft revision to the Policy that not only incorporates the ideals
noted above, but also the sentiments that have been expressed by the Commission throughout recent
months.
A copy of the draft revision is included in Attachment A in markup form. The revision is referenced as
the ‘2nd Proposed Revision’ to distinguish it from the proposed changes that the Commission had
advocated for going into the joint meeting with the City Council in September.
Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
Requested Commission Action
For information purposes only. No formal Commission action is necessary.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Capital Investment Policy with Proposed Revisions (2nd Proposed Revision)
B: Excerpt of the Minutes from the September 17, 2018 Joint City Council-Finance Commission
Meeting.
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Capital Investment Policy

(December 11, 2018 2nd Proposed Revision)

The purpose of the City’s Capital Investment Policy is to ensure future capital improvements,
maintenance, and replacements are made when needed in a manner which is both fiscally and
operationally prudent. The Policy also outlines the general process for considering higher-cost
capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial changes from their
original size, functionality, or purpose.
The goal of this policy is to provide a stable funding mechanism for the City’s infrastructure by
setting aside specific resources on a periodic basis. This will ease the burden on present and future
taxpayers, without significant fluctuations in annual property tax levies.
It is not the intent of the City Council to fund major new facilities, which have not had the original
funding established either through tax increment, general taxes, bonding or other such sources.
The replacement funds and corresponding fund interest earnings are expected to be only for
replacement purposes.
Scope
All City departments are included in this Policy and City funds are included in the 20-Year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP identifies the timing and financing of all capital items.
Policy


The City will develop a 20-year Plan for capital investments and update it at least every 2
years.



All capital investments shall be made in accordance with an adopted Capital Improvement
Plan or in conjunction with a strategic or other long-term planning process.



The City will coordinate development of the capital improvement budget with development
of the operating budget. Future operational costs associated with new capital improvements
will be projected and included in operating budget forecasts.



The City will provide ongoing preventative maintenance and upkeep on all its assets at a
level adequate to protect the City’s capital investment and to minimize future maintenance
and replacement costs. The City should periodically review and follow industryrecommended replacement schedules for all City capital assets.



The City will identify the estimated costs and potential funding sources for each capital
project proposal before it is submitted to Council for approval.



The City will determine the least costly financing and acquisition method for all new
projects.
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For future development or redevelopment proposals that require public infrastructure
and/or public financing assistance and/or City support services, a fiscal analysis shall be
prepared identifying the project sources and uses. The analysis should also demonstrate the
costs and benefits of the project. The cost of this analysis shall be borne by the developer.



The City will establish departmental Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Funds. The City
will appropriate monies to them annually to provide for timely replacement of vehicles and
equipment. The amount will be maintained at an amount equal to the proportion of useful
life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost.



The City will establish a Building Capital Maintenance Fund, and will appropriate funds
to it annually to provide for timely maintenance of all buildings supported by general
governmental funding. Only maintenance which meets the capitalization threshold shall be
paid for out of this fund. Maintenance includes major items such as roof repair and HVAC
replacement.



The City shall establish a Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund to provide for the general
replacement of streets and related infrastructure throughout the community. The annual
MSA capital allocation, will be included as a part of the source of funds for computing the
adequacy of this fund. This fund has been formally categorized by the Council as a
permanent fund, whereby the interest proceeds are only used for the stated purpose. The
cash reserve amount should remain between $8-12 million.



The City shall establish a Park Capital Maintenance Fund to provide for the general
replacement of parks and related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all park system assets.



Within each enterprise fund, the City shall establish a funding mechanism to provide for
the general replacement of related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all enterprise fund system assets.



From time to time the City Council shall establish additional replacement funds as the need
becomes apparent.



The Finance Commission will annually oversee and report to the City Council a review
and analysis of planned capital investments and related reserve balances. The purpose of
such analysis will be to gauge the health and sustainability of City reserves related to capital
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investments for the short (1-3 year), medium (4-9 years), and long term (10+ years). It will
also take into account related borrowing and repayment costs.


Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1. Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2. Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3. Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4. Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.


For purposes of added transparency associated with capital spending decisions, the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) should include the following designations and review:
Cate gory 1

De finition

Policy/Plan
Re vie w
Purchasing
Approval (se e
comme nts be low)

City Council
Re sponsibility

Cate gory 2

Cate gory 3
Items that are
considered nonroutine or
purchased on a
highly infrequent
basis and have a
significant financial
impact

Items that are
incorporated into a
replacement policy,
and have a fairly
consistent useful
life

Items that are
incorporated into a
strategic plan or
similar long-term
planning initiative

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

Review as needed
in conjunction with
a standard form
providing
justification,
funding source, and
supporting
narrative

Review replacement
policies annually or
as needed
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Purchasing Approval Comments:
(a) MN Statute 412.691 limits the City Manager purchasing authority to $20,000 or less
(b) MN Statute 471.345 establishes the following rules for entering into contracts:
Amount



Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

Direct negotiation (two quotes if possible)
or competitive bidding process

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

[This Section Still Desired?]
Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1) Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2) Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3) Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4) Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.



Higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial
changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose should be considered using the
guidelines included in Exhibit A.

Definitions
Capital assets – Assets which cost $5,000 or more and have a useful life of two or more years.
Capital Improvement Plan – A comprehensive 20 year outlook itemizing all capital assets and
their replacement funding requirements. The plan will take into account useful asset lives and
salvage values.
Replacement Cost– In today’s dollars, the cost to replace the asset. If it is expected the retired
asset will have a salvage value, the estimated salvage value should be deducted from the
expected replacement cost.
Asset Life – The number of years which is the asset is in use, also known as the useful life of
a capital asset.
Bonding – The amount of debt incurred to obtain capital assets.
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Capital Asset Maintenance – Expenditures which protect the City’s investment in capital assets
and provide for ongoing upkeep.
Equipment – A tangible capital asset which does not qualify as a vehicle, building, street, or
park asset. Examples are mowers, tools, etc.
MSA Capital Allocation – Municipal State Aid is money the City receives from the State to
help pay for maintenance of MSA-designated streets. MSA streets are collector or arterial
streets that interconnect to other cities or major thoroughfares.
Enterprise Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal
services for which is 100% fee supported. Examples are Water, Sewer, and Golf Course.
General Governmental Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for
spending in which a property tax is generally levied. Examples are police, fire, streets, parks
and recreation.
Enterprise Fund System Asset – Assets which support enterprise services such as water, sewer,
and golf course.
Park System Asset – All assets within city parks excluding buildings. Examples would be
trails, equipment, and courts.
Implementation
The City shall use replacement funds to assist in the replacement of equipment, vehicles, and
capital building maintenance. New equipment or buildings are to be funded from new dollars,
unless they are designated to replace currently owned assets. Funds may be used up to the
amount of the replacement funds set aside for that particular asset. Any additional funding shall
be from new sources.
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Introduction

The City recognizes that higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that
feature substantial changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose can have a significant
impact on the financial sustainability of the City. As a result, the decision to acquire these types of
assets should feature added measures to ensure a transparent and public decision-making process
is followed. In recognition of these distinct impacts, the following guidelines have been prepared.
General Guidelines

Each asset addition or asset replacement that features a substantial change as described above in
excess of $100,000, should be accompanied by supporting documentation that includes the
following:






Description of the purchase/project/initiative
Narrative that describes the nexus to a strategic or other long-term planning process
Purchase cost
Funding source(s)
Where applicable, a multi-year financial pro forma(a) or business plan

These supplementary guidelines do not apply towards asset replacements that are included into the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and which feature similar functionality or purpose as the original
asset. This reflects the fact that these assets are already integrated in the delivery of programs and
services.
In contrast, higher-cost ($100,000 or greater) capital asset additions or substantially-changed asset
replacements have greater potential to disrupt asset replacement strategies and have significant
impacts on the operating budget moving forward. Therefore, it is recommended that these asset
acquisitions be accompanied by a multi-year financial pro forma or business plan that includes
supporting documentation that identifies unmet needs, objectives, and action plans.
(a)

The financial pro forma would include a list of estimated operating revenues and expenditures
(including staffing changes) as well as the assumptions used to calculate those estimates.

An example of the supporting documentation is included below.

Attachment C

SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:
Department/Division:
Estimated Cost:
Funding Source:

Document Archival & Retrieval System
Central Services
$150,000
Central Services Fund (Tax Levy Supported)

Description:
The City utilizes a variety of systems and procedures for archiving and retrieving stored documents.
These documents are housed in a variety of locations including; on-site and off-site electronic file
servers, third-party applications, departmental file cabinets, and others. In addition, documents are
stored in a variety of formats include .pdf, TIFF, JPEG, and others.
As a result, the process of archiving and retrieving documents is not only inefficient, but also
potentially unreliable especially with documents that are required to be retained for a defined period
of time. A centralized, standardized document system based on statutory storage requirements is
necessary to address these issues.
The importance of a successfully-designed archival and retrieval capability is referenced in Section
7 of the City of Roseville Business Continuity Plan. The proposed purchase will fulfill this objective.
5-Year Financial Pro Forma:
The proposed System features a combination of on-site and off-site backup physical storage area
networks (SAN) and software licensing; and will include an up-front commitment of $150,000. The
following table identifies the on-going operational costs which will require additional tax levy or
other sources.
Revenues
N/A

$
Total $

Expenditures
Software Licensing
SAN Replacement Costs

2019

-

2019
$ 10,000
28,000
Total $ 38,000

$
$

2020

-

2020
$ 10,300
$ 28,800
$ 39,100

$
$

2021

-

2021
$ 10,600
$ 29,700
$ 40,300

$
$

2022

-

2022
$ 10,900
$ 30,600
$ 41,500

$
$

2023

-

2023
$ 11,200
$ 31,500
$ 42,700

The estimates provided in the table above include the following assumptions:



3% annual increase in software licensing costs to accommodate additional licenses and
inflationary impacts.
SAN replacement costs based on a 5-year amortization schedule, original purchase price
plus 3% annual inflation.
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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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CIP categorizations & review process
Commissioner McRoberts stated the feedback the Commission received from the
Council at the last review of this was that there were opportunities with the exist
ing policy as defined and the categorization was not necessarily helpful in terms
of whether the category was new or recurring. The Commission met with City
Finance Director Chris Miller and worked through examples to find out what it
meant. The Commission concluded that the existing policy does not help.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed new CIP Approval Process Re
view with the Council. He suggested the following objectives for review:
•

Adapt the current process such that it allows the council to focus their time
and involvement where it adds most value by extending the management
process around CIP approvals.
• Drive consistency of process and documentation across different CIP pro
jects and spend areas to facilitate more effective and visible decision mak
mg
• Codify variations within governance process to reflect the differing nature
or size of expenditures on a specific CIP project.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed framework and proposed role of
the Council. He asked for feedback from the Council.
Mayor Roe stated he had a question on some of the documentation provided. At
tachment A, the draft policy language, is that something the Commission has had
a chance to review or is that something only in draft form for this meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the Commission reviewed Attachment A at the
last Finance Commission meeting and concurred with staff as drafted.
Mayor Roe asked how the retention of the guidelines from the previous discussion
worked into the three-category recommendation.
Commissioner McRoberts stated Capital Replacements was something the Com
mission went backward and forwards on given the feedback. Primarily, the con
cern was with item 1; projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet
legal mandates. There Commission felt that highlighting that fact as information
to the Council was important.
Commissioner McRoberts thought it was a fair observation that all of the catego
ries do not need to stay.
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Councilmember McGehee stated the lack of consistency, the lack of these policies
has been

one

her largest frustrations

of

while

serving

on

the

Council.

Things

come before the Council that really do not need their time and approval on and
things that do come before the Council do not come with enough documentation
and

enough

regular

or

consistent

format.

She was supportive

of this item as a

She agreed that if the City is going to move to a policy for purchasing
by the City Manager with a $ 20, 000 cap, a police car cost more than
She thought the Council would need to think about that and the category of

method.

approval

that.

non- event

but recurring

She thought some items would need periodic re-

costs.

view built in and it might happen to improve the longevity of the item.
Councilmember

McGehee

why HVAC

and

was

2

on page

stated as she reviewed

roof repair

were

A, third bullet

of attachment

this item she had a question

of maintenance.

a part

point.

on

She noted the reference

She thought there needed to be

additional clarification from the Finance Commission to separate Capital from
Maintenance.

Mayor Roe stated on different types of purchases the City' s process for approving
the

is

purchase

a

little different.

He stated for the street repair project each year

the Council approves that year' s project
Council does also have the $ 5, 000 limit
of
today. Every purchase over $ 5, 000,
proval, goes before the City Council for

and is done as a result of a strategy. The
for City Manager purchasing authority as
unless it is authorized under another apapproval.

Mr. Trudgeon indicated the $ 20,000 for City Manager approval is allowed under
State Statute.

Mayor Roe indicated the City can choose to go lower than that which the City of
Roseville chose to be at $ 5, 000. Mr. Trudgeon indicated that was correct.
Councilmember
and

thought

pen

more

it

Etten stated he liked the regular review of policies and strategies
made

often

than

a

lot

of sense

once

per

that it is up front.

year

and

potentially,

He did not think these hapeven

longer

than

that.

He

thought it was a good idea to have those items brought before the City Council for
review

and

approval.

Councilmember Etten stated the City has increased documentation through Council

input

with

the yearly CIP.

He asked if the Finance Commission looked at that

and still considered that to be uneven.

Commissioner McRoberts thought it was inadequate for the top category, category one.

Mayor Roe stated in category one, a lot of those items do not show up on the CIP
each

year.
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Commissioner Harold stated that was part of what the Commission was trying to

do, capture some of those items that come up infrequently, so those items do not
make it into a CIP and try to pull it into the process.
Councilmember

Etten stated the two examples

given in the report he would not

consider them to be a part of a CIP and if those are areas of great concern, the

Commission might want to propose something that is separate from the CIP process.

Mayor Roe suggested not calling it a CIP policy in this category, just a Capital
Investment, which might help.
Councilmember

Etten noted the City is not saving money right now to replace

City Hall or to replace the golf course, for example. To him the top end category,
the infrequent category, doesn' t belong in the CIP discussion but maybe in those
long- term capital discussions of costs the City has to consider. One of the things
he was struggling with was how does this look in a report to the City Council.
That is something he would like to better understand.

Commissioner McRoberts stated in terms of the source of funding, he agreed but
what the Commission was trying to do was have a consistent view as to the approval of the expenditure. He understood the item may come from someplace different but in terms of having those codified, consistent processes and information
flow for the actual expenditure and it being approved, it should follow the same
process.

Chair Schroeder

thought

the Commission

was

looking

at

a

capital

bucket.

The

Commission understood some of the items do not show up in reports and never

will so the Commission was trying to figure out how it could be documented differently but still have it part of the capital bucket.
Councilmember Etten indicated he would not want it in the regular CIP report because

it

could

make

would

cause

confusion.

If taking about a process for decision making, it

sense.

Councilmember McGehee thought the categories should have some specificity

regarding public engagement on those items because these are big event items.

The other thing about the categorization and indexing that is all very set for the
streets, but she was not sure about other items like sewer and it would be nice to
have those items tied together in some sort of plan as part of this strategy.
Councilmember

Etten indicated he would like to have that be a separate conversa-

tion with the Public

Works

Commission

and

Department.
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Mayor Roe agreed.

Councilmember

McGehee stated one of the things that has bothered her on all of

her years on the Council is that every department has their own established events
strategy and policy piece and they don' t ever all come to the Council for a unified discussion. If the Council is going to be establishing priorities, the Council
needs to see all
pieces

at

each department' s needs and wants at one time, not just certain

different times.

It makes it difficult to adequately evaluate the priorities

and the spending that is done. That is something, if the Council had the listing for
each department, there would be an overall view for the City that would be helpful for the City and the Council when making decision.
Councilmember Etten asked if the policies should be laid out in a document for
each department.

Councilmember
planned

over

the

McGehee would like the departments to indicate the expenditures
next

ten

years

with

the strategy

and

policy.

If one department

has three event items and another department has three and the Council only sees
them as single individual events that come before the Council, they as a Council,

are not able to effectively set priority as the priority setting body.
Mayor Roe felt the Council did receive the information

needed because the CIP

document talks about the policy basis for the various recommendation with the
department.

He thought events

werea handful of things to the extent that the

Council knows what the things are at this time.

Councilmember McGehee stated she would like to be more transparent on event

items, so everyone knows what is being planned for in each department.
Councilmember Willmus stated this is a difficult part of what the Council does

but what he likes about the template model, is that it really will tend to focus
some on those conversations more in line with a template on what the City is doing, how is the City going to do it, and why. He thought that was important. He

thought there was perhaps some tweaking to various language needed but overall
this was a good starting point that he was intrigued by and want to put more work
into.

Councilmember

Laliberte

concurred

with

Willmus.

Councilmember

She liked a

lot of what was in the report and a good starting point. She does like the idea of
standardizing

some

format

expectations,

especially

event

items.

She

thought

a

good thing to add would be an engagement process and modeling out for revenue
versus expenses versus maintenance. Anything that might come into play for any
of those items would also be a good thing to standardize as a part of that process.

She stated what she was not comfortable giving up was when the Council does
approve

the

street projects

for the

season

and

are

putting

that

into the

public

doc-
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uments and everyone can see the plan and amount and when the project will start.

Also, for transparency

reasons,

the $ 5, 000 threshold

is important

to her and the

public, so the residents do know what is going on and not just blankly being approved

somewhere.

Mayor Roe stated approval of over$ 5, 000 purchasesis usually a consent item and
if discussion needs to be done on it, the Council will remove it from consent for
further

review.

recommended

He thought the $ 5, 000 limit has

the Commission

made

sense

take some of the feedback

over

the

received

years.

He

and work

more on policy language.
Councilmember Etten stated in regard to Attachment A, top of page two, an item
that now seem to be covered by the City public financing process that has been
established

through

community

development

is

the

first bullet

point.

He won-

dered if that point belonged in a CIP discussion because the City has a fleshed- out

policy that has been set forward in the last year that does this, but it does not seem
it fits under a CIP, but rather in the City community development process.
Chair Schroeder thought it might make sense for the Commission to review the

entire policy and then bring the proposed plan forward after changes.
Mayor Roe thought it might make sense, in looking at the practicalities of this, to

go back to a portion of the City' s existing CIP documentation and figure out if a
column should be added for the asset category to the document or is there other
documentation that needed to be changed or added.
Councilmember Laliberte thought it would be good to figure out when an event
would trigger the start of that process because the Council would not want to all
She asked what action, what disthe sudden come too late to make it work.
of
cussion, would prompt or trigger the start of the event?

Mayor Roe thought one trigger would be if the residents came to the City wanting

something that the City has never had before and then there is the catastrophic
event or immediate attention.

Councilmember Etten stated the Council is looking for a little more fleshing out

and what would the template actually look like, what would the community be
seeing,

and what would

the Council be reviewing

at stages.

He would love to see

what this item turns into.

Chair Schroeder thought the big part was the Commissioners wanted to make sure

the Commission was going down the right path with this item and then moving
forward

with

further

review,

changes

and

additions.
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Mayor Roe stated another piece of this too, in relation to the things that go into
the nonevent categories is thinking about what the policies are the City has in
place or what the strategies are, the strategic documents the City has which might
involve doing more research with staff.
Commissioner McRob erts reviewed the proposed steps going forward with the
Council.
[end Minutes for this topic]
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Chair Schroeder wondered if any of the IT information could be a part of any of the policies as
well. She thought a lot of the policies were written before that and she would like the
Commission to clarify who is in charge of IT.
Chair Schroeder asked if staff does their own set of policies for operations.
Mr. Miller stated each Department does things a little differently.
Chair Schroeder asked what policies are in place for IT.
Mr. Miller stated there are data and security protocols that are in place for Roseville and all of
the other agencies. That is more about security and who has administrator rights to do what. As
far as how permissions are assigned, he did not think there was any policy.
Continue Discussion on CIP Categorization & Review Process
Finance Director Miller reviewed the CIP Categorization and Review process with the
Commission.
Commissioner McRoberts thought this simplified the process. He thought if there is going to be
a threshold then it needs to have some kind of articulation around it which says that it is
governed by the span of an area and not by a one-off event. Such as “An investment of a
specific area may be done over a two to three-year period, not to exceed that limit”. He thought
it would be good, when it comes to expenditures, to add a little more detail in the proforma, such
as what is hardware related, what is maintenance, what is people-based cost. Force some of
those questions to be asked so there cannot be any ambiguity.
Commissioner Reif concurred. He thought with a major or unique expenditure, there needs to be
more information such as if there are ongoing costs, employee costs, other costs, infrastructure
costs, utility costs so the Council knows it is not just a capital expenditure but there will be a
number of ongoing expenses that the City needs to make sure it accounts for and all are in
agreement that the expenditure is appropriate.
Mr. Miller thought the suggestion was for the form to be customized to do whatever the project
asset initiative would be. He would expect that if the Council embraces this approach, each one
would be somewhat customized for the types of revenues or expenditures.
Commissioner McRoberts agreed but thought from experience sometimes it is better to have a
detailed list. He stated he would rather have a list of ten things to go through then trying to guess
which six or seven items should be included.
Commissioner Reif reviewed an example he came up with that might work for a checklist.
Commissioner McRoberts thought the example showed the revenue and the expense. He
suggested special incomes to revenue and how much is guaranteed.
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Chair Schroeder thought Commissioner Reif’s example was good. She thought the example
showed a good example of detail and summary along with a combination of both as well.
Commissioner Murray thought it was a reasonable way to present a possible project.
Chair Schroeder asked what the Commission thought of Mr. Miller’s attempt to modify the
policy.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought the edits Mr. Miller did made sense. When it comes to the
question about the priority, he did not know if it would get used or not. He kind of liked them as
guidelines. In past discussions, the four points show how the Commission thinks a project
should be prioritized. He indicated the Capital Replacements priority guidelines should be left
in.
Chair Schroeder agreed.
Mr. Miller thought the Council would feel better leaving it in if it was called a guideline and not
a ranking.
The Commission concurred.
Commissioner McRoberts wondered if staff could retro-actively complete one or two examples
so the Commission could see what this would actually look like because a lot of time is spent
trying to defend something with assumptions and not examples.
Mr. Miller was not sure what type of examples could be done by staff, but he would look into it.
Commissioner McRoberts thought an example could be made from IT and the License Center
will both be using Capital, and both will have revenue streams.
Mr. Miller stated he used something in the packet example that the City has already done. The
City has already acquired a document archival and retrieval system and in the example, he made
up the numbers to show what the idea would be for the future. He stated different directions
could be taken to achieve a decision.
Commissioner McRoberts stated he would give a little more detail on the expenditure line of the
example to capture operational costs. He wondered whether there was a couple of real examples
the Commission could see to determine if the project made sense. He stated the Commission
wants to give the Council something other than a recommendation based on theory.
Chair Schroeder thought the Solar Panel example might be one of the examples used because all
of the work has been done.
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Mr. Miller stated Commissioner Reif’s example shows the proforma part which is one
component. There are major components that would not necessarily appear in something from
the past. He thought there needed to be a standardized format and anything done in the past
might be challenging to put into a standardized format example. He thought the Commission
determined there was no minimum standard of long-term planning, public dialogue, deliberate
proformas. Some of those components are always there, some are written, some are spoken but
it is the standardized process. What he is trying to get to the Commission is something the
Commission can take back to the Council showing the major components the Commission would
like to see moving forward.
Commissioner Reif stated in his example, the statement came from Policy 6.2 of the Roseville
2030 Comprehensive Plan as far as solar or green energy.
Commissioner Hodder thought park shelters could also be an example as well to see how it is
working overtime.
Commissioner McRoberts liked the idea that as part of the process, once a year there is a retroactive peer review of the significant projects. He thought that would give the Council an idea of
not only seeing a standard approach to articulating the projects but also is the appropriate level of
diligence and review being placed on that expenditure afterwards.
Mr. Miller thought what the Commission was advocating for was somewhere down the road a
financial review recapping what the projections were versus what was actually done. The
Commission would advocate to the Council that it be incorporated as a matter of policy.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought the park building would be an excellent example. He thought
it would be great to also have revenue assumptions so there would not be as many unexpected
costs that come up after the fact.
Mr. Miller asked if the Commission was still referring to just those things that meet the two
criteria, new asset addition or asset replacement that has substantially changed. He asked if the
Commission was talking about the items in the CIP.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission was not talking about items in the CIP.
Mr. Miller stated the two that meet those thresholds or other thresholds will be few and far
between. Council will have to feel persuaded to order that retro-active review and will still be at
the Council discretion whether or not to do that.
Commissioner McRoberts thought it would also be hard to tell the Finance Commission that
doing a retro-active review of expenditure revenue projections was not a good idea.
Chair Schroeder stated she did not imagine the City Council would not allow the Finance
Commission to do that kind of thing.
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Commissioner Hodder thought this was a part of the Finance Commission’s duties. He thought
it helps the City in how it is managed.
Commissioner Reif did not think this would necessarily criticize something but something might
be learned.
Chair Schroeder did not think the Council needed to take any action from the review, it just
might be a learning tool for future use to determine where money should be spent.
Commissioner Hodder thought this would be a review of significant expenditures above the
threshold. He did not think the Commission would want to micromanage everything, but it is
things that were a significant investment.
Chair Schroeder thought it would be nice to have some facts versus opinions because different
people have different thoughts.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if there should be a recommendation for the small changes
made and that the Commission recommend that there is an annual review against the business
case that was originally created.
Commissioner McRoberts moved, seconded by Commissioner Murray, to recommend an annual
review against the business case that was originally created along with small changes to be made
as discussed.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he liked the idea of a look back. The Commission might want
to decide when an appropriate period is. He thought a year in some cases might be too quick and
doing it annually might be too often depending on the expenditure. He thought it might vary for
each project.
Commissioner McRoberts worried about using “appropriate time” because then it is
discretionary, and it does not get done.
Chair Schroeder stated it could also state that after a year, if not enough information to review it
at the appropriate time.
Commissioner McRoberts presumed staff would do a review of projects once a year and not
monthly. He suggested any project done within the last twelve to eighteen months be included in
a yearly review.
Mr. Miller asked if there was a dollar threshold. He suggested starting at $100,000 to get the
conversation started.
Commissioner McRoberts thought $100,000 was too low for this discussion.
The Commission agreed.
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Commissioner McRoberts was not sure the cost of projects on the list.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated when he thinks about things the Commission has talked about
that caught the Commission’s attention, he thought all of the items have been more than a
million dollars. He thought a million dollars might be too high.
Commissioner Murray thought a million dollars would be a good threshold to start with.
Chair Schroeder thought it should be a little lower.
Commissioner Bachhuber suggested starting at $500,000.
The Commission concurred.
Chair Schroeder thought once $500,000 was hit the project would be large.
Commissioner McRoberts thought the threshold should be $500,000 of the cost of the project
and then give three examples.
Mr. Miller stated he would need to go back over the last couple years and gauge what was new
that hit the $500,000 threshold.
Chair Schroeder thought park buildings was a big project.
Mr. Miller stated most of the projects done are capital replacements. There are not a whole lot of
new projects that would hit the threshold.
Mr. Miller stated he would bring this back for further discussion at the next meeting.
Chair Schroeder thought Commissioner McRoberts should withdraw his motion for the time
being.
Commissioner McRoberts officially withdrew his motion.
Commissioner Murray withdrew his second.
Identify Discussion Items for Future Meetings
Mr. Miller reviewed items for future meeting with the Commission.
Chair Schroeder thought the whole cash reserve piece is going to be a big conversation and she
prepared the Commission to spend a lot of time on that item.
Chair Schroeder asked if there should be a meeting in January.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

February 12, 2019

Re:

Item #: Discussion on CIP Review Process (continued)

Background
At the December Finance Commission meeting, the Commission continued its discussion on potential
changes to the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review process. During this discussion, the Commission
affirmed its interest in creating new review procedures for the following:



Higher-cost, asset additions
Higher-cost asset replacements that feature substantial changes from their original size,
functionality, or purpose

It was further suggested that the city consider adding a retroactive review of prior CIP purchases that
met the two criteria above; perhaps one or two years after implementation was completed. As a potential
example, I’ve included in Attachment B a couple of staff reports sent to the City Council that depicted
the usage and revenues/expenditures at the six new park buildings that were opened in 2014.
As included with the December discussion, a draft version of the revised Capital Investment Policy is
included in Attachment A in markup form. The revision is referenced as the ‘2nd Proposed Revision’ to
distinguish it from the proposed changes that the Commission had advocated for going into the joint
meeting with the City Council in September.
Finally, the Commission asked for a general sense of how many CIP purchases would have met the
criteria above over the last few years. While it’s difficult to note them all in hindsight, here are the ones
that Staff could recall that exceeded a $500,000 up-front financial commitment from the City:







Acquisition of the property located at 2719 Lexington Avenue
Expanded Golf Course Clubhouse & Community Building
Fire Station
Park Buildings
Various pathway/sidewalk segments
Various street & utility infrastructure segments

It should be noted that some of these items were not included in the CIP, but arose out of separate
planning processes or Council discussions.
Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
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Requested Commission Action
The Commission is asked to make final revisions and develop a formal recommendation for changes to
the CIP review process.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Capital Investment Policy with Proposed Revisions (2nd Proposed Revision)
B: Park Building Usage Reports to City Council
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Capital Investment Policy

(December 11, 2018 2nd Proposed Revision)

The purpose of the City’s Capital Investment Policy is to ensure future capital improvements,
maintenance, and replacements are made when needed in a manner which is both fiscally and
operationally prudent. The Policy also outlines the general process for considering higher-cost
capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial changes from their
original size, functionality, or purpose.
The goal of this policy is to provide a stable funding mechanism for the City’s infrastructure by
setting aside specific resources on a periodic basis. This will ease the burden on present and future
taxpayers, without significant fluctuations in annual property tax levies.
It is not the intent of the City Council to fund major new facilities, which have not had the original
funding established either through tax increment, general taxes, bonding or other such sources.
The replacement funds and corresponding fund interest earnings are expected to be only for
replacement purposes.
Scope
All City departments are included in this Policy and City funds are included in the 20-Year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP identifies the timing and financing of all capital items.
Policy


The City will develop a 20-year Plan for capital investments and update it at least every 2
years.



All capital investments shall be made in accordance with an adopted Capital Improvement
Plan or in conjunction with a strategic or other long-term planning process.



The City will coordinate development of the capital improvement budget with development
of the operating budget. Future operational costs associated with new capital improvements
will be projected and included in operating budget forecasts.



The City will provide ongoing preventative maintenance and upkeep on all its assets at a
level adequate to protect the City’s capital investment and to minimize future maintenance
and replacement costs. The City should periodically review and follow industryrecommended replacement schedules for all City capital assets.



The City will identify the estimated costs and potential funding sources for each capital
project proposal before it is submitted to Council for approval.



The City will determine the least costly financing and acquisition method for all new
projects.
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For future development or redevelopment proposals that require public infrastructure
and/or public financing assistance and/or City support services, a fiscal analysis shall be
prepared identifying the project sources and uses. The analysis should also demonstrate the
costs and benefits of the project. The cost of this analysis shall be borne by the developer.



The City will establish departmental Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Funds. The City
will appropriate monies to them annually to provide for timely replacement of vehicles and
equipment. The amount will be maintained at an amount equal to the proportion of useful
life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost.



The City will establish a Building Capital Maintenance Fund, and will appropriate funds
to it annually to provide for timely maintenance of all buildings supported by general
governmental funding. Only maintenance which meets the capitalization threshold shall be
paid for out of this fund. Maintenance includes major items such as roof repair and HVAC
replacement.



The City shall establish a Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund to provide for the general
replacement of streets and related infrastructure throughout the community. The annual
MSA capital allocation, will be included as a part of the source of funds for computing the
adequacy of this fund. This fund has been formally categorized by the Council as a
permanent fund, whereby the interest proceeds are only used for the stated purpose. The
cash reserve amount should remain between $8-12 million.



The City shall establish a Park Capital Maintenance Fund to provide for the general
replacement of parks and related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all park system assets.



Within each enterprise fund, the City shall establish a funding mechanism to provide for
the general replacement of related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all enterprise fund system assets.



From time to time the City Council shall establish additional replacement funds as the need
becomes apparent.



The Finance Commission will annually oversee and report to the City Council a review
and analysis of planned capital investments and related reserve balances. The purpose of
such analysis will be to gauge the health and sustainability of City reserves related to capital
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investments for the short (1-3 year), medium (4-9 years), and long term (10+ years). It will
also take into account related borrowing and repayment costs.


Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1. Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2. Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3. Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4. Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.


For purposes of added transparency associated with capital spending decisions, the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) should include the following designations and review:
Cate gory 1

De finition

Policy/Plan
Re vie w
Purchasing
Approval (se e
comme nts be low)

City Council
Re sponsibility

Cate gory 2

Cate gory 3
Items that are
considered nonroutine or
purchased on a
highly infrequent
basis and have a
significant financial
impact

Items that are
incorporated into a
replacement policy,
and have a fairly
consistent useful
life

Items that are
incorporated into a
strategic plan or
similar long-term
planning initiative

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

Review as needed
in conjunction with
a standard form
providing
justification,
funding source, and
supporting
narrative

Review replacement
policies annually or
as needed
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Purchasing Approval Comments:
(a) MN Statute 412.691 limits the City Manager purchasing authority to $20,000 or less
(b) MN Statute 471.345 establishes the following rules for entering into contracts:
Amount



Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

Direct negotiation (two quotes if possible)
or competitive bidding process

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1) Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2) Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3) Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4) Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.



Higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial
changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose should be considered using the
guidelines included in Exhibit A.

Definitions
Capital assets – Assets which cost $5,000 or more and have a useful life of two or more years.
Capital Improvement Plan – A comprehensive 20 year outlook itemizing all capital assets and
their replacement funding requirements. The plan will take into account useful asset lives and
salvage values.
Replacement Cost– In today’s dollars, the cost to replace the asset. If it is expected the retired
asset will have a salvage value, the estimated salvage value should be deducted from the
expected replacement cost.
Asset Life – The number of years which is the asset is in use, also known as the useful life of
a capital asset.
Bonding – The amount of debt incurred to obtain capital assets.
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Capital Asset Maintenance – Expenditures which protect the City’s investment in capital assets
and provide for ongoing upkeep.
Equipment – A tangible capital asset which does not qualify as a vehicle, building, street, or
park asset. Examples are mowers, tools, etc.
MSA Capital Allocation – Municipal State Aid is money the City receives from the State to
help pay for maintenance of MSA-designated streets. MSA streets are collector or arterial
streets that interconnect to other cities or major thoroughfares.
Enterprise Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal
services for which is 100% fee supported. Examples are Water, Sewer, and Golf Course.
General Governmental Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for
spending in which a property tax is generally levied. Examples are police, fire, streets, parks
and recreation.
Enterprise Fund System Asset – Assets which support enterprise services such as water, sewer,
and golf course.
Park System Asset – All assets within city parks excluding buildings. Examples would be
trails, equipment, and courts.
Implementation
The City shall use replacement funds to assist in the replacement of equipment, vehicles, and
capital building maintenance. New equipment or buildings are to be funded from new dollars,
unless they are designated to replace currently owned assets. Funds may be used up to the
amount of the replacement funds set aside for that particular asset. Any additional funding shall
be from new sources.
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Introduction

The City recognizes that higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that
feature substantial changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose can have a significant
impact on the financial sustainability of the City. As a result, the decision to acquire these types of
assets should feature added measures to ensure a transparent and public decision-making process
is followed. In recognition of these distinct impacts, the following guidelines have been prepared.
General Guidelines

Each asset addition or asset replacement that features a substantial change as described above in
excess of $100,000, should be accompanied by supporting documentation that includes the
following:






Description of the purchase/project/initiative
Narrative that describes the nexus to a strategic or other long-term planning process
Purchase cost
Funding source(s)
Where applicable, a multi-year financial pro forma(a) or business plan

These supplementary guidelines do not apply towards asset replacements that are included into the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and which feature similar functionality or purpose as the original
asset. This reflects the fact that these assets are already integrated in the delivery of programs and
services.
In contrast, higher-cost ($500,000 or greater) capital asset additions or substantially-changed asset
replacements have greater potential to disrupt asset replacement strategies and have significant
impacts on the operating budget moving forward. Therefore, it is recommended that these asset
acquisitions be accompanied by a multi-year financial pro forma or business plan that includes
supporting documentation that identifies unmet needs, objectives, and action plans.
(a)

The financial pro forma would include a list of estimated operating revenues and expenditures
(including staffing changes) as well as the assumptions used to calculate those estimates.

An example of the supporting documentation is included below.
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SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:
Department/Division:
Estimated Cost:
Funding Source:

Document Archival & Retrieval System
Central Services
$150,000
Central Services Fund (Tax Levy Supported)

Description:
The City utilizes a variety of systems and procedures for archiving and retrieving stored documents.
These documents are housed in a variety of locations including; on-site and off-site electronic file
servers, third-party applications, departmental file cabinets, and others. In addition, documents are
stored in a variety of formats include .pdf, TIFF, JPEG, and others.
As a result, the process of archiving and retrieving documents is not only inefficient, but also
potentially unreliable especially with documents that are required to be retained for a defined period
of time. A centralized, standardized document system based on statutory storage requirements is
necessary to address these issues.
The importance of a successfully-designed archival and retrieval capability is referenced in Section
7 of the City of Roseville Business Continuity Plan. The proposed purchase will fulfill this objective.
5-Year Financial Pro Forma:
The proposed System features a combination of on-site and off-site backup physical storage area
networks (SAN) and software licensing; and will include an up-front commitment of $150,000. The
following table identifies the on-going operational costs which will require additional tax levy or
other sources.
Revenues
Property Tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses & Permits
Other: Tower Rentals

$

2019

38,000
Total $ 38,000

Expenditures
2019
Personnel
$
Operating & Maintenance
Depreciation (Cost-Recovery)
28,000
Other: Software Licensing
$ 10,000
Land/Property Acquisition
Vehicles & Equipment
Total $ 38,000

$

2020

39,100
$ 39,100

$

2020

28,800
$ 10,300
$ 39,100

$

2021

40,300
$ 40,300

$

2021

29,700
$ 10,600
$ 40,300

$

2022

41,500
$ 41,500

$

2022

30,600
$ 10,900
$ 41,500

$

2023

42,700
$ 42,700

$

2023

31,500
$ 11,200
$ 42,700
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The estimates provided in the table above include the following assumptions:



3% annual increase in software licensing costs to accommodate additional licenses and
inflationary impacts.
SAN replacement costs based on a 5-year amortization schedule, original purchase price
plus 3% annual inflation.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
7/20/2015
Item No.: 15.a
Department Approval

Item Description:

1

City Manager Approval

Park Building Use Report

BACKGROUND

2
3
4
5
6
7

This park building use report is at the request of the City Council in order to provide an update on the
first six months of use and operations of the six Roseville Park Buildings.
In the first six months, these buildings have served as gathering spaces to celebrate birthdays,
weddings, showers, retirements & going away parties, as well as, memorial services, business retreats,
professional meetings, recreation programs & community information sessions.

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

The electronic door access system has allowed the foyer area of the buildings to be open during daytime
hours for public use of the restrooms and drinking fountains. This has been a very popular feature in all
park areas. By observation, overall use of the Park and Recreation system appears to be up as a result of
the recent improvements.
Lexington Park opened to the community on December 16, 2014, Sandcastle opened the following day.
Villa Park opened on January 28, Autumn Grove opened March 25, and Rosebrook and Oasis Parks
opened April 22 & 23 respectively. All six buildings were open within eleven months of the start of
construction.
Building Use Occasions:
Community Engagement
City Functions
Rentals
Total Usage

January – June 2015
18
102
70
190

July - December 2015
2
74
39
115

2015
20
176
109
305

20
21



22
23



24
25
26
27
28
29



Community Engagement includes non-pay events by community organizations. These are
identified as open to all Roseville residents & directly serve the City of Roseville & its residents.
City Functions include recreation programs and events, and City of Roseville meetings and/or
functions. These are non-pay events.
Rentals include pay events. These uses are by Roseville residents and non-residents. The 2015
fee schedule is included as an attachment.

The park buildings at Autumn Grove, Lexington, Oasis, Rosebrook, Sandcastle and Villa Parks have
been popular and have been met with overwhelming positive response & appreciation. 78% of the
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30
31

rental usage has been by Roseville residents. Of the 22% non-resident use, many have a Roseville
connection, i.e. former resident, attend schools in Roseville, hosting party for family living in Roseville.

32
33

Financial Information:
2015 Adopted Budget
2015 Actuals (thru June)

Revenue
$15,400
$14,010.61

Expenses
$103,400
$28,294.10

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55




The attached spread sheet shows an example of the tracking of building revenues & expenses.
At this point in the year, it appears the park building operations budget numbers are on track.

Expense types include;
 Part-time staffing: facility supervision during all scheduled facility reservations
 Operational supplies: cleaning materials, trash bags
 Utilities: HVAC and lighting costs
 Cable: Wi-Fi service
 Contracted custodial services
Operating these six park buildings requires heightened facility management that involves substantial
staff time. Recreation staff spends, an average of 15-25 hours each week managing the maintenance and
operations of the park building. This time is spent:
 Showing facilities and communicating with community groups and rental parties on availability,
fee structure, rental provisions and services provided.
 Processing reservation payments & paperwork.
 Managing part-time staff, scheduling staff, processing payroll.
 Inspecting facilities for maintenance needs.
 Coordinating custodial services & maintenance needs
In addition, the high level of use has required Park Maintenance staff to perform regular tasks to help
prepare and maintain the sites.

56
57
58

POLICY OBJECTIVE
To provide a report on the park building operations.

59
60
61

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
None at this time.

62
63
64

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Open discussion on the first six months of the park building operations.

65
66
67

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Hear report and discuss park building operations.

68

Prepared by: Jill Anfang, Assistant Director of Parks and Recreation
Attachments:
A) Park Building Usage Report
B) Park Building Financial Summary
a. Lexington Park Building Financial Detail Example
C) Park Building Fee Schedule
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Park Building Use Report
December 2014 ‐ December 2015

June '15

May '15

April '15

March '15

February '15

January '15

December '14

Autumn Grove

July '15
September '15 August '15

Oasis

Rosebrook

Sandcastle

Villa

Rental
Comm. Eng.
City Funct.

12

9

21

Rental

1

2

3

Comm. Eng.

2

1

3

City Funct.

29

12

53

Rental

6

Comm. Eng.

2

City Funct.

26

Rental

1

12

6

12

9

Comm. Eng.

1

City Funct.

5

6

Rental

1

6

1

City Funct.

8

2

Rental

7

11

1

1

1

City Funct.

5

Rental

2

13

13

8

Comm. Eng.
City Funct.

3

12

50

2

12

5

3

Comm. Eng.

1

1

Comm. Eng.

2
16

2

1

10
4
10

1

1

21
2
5
FALSE

4

7

1

8

8

8
2

3

Rental

December ' 15 November '15 October '15

Lexington

10

1

7

Comm. Eng.

1

1

1

1

City Funct.

23

18

20

20

Rental

3

5

Comm. Eng.

1

2
1

1

4

8

53

1

21

1

5

15

104

1

11

1

3

21

4

Rental

2

3

5

1

1

City Funct.

22

Rental

1

Comm. Eng.
City Funct.

6

6

5

8

5

5

60

49
1

1
10

15

30

City Funct.

Comm. Eng.

12

8

3

1
1

11

Rental

0

Comm. Eng.

0

City Funct.
Rental
Comm. Eng.
City Funct.

8

6

14
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
Parks & Rec. - Buildings Summary
Fiscal Year 2015

BUILDING

January

Febuary

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

TOTAL
2015

INCOME

Autumn Grove
Rosebrook
Villa
Lexington
Sandcastle
Oasis
Arboretum
TOTAL INCOME

-

289.38

539.72

379.69

317.39

651.01

-

-

-

-

-

-

2,177.19

-

-

200.70

459.87

567.38

538.04

168.03

-

-

-

-

-

1,934.02

112.01

252.04

327.36

366.04

267.39

226.37

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,551.21

346.67

1,204.85

438.74

1,551.45

931.41

715.35

224.04

-

-

-

-

-

5,412.51

-

140.02

107.35

130.69

223.28

60.68

-

-

-

-

-

-

662.02

-

107.35

214.70

326.72

343.36

357.39

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,349.52

-

135.36

205.37

308.03

275.38

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

924.14

2,129.00

2,033.94

3,522.49

2,925.59

2,548.84

392.07

-

-

-

-

-

14,010.61

458.68

EXPENDITURES

Autumn Grove
Rosebrook
Villa
Lexington
Sandcastle
Oasis
Arboretum
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

INCOME OVER EXPENDITURES

-

-

429.84

492.62

1,260.91

1,360.98

136.21

-

-

-

-

-

3,680.56

-

-

331.44

373.61

1,433.04

743.01

25.00

-

-

-

-

-

2,906.10

-

535.21

2,608.03

431.52

1,322.36

748.05

-

-

-

-

-

-

5,645.17

-

624.10

1,959.85

650.99

1,131.51

1,146.37

-

-

-

-

-

-

5,512.82

-

850.63

2,121.47

494.93

1,197.01

809.90

102.95

-

-

-

-

-

5,576.89

-

-

31.25

435.69

2,075.80

485.66

-

-

-

-

-

-

3,028.40

-

-

1,006.80

616.36

321.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,944.16

9,036.99

5,614.97

264.16

-

-

-

-

-

28,294.10

(6,111.40)

(3,066.13)

127.91

-

-

-

-

-

(14,283.49)

-

458.68

2,009.94

119.06

8,488.68

(6,454.74)

2,879.36

643.13
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City of Roseville, Minnesota
Parks & Rec. - Lexington Building
Fiscal Year 2015

ACCOUNTS

January

Febuary

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

TOTAL
2015

March

April

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

INCOME

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

EXPENSE
410000
411000
412000
414000
415000

Salaries - Regular
Overtime Pay
Temporary Employees
Employer Pension
Employer Insurance

422000
424000

Clothing
Operating Supplies

430000
431000
436000

Professional Services
Telephone
Utilities
Cable
Miscellaneous

448000

156.75
11.99

343.50
73.08

225.75
25.72

353.64
33.00

180.17

31.25

399.52

128.50

1,006.80

275.19

505.22

616.37

1,677.64
179.57
-

598.00
35.78

739.44
321.22

1,944.39
971.78
-

191.37

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

-

624.10

1,959.85

650.99

1,131.51

1,146.37

-

-

-

-

-

-

5,512.82

REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES

-

(624.10)

(1,959.85)

(650.99)

(1,131.51)

(1,146.37)

-

-

-

-

-

-

(5,512.82)
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Community Facilities

Roseville has a many community facilities available to host meetings, small gatherings, weddings, picnics or gym activities.
Info available online at cityofroseville.com/parks or from staff listed as facility use contacts. Facility rentals are popular,
we recommend reserving well in advance.

Facility Use Contacts
Brimhall & Central Park Community Gymnasiums
Rick - 651-792-7104
Cedarholm Golf Course & Clubhouse
Roxann - 651-792-7154
Central Park Picnic Shelters
Staff - 651-792-7006
Civic Center Campus Meeting Rooms
Kevin - 651-792-7122
Harriet Alexander Nature Center
Rick - 651-792-7104
Muriel Sahlin Arboretum
Lauren - 651-792-7106
Park Buildings @ Autumn Grove, Lexington, Oasis,
Rosebrook, Sandcastle, Villa Parks
Kara - 651-792-7103

Autumn Grove Park Building @ 1365 Lydia Avenue West

Park Building Rentals

Fabulous new park buildings have replaced the warming houses
at Autumn Grove, Lexington, Oasis, Rosebrook, Sandcastle & Villa
Parks. These buildings are available for community use & public
rentals. While each facility is similar in many ways they each have
features unique to the neighborhood park they call home.

Roseville Skating Center Banquet & Meeting Rooms
Kevin - 651-792-7122
Roseville Skating Center Ice Rentals
Brad - 651-792-7121

Autumn Grove & Lexington Parks:
•

Gathering Room with kitchenette, fireplace & video monitor, table
seating for 48, theater seating for 60 & maximum capacity of 70.

•

Multi-purpose Room with easy access to outdoor patio, table seating
for 18, theater seating for 20 & maximum capacity of 25.

Rosebrook Park:
•

Gathering Room with kitchenette, fireplace & video monitor, table

•

Oasis, Sandcastle, Villa Parks:

•

Gathering Room with kitchenette, fireplace & video monitor, table
seating for 32, theater seating for 40 & maximum capacity of 50.

seating for 40, theater seating for 55 & maximum capacity of 65.

For details or to make a reservation contact Jill at;
651-792-7102 or email at jill.anfang@cityofroseville.com
Oasis Park Building @ 1700 West County Road C2

Park Building Rental Facilities

Rental Rate: Mon-Thurs
thru October 2015

Resident Rate: Mon-Thurs
thru October 2015

Rental Rate: Fri-Sun
thru October 2015

Resident Rate: Fri-Sun
thru October 2015

Additional Hours

Autumn Grove & Lexington Parks
Entire Facility

$175/5 hrs

Gathering Room

$60/2 hrs

$135/5 hrs

$50/2 hrs

$125/5 hrs
$105/5 hrs

$70/2 hrs

$195/5 hrs
$150/5 hrs

$60/2 hrs

$150/5 hrs
$125/5 hrs

$25

$25

Multipurpose Room

$40/2 hrs

$95/5 hrs

$30/2 hrs

$75/5 hrs

$50/2 hrs

$100/5 hrs

$40/2 hrs

$75/5 hrs

$25

$60/2 hrs

$135/5 hrs

$50/2 hrs

$105/5 hrs

$70/2 hrs

$60/2 hrs

$125/5 hrs

$25

$50/2 hrs

$115/5 hrs

$40/2 hrs

$90/5 hrs

$60/2 hrs

$135/5 hrs

$50/2 hrs

$115/5 hrs

$25

$25/2 hrs

$60/5 hrs

$20/2 hrs

$50/5 hrs

$35/2 hrs

$80/5 hrs

$25/2 hrs

$60/5 hrs

$15

Rosebrook Park
Gathering Room

$150/5 hrs

Oasis, Sandcastle & Villa Parks
Gathering Room
Acorn Park
Gathering Room

www.cityofroseville.com/parks

June 2015
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 3/7/16
Item No.: 15.a
___________________________________________________________________________________
Department Approval
City Manager Approval

1
2
3
4

____________________________________________________________________________________
Item Description: Parks and Recreation Renewal Program Update and Nearing Closeouts
____________________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND
In May of 2014 the City Council authorized numerous construction packages as part of a Parks and
Recreation Renewal Program (Renewal Program). The budget for the entire Renewal Program was
$19,000,000.

5
6
7
8

With the exception of punch list items, much of the Renewal Program is nearing the end in 2016. Final
payments to contractors are expected to be made based on the attached February 22, 2016 financial
summary. Staff will be prepared to review this information with you at the meeting.

9
10
11

The overall Renewal Program has remaining funds. The enclosed spreadsheet includes a summary of the
program as well as cost estimates and projects yet desired to be completed.

12
13

Also attached is a summary of park building usage for 2015.

14
15
16

POLICY OBJECTIVE
It is the policy of the City to review projects of this magnitude with the City Council and Community.

17
18
19

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Final projects are within the authorized $19,000,000 Parks and Recreation Renewal Program.

20
21
22

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Hear report and discuss.

23
24
25

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Hear report and discuss.

26
27

Motion to approve additional project categories as listed and presented.

28
29
30
31
32
33

Prepared by:

Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation

Attachments:
A. Parks and Recreation Renewal Program Financial Analysis Spreadsheet
B. Park Building Usage Memo
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PACKAGES AND PROJECTS - Budget vs Actual 2/22/16
1- PACKAGE

ORIGINAL BUDGET

AWARD AMOUNT

CURRENT AND COMMITTED Difference
AMOUNT
Over/(Under)

$5,973,800.00

$6,542,934.00

$6,557,715.55

$14,781.55

$81,200.00

$150,000.00

$80,281.50

($69,718.50)

c. Harriet Alexander Nature Center

$250,000.00

$254,600.00

$271,490.00

$16,890.00

d. Bridges and Boardwalk

$600,000.00

$513,467.50

$506,467.50

($7,000.00)

e. Lighting

$700,000.00

$700,000.00

$683,857.00

($16,143.00)

f. Tennis Court Reconstruction/Resurface

$720,000.00

$663,190.50

$707,921.50

$44,731.00

$1,248,000.00

$1,204,212.00

$1,205,855.25

$1,643.25

$302,000.00

$215,815.00

$215,815.00

$0.00

I. Natural Resources

$1,500,000.00

$1,500,000.00

$1,500,000.00

$0.00

J. Disc Golf Course

$100,000.00

$89,688.00

$89,688.00

$0.00

$1,920,000.00

$1,225,156.00

$1,293,117.90

$67,961.90

$80,000.00

$83,235.00

$83,235.00

$0.00

$1,600,000.00
$15,075,000.00

$1,600,000.00
$14,742,298.00

$1,625,500.00
$14,820,944.20

$25,500.00
$78,646.20

$2,000.00

$0.00

a. Building, Shelters and Site
b. Skating Center Repairs

g. Field Improvements
h. Irrigation Replacement and Upgrades

k1. County B2 and Victoria Sidewalk
County B = $66,523.24
k3. Sidewalk/Pathways at various Parks
l. Playgrounds
Package Sub Total
2- LAND ACQUISITION
Rosebrook - Press Gym Site

$700,000.00

Property @ Hamline/Lydia

$900,000.00

$452,382.75

$452,382.75

$0.00

$1,000,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$0.00

TOTAL PROJECTS 2/8/16

$17,675,000.00

$15,197,680.75

$15,276,326.95

3- ADMINISTRATION
Planning and Management

$1,350,000.00

$1,350,000.00

$1,350,000.00

SW Acquisition and Development

$2,000.00

$78,646.20 0.005148

$0.00
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Attachment C
Litigation and Bonding Costs
Total Renewal Program

$0.00
$19,025,000.00

$0.00
$16,547,680.75

$66,561.62
$16,692,888.57

$66,561.62
$145,207.82 0.008699
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CLOSING OUT THE RENEWAL PROGRAM
Total Renewal Program - Spent as of 2/22/16
Allocation
Difference - Over/(Under)

Committed But Not Spent Funds
Additional Sidewalks and Pathways ($2 million planned, less actual projects)
Well monitoring at Autumn Grove South - Former Mounds View School District Office Site
SW Roseville
Total Committed But Not Spent
Total Renewal Program Including Spent and Committed But Not Spent Funds
Allocation
Difference - Over/(Under)
Estimated Costs for Items Remaining (Options desired but taken out of packages to save cost)
Site Lighting
Downspouts
Landscape items
Move Autumn Grove Playground
Improvements to Autumn Grove South
HANC - windows/railings/display repair and replacement
Site furnishings
Legion Field Scoreboard
Electronic doors
Skating Center Improvements
Sub Total of Items Remaining 2/8/16
Total Renewal Program Including Spent, Committed But Not Spent Funds, & Items Remaining
Allocation
Difference - Over/(Under)

$16,692,888.57
$19,000,000.00
($2,307,111.43)

$623,647.10
$45,000.00 2016,17, 18,19
$999,000.00
$1,667,647.10
$18,360,535.67
$19,000,000.00
($639,464.33)

$55,000.00
$8,000.00
$10,000.00
$16,000.00
$15,000.00
$20,000.00
$15,000.00
$10,000.00
$30,000.00
$25,000.00
$204,000.00
$18,564,535.67
$19,000,000.00
($435,464.33)
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Attachment

Parks and Recreation Department

To: Mayor, City Council and City Manager
From: Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation
Date: February 15, 2016
Re: Park Building Timeframe and Usage
The following provides a snapshot of the Park Building timeframe and usage since
opening throughout 2015.
Park Building Opening Timeline
• Lexington & Sandcastle Parks opened January 2015
• Villa Park opened February 2015
• Autumn Grove Park opened March 2015
• Oasis Park opened April 2015
• Rosebrook Park opened May 2015
Buildings were in use on 584 occasions (per use) in the following ways:
•
261 building rentals
•
241 recreation program dates
•
48 community engagement reservations; staffing provided at no charge to
user
•
34 City of Roseville meetings, training sessions
•
Usage by Park Building:
• Autumn Grove: 168 occasions (includes 40 occasions of summer
youth programming over 10 weeks)
• Lexington: 140 occasions
• Rosebrook: 85 occasions (includes 65 paid occasions for contracted
yoga classes and preschool programs)
• Oasis: 72 occasions
• Villa: 70 occasions
• Sandcastle: 49 occasions
2015 Revenue & Expense
• Budgeted Expenses: $103,400
• Budgeted Revenues: $ 15,400

1
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•
•

Actual Expenses: $92,395
Actual Revenues: $43,213
• $8,000 in Xcel Energy Building Rebates
• $5,616 in Arboretum Rental Fees
• $29,597 in Park Building Rental Fees
$11,950 @ Lexington Park
$ 5,080 @ Rosebrook Park
$ 4,835 @ Autumn Grove Park
$ 3,265 @ Oasis Park
$ 3,252 @ Villa Park
$ 1,215 @ Sandcastle Park

Thank you.

2
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Commissioner Bachhuber moved, seconded by Commissioner McRoberts to approve the
December 11, 2018 meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.
Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Commissioner Harold noted there were not any changes to report at this time.
Continue Discussion on CIP Review Process
Finance Director Miller stated at the December Finance Commission meeting, the Commission
continued its discussion on potential changes to the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review
process. The Commission affirmed its interest in creating new review procedures for Highercost, asset additions; higher-cost asset replacements that feature substantial changes from their
original size, functionality, or purpose. It was further suggested that the city consider adding a
retroactive review of prior CIP purchases that met the two criteria, perhaps one or two years after
implementation was completed.
Mr. Miller reviewed the CIP Review Process with the Commission.
Chair Schroeder stated that the number in the packet is not overwhelming but enough to be
looking at. She stated $500,000 seems to be the sweet spot.
Commissioner Harold asked regarding infrastructure projects if the City intends for those to fall
into this category like street replacements, sidewalks, and pathways. He thought it would be a
challenge to fit into this sort of review. He assumed all of those things are being vetted out in the
Public Works area.
Chair Schroeder thought the only time that came up was when the Commission was caught by
surprise when looking at the endowment fund. She thought something like that might be a
trigger.
Commissioner Harold thought it would be challenging in the revised policy to come up with an
exhibit for infrastructure projects. Funding sources, a description of the project would be good,
but he did not think this fit what the Commission was going for.
Commissioner McRoberts stated conventionally the danger is if the Commission starts to
exclude things and anything other than a pure monetary value the Commission would run the
risk of something getting through that with hind site may be something the Commission wanted
to talk about.
Commissioner McRoberts stated there were a couple of documents regarding archiving stuff and
facilities such as warming houses and Mr. Miller asked what the Commission would have
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expected, and he would have expected to see more of an analysis of what was going to be spent
and what was actually done.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated one of the reasons he would want to see something like this for
adding a mile of pathway is to make sure the Commission looks at how much that will add to
operational costs or how much more will it cost the City to plow it in the winter and maintain it
over time. It is not about evaluating the numbers to determine right or wrong, it is about
ensuring the thought process is there.
Chair Schroeder asked the Commission if there were any thoughts on the actual policy itself.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the example and thought instead of listing estimated cost, it
should read upfront cost and five-year operating cost. He thought it would make the document
nice and clear.
Mr. Miller stated if the Commission wanted to make changes to the document before formal
presentation to the City Council it should be discussed at the meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated the document is something that articulates where it is today, it
does not indicate where the City said it would be today. He thought it was a simplistic case of
showing expenditures that were expected along with revenue streams that were expected with
some commentary showing due diligence was done.
Commissioner Hodder thought there might be a way to generate additional revenue streams.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought this would help the Council understand if the proposals that
are received optimistic or pessimistic as it relates to ongoing maintenance costs or revenue.
Mr. Miller asked how the Commission would approach this if talking about the decision to build
a new fire station came up. He stated he could see projected operating costs and actual operating
costs as one metric that might be reported on but what does the Commission see as other metrics
beyond that.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the examples in the packet and thought the examples would
be helpful in order to make sure the next project that comes into the City is more accurate.
Commissioner Murray stated there may be some other rationales going on as well besides pure
economics of revenue versus expense. He thought the way the City analyzes the park buildings
may be different from the way the City analyzes a fire station.
Chair Schroeder thought it comes down to the original proposal that goes to the Council with
justifications for doing the project and the look back would be to see if the City achieved what
the original proposal said would be achieved.
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Commissioner McRoberts did not know if the project needed to be codified, there would be
certain assumptions made and the justification and articulation of why and if the City met those
assumptions, recognizing that each one could be different. He thought as part of every proposal,
included within that, would be the data that drove the case along with wording indicating
reviewing the project at a future date which would be the standard process of approving the
project.
Commissioner Bachhuber wondered if the solar project would have worked with this policy
because there was no initial capital.
Chair Schroeder thought that would be accurate.
Commissioner Hodder thought that might be something to think about because those are good
projects to look as far as how the City is operating because there could be future opportunities
depending on how well those projects do.
Mr. Miller stated this policy was fueled because the City’s CIP needs were bigger than the CIP
funding sources.
Chair Schroeder indicated items were also discussed that were not on the CIP or ended up being
bigger than staff thought. She wondered what the focus should be.
Commissioner Hodder thought it was like a rate of return on an investment.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he was not suggesting trying to expand the policy to cover
things like the solar project but there might be some value in getting some things done.
Mr. Miller recapped the Commission discussion. He wondered if the Commission wanted him to
include an exhibit B showing how the project might look like or define what the look back
should define or evaluate.
The Commission thought that was a good idea.
Mr. Miller stated he would put the information together for review at the next meeting.
Review City Financial Policies
Finance Director Miller stated as set forth in City Code Chapter 208, one of the Finance
Commission’s primary duties is to advise on the City’s financial policies.
Mr. Miller reviewed the City’s Financial Policies with the Commission.
Chair Schroeder stated it would be nice and made sense to put somewhere on the policy the date
the policy was last updated.
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Operating Budget Policy
Commissioner McRoberts noted line 45, going back to the threshold of $5,000 which is in this
policy and the CIP policy as well. He wondered if that was realistic.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought that question was already answered by the City Council. He
thought the Council wanted to keep it at $5,000.
Mr. Miller stated it was asked and answered three times in the last six or seven years and that is
where the Council’s comfort level is.
Chair Schroeder thought this policy was pretty straight forward.
Debt Policy
Chair Schroeder thought this policy was pretty straight forward as well.
Commissioner Bachhuber noted the piece regarding the refinancing of bonds, line 90, and asked
if there is a rule of thumb or a process that is used to determine if there will be a significant
economic advantage.
Mr. Miller stated the City utilizes a third party to periodically look at the data issues and whether
there are opportunities to refinance them at current rates.
Commissioner Murray stated from time to time, bonds come up on the open market and he
wondered if the City did anything with it.
Mr. Miller stated it is rare where the City has put in a call provision with a chance to buy the
bonds back and pay them off early. Once the bonds are sold, it is out there for institutional
investors to buy.
Revenue Policy
Commissioner McRoberts asked why, on line 191, the cash reserve amount is spelled out as
numbers as opposed to percentages.
Mr. Miller stated it was because at the time this was revisited in 2016, the other ones in operating
cash reserves were more about cash flow for day-to-day operations and this item was for what
was needed from a cash value to maintain this fund as an endowment fund where, in theory, the
interest earnings are what is funding the annual expenses. But it is not exactly working that way
right now and the program cannot be sustained by interest earnings alone so the eight to twelve
million dollars is going to be a challenge to maintain without significant tax levy increases to
maintain the endowment amount.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

March 12, 2019

Re:

Item #6: Discussion on CIP Review Process (continued)

Background
At the February Finance Commission meeting, the Commission continued its discussion on potential
changes to the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review process. During this discussion, the Commission
affirmed its interest in creating new evaluation procedures for the following:



Higher-cost, asset additions valued at $500,000 or greater
Higher-cost asset replacements valued at $500,000 or greater that feature substantial changes
from their original size, functionality, or purpose

In addition to these added up-front procedures, the Commission also recommended adding a look-back
procedure that would determine whether the asset additions/replacements as defined above produced the
expected outcome. As identified at the February meeting, the look-back timetable would vary by asset
type or initiative and would generally feature the following parameters (where applicable):





Estimated vs. Actual acquisition costs
Estimated vs. Actual on-going operational costs
Estimated vs. Actual utilization
Estimated vs. Actual program outcomes

A draft version of the revised Capital Investment Policy that reflects the Commission’s intentions is
included in Attachment A in markup form. The revision is referenced as the ‘2nd Proposed Revision’ to
distinguish it from the proposed changes that the Commission had advocated for going into the joint
meeting with the City Council in September
In addition to general language changes, the revised Policy includes two exhibits as described below:



Exhibit A features a sample fiscal note for the Document Archival & Retrieval system using
hypothetical numbers.
Exhibit B features a sample fiscal review for the Neighborhood Park Building using hypothetical
numbers.

Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
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Requested Commission Action
The Commission is asked to make final revisions and develop a formal recommendation for changes to
the CIP review process.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Capital Investment Policy with Proposed Revisions (2nd Proposed Revision)
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Capital Investment Policy

(March 12, 2019 2nd Proposed Revision)

The purpose of the City’s Capital Investment Policy is to ensure future capital improvements,
maintenance, and replacements are made when needed in a manner which is both fiscally and
operationally prudent. The Policy also outlines the general process for considering higher-cost
capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial changes from their
original size, functionality, or purpose.
The goal of this policy is to provide a stable funding mechanism for the City’s infrastructure by
setting aside specific resources on a periodic basis. This will ease the burden on present and future
taxpayers, without significant fluctuations in annual property tax levies.
It is not the intent of the City Council to fund major new facilities, which have not had the original
funding established either through tax increment, general taxes, bonding or other such sources.
The replacement funds and corresponding fund interest earnings are expected to be only for
replacement purposes.
Scope
All City departments are included in this Policy and City funds are included in the 20-Year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP identifies the timing and financing of all capital items.
Policy


The City will develop a 20-year Plan for capital investments and update it at least every 2
years.



All capital investments shall be made in accordance with an adopted Capital Improvement
Plan or in conjunction with a strategic or other long-term planning process.



The City will coordinate development of the capital improvement budget with development
of the operating budget. Future operational costs associated with new capital improvements
will be projected and included in operating budget forecasts.



The City will provide ongoing preventative maintenance and upkeep on all its assets at a
level adequate to protect the City’s capital investment and to minimize future maintenance
and replacement costs. The City should periodically review and follow industryrecommended replacement schedules for all City capital assets.



The City will identify the estimated costs and potential funding sources for each capital
project proposal before it is submitted to Council for approval.



The City will determine the least costly financing and acquisition method for all new
projects.
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For future development or redevelopment proposals that require public infrastructure
and/or public financing assistance and/or City support services, a fiscal analysis shall be
prepared identifying the project sources and uses. The analysis should also demonstrate the
costs and benefits of the project. The cost of this analysis shall be borne by the developer.



The City will establish departmental Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Funds. The City
will appropriate monies to them annually to provide for timely replacement of vehicles and
equipment. The amount will be maintained at an amount equal to the proportion of useful
life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost.



The City will establish a Building Capital Maintenance Fund, and will appropriate funds
to it annually to provide for timely maintenance of all buildings supported by general
governmental funding. Only maintenance which meets the capitalization threshold shall be
paid for out of this fund. Maintenance includes major items such as roof repair and HVAC
replacement.



The City shall establish a Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund to provide for the general
replacement of streets and related infrastructure throughout the community. The annual
MSA capital allocation, will be included as a part of the source of funds for computing the
adequacy of this fund. This fund has been formally categorized by the Council as a
permanent fund, whereby the interest proceeds are only used for the stated purpose. The
cash reserve amount should remain between $8-12 million.



The City shall establish a Park Capital Maintenance Fund to provide for the general
replacement of parks and related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all park system assets.



Within each enterprise fund, the City shall establish a funding mechanism to provide for
the general replacement of related infrastructure throughout the community. The funding
should equal the proportion of useful life expired multiplied by estimated replacement cost
for all enterprise fund system assets.



From time to time the City Council shall establish additional replacement funds as the need
becomes apparent.



The Finance Commission will annually oversee and report to the City Council a review
and analysis of planned capital investments and related reserve balances. The purpose of
such analysis will be to gauge the health and sustainability of City reserves related to capital
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investments for the short (1-3 year), medium (4-9 years), and long term (10+ years). It will
also take into account related borrowing and repayment costs.


Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1. Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2. Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3. Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4. Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.


For purposes of added transparency associated with capital spending decisions, the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) should include the following designations and review:
Cate gory 1

De finition

Policy/Plan
Re vie w
Purchasing
Approval (se e
comme nts be low)

City Council
Re sponsibility

Cate gory 2

Cate gory 3
Items that are
considered nonroutine or
purchased on a
highly infrequent
basis and have a
significant financial
impact

Items that are
incorporated into a
replacement policy,
and have a fairly
consistent useful
life

Items that are
incorporated into a
strategic plan or
similar long-term
planning initiative

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

City Manager up to
$20,000; City
Council $20,000 or
greater

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

Review as needed
in conjunction with
a standard form
providing
justification,
funding source, and
supporting
narrative

Review replacement
policies annually or
as needed
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Purchasing Approval Comments:
(a) MN Statute 412.691 limits the City Manager purchasing authority to $20,000 or less
(b) MN Statute 471.345 establishes the following rules for entering into contracts:
Amount



Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

Direct negotiation (two quotes if possible)
or competitive bidding process

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

Capital Replacements should be considered using the following priority guidelines
rankings (in order):
1) Projects necessary for public health and safety, or to meet legal mandates.
2) Projects that responsibly maintain existing assets to either extend remaining
service life or to create efficiency.
3) Projects that expand existing assets or services in order to benefit the Public
Good.
4) Projects that purchase new assets or services in order to benefit the Public Good.



Higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that feature substantial
changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose should be considered using the
guidelines included in Exhibit A. For these same assets, a fiscal look-back exercise should
also be utilized using the guidelines included in Exhibit B.

Definitions
Capital assets – Assets which cost $5,000 or more and have a useful life of two or more years.
Capital Improvement Plan – A comprehensive 20 year outlook itemizing all capital assets and
their replacement funding requirements. The plan will take into account useful asset lives and
salvage values.
Replacement Cost– In today’s dollars, the cost to replace the asset. If it is expected the retired
asset will have a salvage value, the estimated salvage value should be deducted from the
expected replacement cost.
Asset Life – The number of years which is the asset is in use, also known as the useful life of
a capital asset.
Bonding – The amount of debt incurred to obtain capital assets.
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Capital Asset Maintenance – Expenditures which protect the City’s investment in capital assets
and provide for ongoing upkeep.
Equipment – A tangible capital asset which does not qualify as a vehicle, building, street, or
park asset. Examples are mowers, tools, etc.
MSA Capital Allocation – Municipal State Aid is money the City receives from the State to
help pay for maintenance of MSA-designated streets. MSA streets are collector or arterial
streets that interconnect to other cities or major thoroughfares.
Enterprise Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal
services for which is 100% fee supported. Examples are Water, Sewer, and Golf Course.
General Governmental Fund – A separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for
spending in which a property tax is generally levied. Examples are police, fire, streets, parks
and recreation.
Enterprise Fund System Asset – Assets which support enterprise services such as water, sewer,
and golf course.
Park System Asset – All assets within city parks excluding buildings. Examples would be
trails, equipment, and courts.
Implementation
The City shall use replacement funds to assist in the replacement of equipment, vehicles, and
capital building maintenance. New equipment or buildings are to be funded from new dollars,
unless they are designated to replace currently owned assets. Funds may be used up to the
amount of the replacement funds set aside for that particular asset. Any additional funding shall
be from new sources.
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Introduction

The City recognizes that higher-cost capital asset additions or replacement of existing assets that
feature substantial changes from their original size, functionality, or purpose can have a significant
impact on the financial sustainability of the City. As a result, the decision to acquire these types of
assets should feature added measures to ensure a transparent and public decision-making process
is followed. In recognition of these distinct impacts, the following guidelines have been prepared.
General Guidelines

Each asset addition or asset replacement that features a substantial change as described above in
excess of $500,000, should be accompanied by supporting documentation that includes the
following:






Description of the purchase/project/initiative
Narrative that describes the nexus to a strategic or other long-term planning process
Purchase cost
Funding source(s)
Where applicable, a multi-year financial pro forma(a) or business plan

These supplementary guidelines do not apply towards asset replacements that are included into the
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and which feature similar functionality or purpose as the original
asset. This reflects the fact that these assets are already integrated in the delivery of programs and
services.
In contrast, higher-cost ($500,000 or greater) capital asset additions or substantially-changed asset
replacements have greater potential to disrupt asset replacement strategies and have significant
impacts on the operating budget moving forward. Therefore, it is recommended that these asset
acquisitions be accompanied by a multi-year financial pro forma or business plan that includes
supporting documentation that identifies unmet needs, objectives, and action plans.
(a)

The financial pro forma would include a list of estimated operating revenues and expenditures
(including staffing changes) as well as the assumptions used to calculate those estimates.

An example of the supporting documentation is included below.
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SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:
Department/Division:
Estimated Up-Front Cost:
Estimated On-Going Cost:
Funding Source:

Document Archival & Retrieval System
Central Services
$150,000
$38,000 - $42,700 (see below)
Central Services Fund (Tax Levy Supported)

Description:
The City utilizes a variety of systems and procedures for archiving and retrieving stored documents.
These documents are housed in a variety of locations including; on-site and off-site electronic file
servers, third-party applications, departmental file cabinets, and others. In addition, documents are
stored in a variety of formats include .pdf, TIFF, JPEG, and others.
As a result, the process of archiving and retrieving documents is not only inefficient, but also
potentially unreliable especially with documents that are required to be retained for a defined period
of time. A centralized, standardized document system based on statutory storage requirements is
necessary to address these issues.
The importance of a successfully-designed archival and retrieval capability is referenced in Section
7 of the City of Roseville Business Continuity Plan. The proposed purchase will fulfill this objective.
5-Year Financial Pro Forma:
The proposed System features a combination of on-site and off-site backup physical storage area
networks (SAN) and software licensing; and will include an up-front commitment of $150,000. The
following table identifies the on-going operational costs which will require additional tax levy or
other sources.
Revenues
Property Tax
Intergovernmental
Licenses & Permits
Other: Tower Rentals

$

2019

38,000
Total $ 38,000

Expenditures
2019
Personnel
$
Operating & Maintenance
Depreciation (Cost-Recovery)
28,000
Other: Software Licensing
$ 10,000
Land/Property Acquisition
Vehicles & Equipment
Total $ 38,000

$

2020

39,100
$ 39,100

$

2020

28,800
$ 10,300
$ 39,100

$

2021

40,300
$ 40,300

$

2021

29,700
$ 10,600
$ 40,300

$

2022

41,500
$ 41,500

$

2022

30,600
$ 10,900
$ 41,500

$

2023

42,700
$ 42,700

$

2023

31,500
$ 11,200
$ 42,700
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The estimates provided in the table above include the following assumptions:



3% annual increase in software licensing costs to accommodate additional licenses and
inflationary impacts.
SAN replacement costs based on a 5-year amortization schedule, original purchase price
plus 3% annual inflation.
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SAMPLE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Project/Initiative Title:

Neighborhood Park Buildings

Description
[Enter brief description of the project/initiative here]
Original
Estimate
$ 6,000,000

Construction Cost

Estimate
$ Change: Estimate v. Bid
% Change: Estimate v. Bid
$ Change: Estimate v. Actual
% Change: Estimate s. Actual
Program Revenue

Estimate
Actual
% Over (Under) Estimate

$

Operating Cost

Estimate
Actual
% Under (Over) Estimate

$

Net Cost

Estimate
Actual

$

2015
15,000 $
43,000
187%

2016
35,000 $
66,000
89%

2017
50,000
95,000
90%

2015
100,000 $
92,000
8%

2016
130,000 $
122,000
6%

2017
135,000
128,000
5%

2015
85,000
49,000

2016
95,000
56,000

2017
85,000
33,000

2015

Facility Usage

Community Engagement
City Functions
Rentals

Total

Initial Bid
Actual
Award
Amount
$ 6,500,000 $ 6,600,000
500,000
8%
600,000
10%

20
175
110
305

$

$

2016
25
185
130
340

Supporting Narrative
[Enter supporting narrative/comments on the metrics presented above here]

2017
30
190
155
375

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
03/25/2019
Item No.:
7.b
Department Approval

City Manager Approval

Item Description: Receive Fire Department Presentation for Phase II Staffing Needs
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

BACKGROUND
In April 2014 the Fire Department began the first of several presentations to the City Council regarding
the need to change the manner in which the Fire Department is staffed. The discussions involved the
transition of moving from a primarily part-time staffing model to a full-time staffing model.
The overall goal and structure of the part-time to full-time staffing transition was to achieve many
improvements, in areas such as; improved response times, staffing consistency, supervision, and
enhanced services, and programs. The transition plan was designed to be implemented over a series of
years to balance budget impacts, to allow for systematic implementation of new enhanced services and
programs, and to allow part-time firefighters leave the organization through attrition.
The first step of the plan which has now come to be known as “Phase I” was to transition the five
person on-duty firefighter staffing model from part-time to full-time with no increase in on-duty
staffing levels. This transition was mostly budget neutral and approved by the City Council and was
implemented beginning in 2015 and ending January 2018.
In March 2018, with Phase I of the transition plan now complete and part-time staffing levels
decreasing at a surprising rate, the Fire Department provided the City Council with a Phase II staffing
presentation. As part of the presentation, the Fire Department requested approval to embark on a period
of community input and feedback on the need, benefits and costs related to implementing an increase of
Fire Department shift staffing levels.
The Fire Department spent the last nine months engaging and educating the community as to the
aspects and needs related to Phase II staffing program.
On January 7, 2019 the Fire Department again met with the City Council to review current staffing
gaps, and made recommendations to move from five scheduled on-duty firefighters to eight scheduled
on-duty firefighters. The additional shift staffing would allow the department to fill the majority of the
staffing gaps and provide for better safety of the community and our firefighters.
The goal of tonight’s presentation is to provide the City Council with sufficient information to foster a
discussion that will provide direction for the City Manager and Fire Department regarding the City
Council’s willingness to consider increasing Fire Department shift staffing levels as part of the 2020
and future budget cycles.
Staff has included the presentation as Attachment A. Staff has also included additional information that
was requested by the City Council as an appendix to the presentation (Attachment B). Staff is not
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31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

planning to present the information contained in the appendix at the City Council meeting, but will be
prepared to discuss or answer any questions regarding the information contained in the appendix
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Direction for Fire Department service levels, and staffing for the 2020 and future budget cycles.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Estimated budget impacts are contained in Attachment A.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the City Council receive the information provided and provide direction to the City
Manager and Fire Department regarding the willingness to increase Fire Department shift staffing
levels as part of the 2020 and future budget cycles.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
It is requested that the City Council have a discussion to provide direction to the City Manager and Fire
Department regarding the willingness to increase Fire Department shift staffing levels as part of the
2020 and future budget cycles.

45

Prepared by:

Timothy O’Neill, Fire Chief (651) 792-7305

Attachments:

A: Fire Department Phase II Staffing PowerPoint Presentation
B: Fire Department Phase II Staffing Appendix
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Phase II Staffing and
Response Update

Fire Department
March 25, 2019

Discussion Points
Phase II Update

Why Eight On Duty is the Right Number
• Our Staffing Model
A Suburban Trend Based Off Need
• How We Compare to Others
Emergency Response
Personnel Costs
• CIP, Full-time, and Part-Time Review

Why Eight On-Duty is the Right Number
Phase II Update

Survivability and Sustainability
•

Continuous call volume increase
•
•

1200% Increase in call volume since 2005 with
no change in staffing.
Consistently unable to respond or delayed to
emergencies:
•
•

•

2nd, 3rd and 4th simultaneous calls occur
routinely.
Seven instances a day of no one available
from the fire department to immediately
respond.

Call-Back Staff Reduction
•
•
•

70 PT staff in 2014 to 16 now.
Reduced experience levels, training, and
institutional knowledge.
Gaps in response
•
•

25 minute lag time for call-back response.
Out of the city response causes gaps in
protection.

Why Eight On-Duty Is the Right Number
Phase II Update

Eight On-Duty Allows For:
•

Rotation of personnel and
manageable workload.
•

•

•

•

Currently cannot respond to more
than two.

Two immediate working companies
on the fire-ground.
•
•

NFPA 1710
Suppression, Rescue, Self-Rescue

Improved automatic and mutual aid
response while maintaining staff for
City protection.
•

Engine-631

Medic-610

Medic-611

Personnel

Three to Four
FirefighterEMT
Paramedics

Two
FirefighterEMT
Paramedics

Two
FirefighterEMT
Paramedics

Call Types

Fire-Type
Calls

EMS-Type
Calls

EMS-Type
Calls

Firefighter health and wellness.

Ability to respond to three
emergencies simultaneously.
•

Vehicle

Immediate improvement on
continuous City coverage

Multiple
Medical
Response
Regional
Response

Mutual/Auto
Aid Resource

Fire Response Fire Response

Remain In
Roseville

Remain In
Roseville

Why Eight On-Duty Is the Right Number
Phase II Update

Scheduled
Staffing

Minimum
staffing

Two working
Adequate
Two vehicles staffed
Two working fire number of fire
ground
Percent of time at Two vehicles with 3 person engine & Three vehicles
ground
companies
staffed
companies
minimum staffing staffed with two
2 person Medic

5

4

98.4

98.4% of the
time

6

4

20%

80% of the time

80% of the time

0% of the time

0% of the time

0% of the time

7

5

37%

N/A

37% of the time

61% of the time 61% of the time

0% of the time

8

6

59%

N/A

N/A

1.6% of the time

0% of the time

0% of the time

0% of the time

100% of the time 100% of the time 0% of the time

Why Eight On-Duty Is the Right Number
Phase II Update

Increasing Population and Development

• Each independent senior, assisted-living, and nursing home
development project adds to call volume:
• .9 calls per room annually.

• Commercial and Retail Development
• $5 Billion Dollar Tax Base
• Insurance Policy
• ISO Scoring
•

Maintain or improve with additional FT staff

• Daytime Population in excess of 80,000
• Complexities of our Community

Why Eight On-Duty Is the Right Number
Phase II Update

Community

Fire Response

Personnel for
Fire Response

EMS Response

St. Paul

Full-Time Agency
Three Engines, Two Ladders, One Rescue Squad,
Two Chiefs, One Deputy Chief, One Medic Rig,
One Fire Investigator

25-28 Total

Advanced Life Support- Transport

Falcon Heights

Call-Back Agency
Respond with Two-Three Pieces of Apparatus

12-15 Total

Advanced Life Support- Transport (St. Paul Fire)

Maplewood

Full-Time Agency
One Engine, One Ladder, One to Two Chiefs, FT
Call-back

5-8 Initially
14-20 Total

Advanced Life Support- Transport

Little Canada

Call-Back Agency
Respond with Three-Four Pieces of Apparatus

12-15 Total

Limited Basic Life Support- Vehicle Accidents & Sheriff
Deputy Request

Lake Johanna

Part-Time Duty Crew Agency
One to Two Engines, One to three Chiefs, CallBack

5-8 Initially
25-35 Total

Basic Life Support- First response with a utility vehicle &
2-3 FF/EMTs

New Brighton

Call-Back Agency

15-20 Total

No Fire Department Participation Unless Requested.

St. Anthony

Combination Agency
Respond with Two-Three Pieces of Apparatus

2 Initially
12-16 Total

Basic Life Support- First Response with 1 Engine & two
FF/EMTs

Minneapolis

Full-time Agency
Three Engines, Two Ladders, One Heavy Rescue,
Two Chiefs, One Mobile Command Rig, One
Salvage Rig

24-26 Total

Basic Life Support- First Response with 1 Engine & threefour FF/EMTs

Questions and Discussion on Why
Eight On-Duty is the Right Number?

A Suburban Trend

Fire Departments Transitioning to Full-Time Staffing Models

Phase I- Allowed Staffing Foundation and Supervision
•

Accomplished 2014-2018

•

Budget neutral transition

• Stability in our staffing expectations
• Consistency in our personnel

Phase II- Service Consistency and Response Enhancement
• Better meet the rising needs and response expectations of the Community.
• Improved balance of workload and response for improved internal and external customer service.
• Community-driven program to take the next steps in Fire and EMS response.

A Suburban Trend

Fire Departments Transitioning to Full-Time Staffing Models

Suburban Trend
• 11 Metro Fire Departments have already or are in transition process
• Most recently: Maplewood, White Bear Lake, Plymouth, and Eagan
• Causes for transition:
• Reactive Process Through Tragic Events
• Recruitment Costs and Difficulty Finding Personnel
• Retention Issues: Revolving Door of Personnel
• Part-Time Unionization and Affordable Healthcare Requirements
• Training, Continuing Education, and Time Requirements

Department Transitions
• Each organization has a tipping point for staffing changes.

A Suburban Trend

Fire Departments Transitioning to Full-Time Staffing Models

Metro Fire Department Comparisons
• Finance Commission Project (Summer/Fall 2018)
• Includes 16 Metro Fire Departments
• 2017 Data
• Departments were chosen based off of a few varying considerations:
• Proximity to Minneapolis/St. Paul
• Similar community size
• Similar call volume
• Similar services provided

Fire Department
Brooklyn Park
Coon Rapids
Lake Johanna
Cottage Grove
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Edina
Maplewood
Minneapolis
Oakdale
Plymouth
Richfield
St. Louis Park
South Metro
St. Paul
Roseville- Current
Roseville Phase II

Calls Per
On-Duty
FF
1,347.80
980
625
1,535
451.75
270.8
954.7
848.6
435
691.25
253.8
706.83
728.6
767
352
1,272
866.67

Rank (Calls per On-Duty
FF)
2
4
12
1
13
16
5
7
14
11
17
10
9
8
15
3
6

 Total call volume divided by required
minimum level of staffing.
 Exceeds:
 Median Responses= 747.8
 170% more calls per on-duty
FF
 524 more calls per on-duty
FF
 Average Responses= 804.84
 158% more calls per on-duty
FF
 467.16 more calls per on-duty
FF
 Call volume is exceeding our response
structure.
 Chronic issues

Fire Department
Brooklyn Park
Coon Rapids
Lake Johanna
Cottage Grove
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Edina
Maplewood
Minneapolis
Oakdale
Plymouth
Richfield
St. Louis Park
South Metro
St. Paul
Roseville- Current
Roseville Phase II

Calls Per Staffed
Unit
2021
1960
1250
1535
903
812
1976
1980
1088
1382
761
1413
1700
1534
1526
2544
1733

Rank
(Busiest
Units)
2
4
13
8
15
16
5
3
14
12
17
11
7
9
10
1
6

 13 of the 16 agencies listed respond to all EMS call types; varying
levels of care and transport.
 Fire Department estimates a 2-5% annual call volume increase
annually.
 This makes us the busiest Fire Department overall per firefighter
on-duty and on-duty staffed response unit.

Fire Department
Brooklyn Park
Coon Rapids
Lake Johanna
Cottage Grove
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Edina
Maplewood
Minneapolis
Oakdale
Plymouth
Richfield
St. Louis Park
South Metro
St. Paul
Roseville- Current
Roseville Phase II

Rank (Highest
Budget Cost Per Call Budget per Call)
560.73
16
786.61
12
808.52
11
967.10
8
1,033.20
6
1,368.61
3
1,038.17
5
654.19
14
1,574.44
1
743.22
13
969.06
7
1,052.00
4
864.25
10
908.81
9
1,496.85
2
448.51
17
596.5
15

Questions and Discussion on
A Suburban Trend?

Emergency Response
Phase II Update

Response Times
•
•
•
•

Centrally Located Fire Station.
Consistently meet response time
expectations of the community and
NFPA standards.
High scores from Insurance
Services Office (ISO).
Benchmarks
• En route
• 60 seconds for EMS
• 90 seconds for Fire

Call Type

Fire

EMS

Roseville Fire
Average Response
Time

3 minutes
28 seconds

4 minutes
22 seconds

National Standards
and
Benchmarks

Under 8 minutes
90% of the time
(NFPA)

Emergency Response
Phase II Update

Emergency Call Types
•
•
•

All emergency responses and call types are considered
emergent until we arrive and can properly evaluate.
The Fire Department’s transition to EMS was a significant step
forward for our community.
Fire Priorities
• Fire Response & Prevention First
• NFPA 1710
• IAFF
• OSHA

Emergency Response
Phase II Update

Emergency Medical Services in Roseville is a community need and expectation.
Basic Life Support (BLS) to Advanced Life Support (ALS) Services
Because seconds count and lives matter
•
•
•

Increased survivability and immediate level of care in our community.
We have the expertise and the ability.
Regions Medical Direction Supported.

Questions and Discussion on
Emergency Response?

Personnel and Costs of a Staffing Program
Phase II Update

CIP Impacts of a PT/POC versus FT Fire Department
• Unavoidable financial impacts to reverting back
•

•
•
•

Turnout Gear
• Custom fit
• Head to Toe Outfitting, plus a second set of gear for
cancer prevention program
• Includes ballistic vest protection
Radios
• Reduced firefighters and apparatus
Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA)
Apparatus
• CIP outlay- Next 20 years
• Re-Assess our engine replacement

Personnel and Costs of a Staffing Program
Phase II Update

Item

Engine Replacement

Phase II Costs
(20-Year CIP 2020-2039)
$1,875,000
(2020, 2027, 2034)

POC/PT Model Costs (20Year CIP 2020-2039)

Difference

$2,667,000
(2020, 2025, 2030, 2035)

-$792,000

$400,000
(2027, 2036)

$550,000
(2027, 2036)

-$150,000

$469,800
(2020-2039: 3 replacements)

$1,117,350
(2020-2039: 3
replacements)

-$647,550

Radios (Portable and
Mobile)

$300,000
(2020-2039)

$400,000
(2020-2039)

-$100,000

TOTAL

$3,044,800

$4,734,350

-$1,689,550
Total Capital Savings
2020-2039

Self-Contained Breathing
Apparatus (SCBA)
Personal Protective
Equipment (PPE)

Personnel and Costs of a Staffing Program
Phase II Update

Paid-on-Call Works in Other Cities, Why Not Roseville?
• Considerations and Complexities
•
•

Population
Hazards involved with Fire and EMS

•
•

5,000+ calls annually
Day-to-Day workload of the department

•

Turnover-Recruitment-Retention
• The whole reason for Phase I in the first place
• Leadership and training challenges

• Call Volume
• History

• Present Status
•
•

16 Part-Time Firefighters
57% do NOT live in Roseville

• Cost
• Total cost of part-time model is close to the same as FT, but an increase in CIP
• Operational and Administrative Reset

Personnel and Costs of a Staffing Program

Phase II Update

Cost per Full-time Firefighter

$89,589.98

9 Full-time Firefighters 2020 cost

$806,309.82

6 Full-time Firefighters 2020 cost

$537,539.88

3 Full-time Firefighters 2020 cost

$268,769.94

Personnel and Costs of a Staffing Program

Phase II Update

A part-time staffing option:
• Maintain 42 part-time
personnel.

Need for 38 New Part-time firefighters
Hire 0 full-time firefighters - maintain a part-time staff of 42
Full-time cost for 9 firefighters

$

Part-time costs for maintaining a working part-time staff of 42

$

704,812

• Beyond 2020- Inconsistent
budgeting due to unknown
recruitment and retention.

Hiring Process Annually

$

10,565

Candidate testing process per firefighter

$

127,870

• Additional needs and work
focus of fire administrative
staff.

New hire equipment and uniform costs per firefighter

$

457,900

New firefighter education and training per firefighter

$

549,062

TOTAL Start up costs for Part-time model

$ 1,850,209.00

• Year 1 costs of
approximately $1.8 million.

-

Council-Specific Items
Phase II Update

Does the Council support the need for increased Fire
Department staffing?
If so, how do we get there?

Discussion Points
Phase II Update

Why Eight On Duty is the Right Number
• Our Staffing Model
A Suburban Trend Based Off Need
• How We Compare to Others
Emergency Response
Personnel Costs
• CIP, Full-time, and Part-Time Review

Phase II Appendix
Phase II Update

Focus on Service and Program Enhancements
• Community Risk Reduction (CRR):
• Four Pillars Consisting of:
•
•
•
•

Advanced Life Support (ALS) First Response.
Increased Fire Prevention and Inspections Capabilities.
Mobile Integrated Healthcare (MIHC)/Community Paramedic
Program.
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710

Attachment B

Phase II Appendix
Phase II Update

Mandated and Required Training for Firefighters= over 50
hours annually
• Full-time staff completes in excess of 100 hours
annually.
• High ISO Score in Training Category
• Quarterly, monthly, and daily training program in place
to meet and exceed requirements.
• Requirement Driven First
• Meet and exceed all licensing requirements and
expectations.
• MN Board of Fire Training and Education (MBFTE)Recognized
• Evolving Fire and EMS
• Hybrid cars
• Active shooter/hostile incidents
• Hazardous materials
• EMS

Phase II Appendix
Phase II Update

Agency

Certification/License

Hours Requirement

Minnesota Board of Fire Training and
Education (MBFTE)

Firefighter License

24 Hours Annually
Established Continuing Education
Curriculum

MN Fire Service Certification Board
(MFSCB)

Certification

24 Hours Annually for Firefighter II
8-24 Hours Annually for other
Certifications

National Registry of Emergency
Medical Technicians
(NREMT)

License

24 Hours Annually

Emergency Services Regulatory
Board (EMSRB)

Certification

24 Hours Annually

Occupational Safety and Health
Agency (OSHA)

Mandate

4 Hours Annually

Firefighter II
Fire Officer
Fire Instructor
Fire Inspector

Phase II Appendix: Daily Schedule
Phase II Update

Weekday
0600-0630
0630-0700
0700-0730
0730-0800
0800-0830
0830-0900
0900-0930
0930-1000
1000-1030
1030-1100
1100-1130
1130-1200
1200-1230
1230-1300
1300-1330
1330-1400
1400-1430
1430-1500
1500-1530
1530-1600
1600-1630
1630-1700
1700-1730
1730-1800
1800-1830
1830-1900
1900-1930
1930-2000
2000-2030
2030-2100
2100-2130
2130-2200
2200-2230
2230-2300
2300-2330
2330-0000
0000-0030
0030-0100
0100-0130
0130-0200
0200-0230
0230-0300
0300-0330
0330-0400
0400-0430
0430-0500
0500-0530
0530-0600

Primary Task

Daily vehicle,equipment, medication checks
Daily vehicle,equipment, medication checks
Breakfast
Shift Meeting and Briefing
Emergency response
Emergency response
Training
Training
Administrative time
Emergency response
Emergency response
Administrative time
Lunch
Admin time
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Exercise and Fitness
Exercise and Fitness
Emergency response
Emergency response
Dinner
Building maintenance
Building maintenance
Training
Training
Emergency response
Emergency response
Down time
Down time
Sleep
Sleep
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Emergency response
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Shift change

Secondary Task

Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Emergency response
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Inspections
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Emergency response
Emergency response
Catch up time
Catch up time
Catch up time
Catch up time

Next

Building maintenance
Building maintenance
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review

Weekend
0600-0630
0630-0700
0700-0730
0730-0800
0800-0830
0830-0900
0900-0930
0930-1000
1000-1030
1030-1100
1100-1130
1130-1200
1200-1230
1230-1300
1300-1330
1330-1400
1400-1430
1430-1500
1500-1530
1530-1600
1600-1630
1630-1700
1700-1730
1730-1800
1800-1830
1830-1900
1900-1930
1930-2000
2000-2030
2030-2100
2100-2130
2130-2200
2200-2230
2230-2300
2300-2330
2330-0000
0000-0030
0030-0100
0100-0130
0130-0200
0200-0230
0230-0300
0300-0330
0330-0400
0400-0430
0430-0500
0500-0530
0530-0600

Primary Task

Daily vehicle,equipment, medication checks
Daily vehicle,equipment, medication checks
Breakfast
Shift briefing
Emergency response
Emergency response
Training
Training
Administrative time
Emergency response
Emergency response
Administrative time
Lunch
Admin time
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Exercise and Fitness
Exercise and Fitness
Emergency response
Emergency response
Dinner
Building maintenance
Building maintenance
Training
Training
Emergency response
Emergency response
Down time
Down time
Sleep
Sleep
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Emergency response
Sleep
Emergency response
Emergency response
Sleep
Shift change

Secondary Task

Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Emergency response
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Building/Equipment maintenance
Building/Equipment maintenance
Building/Equipment maintenance
Building/Equipment maintenance
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Community outreach
Catch up time
Catch up time
Catch up time
Catch up time
Catch up time

Next

Building maintenance
Building maintenance
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review
Plan review

Phase II Appendix: Call Response
Phase II Update

73, 2%
4, 0%

Number of Calls By Type

3, 0%

289, 6%

Fire

467, 9%

Overpressure Rupture, Explosion, Overheat (No Fire)
Rescue & Emergency Medical Service Incident
Hazardous Condition (No Fire)

414, 8%

Service Call
Good Intent Call

141, 3%

False Alarm & False Call
Special Incident Type
3550, 72%

Phase II Appendix: Call Response
Calls By Day Of Week - 2018

764

744

742

707
697
679
661

Total Calls

Total Calls

Total Calls

Total Calls

Total Calls

Total Calls

Total Calls

Sunday

Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Phase II Appendix: Call Response
Call Volume By Time Of Day - 2018
561

560
511

529

567
528

433

318

312

280

212
183

00:00:00 - 01:59:5902:00:00 - 03:59:5904:00:00 - 05:59:5906:00:00 - 07:59:5908:00:00 - 09:59:5910:00:00 - 11:59:5912:00:00 - 13:59:5914:00:00 - 15:59:5916:00:00 - 17:59:5918:00:00 - 19:59:5920:00:00 - 21:59:5922:00:00 - 23:59:59

Phase II Appendix: Call Response

 Roseville Fire Responds to over 100 Fire-specific calls
annually compared to the average community in
Minnesota.
 Structure, vehicle, property, grass, dumpster, etc.
 520% greater Fire Incidents than the MN Average

 This graph includes EMS, other incidents outside of Fire.
 1150% greater service call percentage than the average MN
Fire Department.
 The increase shows the Roseville community has a need for
our services.

Phase II Appendix: Cost Reductions and Revenue
Phase II Update

Cost Reductions
On-Going Part-Time Attrition

$35,000 in 2020

Inspections Revenue
2018 Budget Versus Actual

$25,000

Inspections Revenue Long-Term

$58,000

$55,000 Annually Beyond 2020

Phase II Appendix: Lift Assist Response
Phase II Update

Lift Assist Response

• Short and Long Answer
• Yes
• This is a community member in need, the fire
department will respond.
• Resources Need
• Allina- Likely two rigs and delayed response.
• Police- Two to three officers to perform this function.
• More than just a lift for us.
• Assessment- Full medical assessment and review is
performed.
• Safety Evaluation (proactive & reactive)
• Private residence versus corporate facilities
• Billing for skilled nursing facilities/corporate facilities can
be a consideration going forward.

Phase II Appendix: Shared Services
Phase II Update

Regional Fire Service
•
•
•

•

Potential Opportunities
Significant Change in the Last Decade Among the Chiefs
group.
Roseville Fire has been on the Leading Edge of
Partnerships and Opportunities
• Automatic Aid with every fire department bordering us
• Closest Unit Dispatching: Asst Chief Brosnahan
chaired this committee and program.
• Ever Evolving
• Project Lifesaver/Emergency Search Countywide
• Roseville has Received Regional Training Grants and
Hosted Many Training Events
Long-term Strategic Planning
• Buy-In and Support

Phase II Appendix: Leaving the Inspections Program
Phase II Update

Fire Inspections and Community Development Department
• Loss of Fire Department revenue
• ~$132,000

• More Community Development inspectors needed.
• Including hundreds of hours of additional training and requirements
• Decreased Fire Department institutional knowledge in the community.
• Depletion of Code and Life Safety expertise
• Building safety of occupants
• Firefighter health and safety

Phase II Appendix: Contracting with Allina for Dedicated Service
Phase II Update

Contract with Allina Health EMS
for Ambulance Services

• Has been evaluated as an option in
the past, but rejected.
• Eight (8) paramedics dedicated to
Roseville 24/7/365
• Contract approximately ~$800,000
• Dedicated paramedics (8)
• Fully stocked and supplied ALS
ambulances (4)

Operational Concerns

• Does not solve our fire response and need
for personnel.
• Existing staff of 4-5 firefighters is not
suitable for critical fire response.
• Joint housing issues for personnel from
different agencies.
• Differing union units and work expectations.

Phase II Appendix: Hiring Just Paramedics Versus Firefighter/EMTs
Phase II Update

Hiring Just Paramedics
•

What does this staffing approach help us solve?

•

White Bear Lake Fire Model
• 2014-2018
• Started this type of program and it failed terribly with turnover issues, operational issues,
and financial issues.
• Now White Bear Lake has transitioned to FT Firefighter/Paramedics

•

A significant cost and investment without meeting the goals of the program.
• Likely 80-85% the cost of a FT Firefighter/Medic but with nowhere near the full skill set.

•

No fire suppression/response capabilities
• Handicapping ourselves

REQUEST FOR CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION
Agenda Date: 03/25/19
Agenda Item:
7.c
Department Approval

Item Description:

City Manager Approval

Discuss Possible Changes to the City Code in Support of Temporary
Overnight Homeless Shelters

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

COUNCIL INITIATED DISCUSSION
On January 7, 2019, the Roseville City Council approved an Interim Use (IU) for Real Life
Presbyterian Church (formerly North Como Presbyterian) and Roseville Lutheran Church to allow
each church a temporary overnight homeless shelter for up to 30 consecutive days and 60
cumulative days over the next five years. The IU process was a culmination of a number of years
of informal monitoring of the temporary overnight homeless shelters by the City’s Fire Department
and Building Code Division. However, it became evident that such uses needed to be formally
recognized and approved by the City versus continued enforcement of a policy.

9
10
11

During the January 7, 2019 Council meeting, the applicants expressed concerns regarding the
current process for allowing the existing two, temporary, overnight homeless shelters and
specifically the two-step process and the fees.

12
13
14
15
16

In response, the City Council directed staff to review options regarding regulation of temporary,
overnight homeless shelters and to prepare discussion points for discussion at an upcoming City
Council meeting. From a zoning perspective, staff envisions three main options, including the
current interim use process, as well as a conditional or permitted accessory use option. All three
options are discussed in more detail below:

17
18
19

CURRENT PROCESS – INTERIM USE
An Interim Use (IU) is typically required for uses on a site or within a building (shared uses) that
are not covered by the Zoning Code and are generally temporary in nature.

20

The purpose of an Interim Use is as follows:

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Certain land uses might not be consistent with the land uses designated in the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and they might also fail to meet all of the zoning standards
established for the district within which they are proposed; some such land uses may,
however, be acceptable or even beneficial if reviewed and provisionally approved for a
limited period of time. The purpose of the interim use review process is to allow the
approval of interim uses on a case-by-case basis; approved interim uses shall have a
definite end date and may be subject to specific conditions considered reasonable and/or
necessary for the protection of the public health, safety, and general welfare.

29
30
31
32
33

An IU requires an Open House Meeting (OHM) as the initial step in the process (managed by the
Planning Division) prior to an application being submitted to the Community Development
Department. The OHM process requires a completed application with specific information and
details including meeting location, date, and time. The Planning Division is responsible for
developing the invitation and all necessary attachments. The Open House Meeting has an
RCA_TemporaryHomelessShelterDiscussion_032519
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34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

application cost of $1,100 and a required escrow of $500. This process requires the expanded
notification policy approved by the City Council, accounting for the high fee and escrow.
Following the OHM, the applicant completes an IU application and submits the associated fee of
$1,475. If the applicant wishes to renew the IU, a renewal fee of $1,025 would be submitted at
that time. The IU process requires both a published notice and a public hearing notice to all
property owners within 500 feet of the subject site. The fees associated with the IU process account
for published notice, mailed notice, and staff time in reviewing the project and crafting the initial
report to the Planning Commission.

42
43
44
45
46

Because IU’s are unique and vary greatly on a case-by-case basis, City staff deems this the most
appropriate and beneficial process for reviewing temporary overnight homeless shelters. An IU is
reviewed individually for potential neighborhood, health, safety, and general welfare impacts and
are typically approved with customized conditions and/or improvements to mitigate negative
impacts specific to the site, neighborhood, or building.

47
48
49
50
51

CONDITIONAL USE
The Conditional Use (CU) process is designed for uses that are deemed permitted, subject to
compliance with conditions. CU’s are reviewed against general health, safety and welfare
standards, as well as specific criteria aimed to mitigate potential negative impacts to an areas or
neighborhoods. This process is similar to the IU process, except for the following:

52
53
54
55





An Open House meeting isn’t required
A CU does not have an end date (it essentially becomes a permitted/permanent use)
An escrow fee isn’t required

The purpose of a Conditional Use is as follows:

56
57
58
59
60
61
62

Several land uses and structures have been designated as conditional uses in certain zoning
districts; the purpose of the conditional use review process is to ensure that proposed
conditional uses will satisfy applicable standards and criteria established for the protection of
the public health, safety, and general welfare. Particular conditional uses may be subject to
specific requirements in addition to the general standards and criteria pertaining to all
conditional uses, and any conditional uses may be approved with conditions considered
reasonable and necessary to enhance compatibility with surrounding uses.

63
64

A CU requires a completed application and fee ($510) and requires both a published notice and a
public hearing notice to all property owners within 500 feet of the subject site.

65
66
67
68
69

A CU, once approved, is permanent in nature and runs with the property and not a specific entity
so long as the specific conditions of the approval and City Code are met. A resolution of approval
is recorded against the property, which details all the parameters of the approval. Should issues
arise in the future that constitute noncompliance with the established conditions of approval, the
City can revoke the CU by separate action.

70
71
72
73
74

Under such a scenario, it is assumed the use would achieve compliance with all applicable
requirements, including Building and Fire Codes because of the permanency of the CU. In the
instance of overnight homeless shelters, this could be costly as the conversion from an assembly
occupancy to sleeping quarters/housing occupancy would require specific improvements of the
building/space.
RCA_TemporaryHomelessShelterDiscussion_032519
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75
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Under the State Building Code “places of religious worship” are given an occupancy type of A-3
(Section 303 – Assembly Group A) and all churches or places of worship in Roseville would
generally have an “A” occupancy designation (there are some exceptions). Conversely, areas of
sleeping quarters, lodging, or housing are given an occupancy type “R”. In order to resolve the
“A” verses “R” occupancy classifications under the Building Code, licensed design professionals
(architects) must complete a code review of the building detailing how the building is within
compliance, or will be brought into compliance, to all applicable building/fire codes. Thus, it can
be a costly endeavor to implement the improvements that would undoubtedly be necessary to meet
code.

84
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Should the City Council deem the CU process to be more appropriate moving forward, the
conditions should be well defined understanding the permanency of the use. Additionally, the
conditions would have to address what needs to meet Building and Fire Codes, and what doesn’t.
Staff is somewhat concerned about the City’s liability should a condition of a CUP essentially
waive a Building or Fire Code regulation.

89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112

PERMITTED ACCESSORY USE
A temporary overnight homeless shelter could be classified as a permitted accessory use to a place
of assembly use. This legislative avenue would require the City to develop specific standards via
the Property Performance Standards chapter of the Zoning Code. These standards could mirror
the requirements contained in the State Fire Marshal’s 2008 opinion letter, which includes limits
on the length of time of the shelter and the number of people served (attachment A), and can also
include other conditions deemed appropriate. The difficulty, however, in classifying a temporary
overnight homeless shelter as a permitted accessory use is contemplating all the potential scenarios
that could impact a neighborhood and detailing them in the Zoning Code, especially considering
most institutional uses are generally located in residential neighborhoods. It should also be noted,
like a CU, making a temporary overnight homeless shelter a permitted accessory use implies
permanency and there will be more difficulty in terminating the use unless there is clear
noncompliance with the standards that would be outlined in the Property Performance Standards
chapter of the Zoning Code.

113
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No matter the process, staff believes it is important for the church and applicant to inform the
neighborhood of the proposed temporary overnight homeless shelter and to seek questions and
comments from the attendees. Such a process assists the applicant, staff, Planning Commission
and City Council in determining how to address potential issues, concerns, and impacts.

OTHER FACTORS TO CONSIDER
One factor to consider is management of the homeless shelter. Currently, the two temporary
overnight homeless shelters in Roseville are well managed through Project Home and support
families with children. If these uses are made a CU or permitted accessory use and unintended
consequences occur over time (maybe management changes or the people they serve change),
those issues could be difficult to correct. The IU process provides for greater discretion, allows
the City to respond to each unique request, and isn’t permanent in nature. The CU or permitted
accessory use process has less discretion, can be permanent in nature, and relies on ensuring
compliance with previously defined conditions.
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FEES
Regarding fees previously paid - Real Life Presbyterian Church submitted the current Open House
application fee ($1,100) and escrow ($500) and the old IU application fee ($675), while Roseville
Lutheran Church submitted the Open House application fee ($1,100) and the old IU application
fee ($675). Once the open house process was complete, the Planning Division returned the $500
unused escrow Real Life Presbyterian Church provided. It should be noted that both churches paid
$1,775 for a process that currently costs $3,075 (the current IU application fee is $1,475). As with
any fee, the City Council may direct staff to waive and/or reduce fees should they be an
impediment to the process.
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SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION
Review the three zoning options to legislate temporary, overnight homeless shelters and direct the
Planning Division of Community Development, and the Fire Department accordingly, including
any further analysis or desired amendments.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Attachments

Thomas Paschke, City Planner, 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com
Tim O’Neill, Fire Chief
A: State Fire Marshal Opinion Letter
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Attachment A

Attachment A

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

Item Description:

1

03/25/19
7d

City Manager Approval

Appoint members to Planning; Parks and Recreation and Public Works
Environment and Transportation Commissions

BACKGROUND

2
3
4

On March 11, the City Council interviewed applicants interested in appointment to various
commissions.

5
6

Council will consider applicants for:

7
8



9
10



11
12
13
14



15
16

Parks and Recreation Commission – three vacancies for terms expiring March 31, 2022.
o Nine applicants for the vacancies
Planning Commission – two vacancies for terms expiring March 31, 2022. In February,
the council reappointed Julie Kimball to complete a vacancy created when Wayne Groff
was elected to the City Council.
o Thirteen applicants for the vacancies
Public Works, Environment and Transportation Commission - one vacancy for term
expiring March 31, 2022.
o Nine applicants for the vacancies

17
18
19

Resolution #10782 – Reappointment Process and Term Limits Policy Roseville Citizen Advisory
Commissions states that:

20

“If fewer applications are received than twice the number of openings, the City Council
may establish a new application deadline and Council Meeting for interviews.”

21
22
23
24
25
26

At the March 18 meeting, Council directed staff to reopen the application period for the Finance
Commission and Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement Commission pursuant to the above
policy. Based on that direction, the following schedule is proposed:

27
28
29



Application period will be open from March 19 through April 16.



Candidates interviewed on April 22.



Council appoints members at the May 6 Council meeting.

30
31
32
33

Page 1 of 2

34

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

35
36
37

Appoint _____________ and _____________ to the Finance Commission for terms ending
March 31, 2022.

38
39
40

Appoint _____________ to the Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement Commission for a
term ending March 31, 2020.

41
42
43

Appoint _____________ to the Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement Commission for a
term ending March 31, 2022.

44
45
46

Appoint _____________ and _____________ to the Planning Commission for terms ending
March 31, 2022.

47
48
49

Appoint _____________, _____________ and _____________ to the Parks and Recreation
Commission for terms ending March 31, 2022.

50
51

Appoint _____________ to the Public Works Commission for term ending March 31, 2022.

52
53
54

Prepared by:
Attachments:
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Rebecca Olson, Assistant City Manager
A:
Council Preferences

Attachment A

Advisory Commission Tallies
Commission
Planning
2 vac, 3 yrs

Councilmember
Etten
Groff
Laliberte
Willmus
Mayor Roe

Choice A
Kruzel
Kruzel
Kruzel
Kruzel
Kruzel

Chair Murphy (ref)

Pribyl

Schmitt

Choice A
Fergus
Huiett
Hammer
Hammer
Huiett

Choice B
Huiett
Morton
Spencer

Council Tally:
Dahlstrom
Holly
Huiett
Kruzel
McGehee
Orf
Pribyl
Rose
Sagisser
Schmitt
Weber
Zierman

Commission
PWET
1 vac, 3 yrs

Councilmember
Etten
Groff
Laliberte
Willmus
Mayor Roe
Chair Cihacek (ref)
Council Tally:
Canterbury
Fergus
Hammer
Huiett
Morton
Sagisser
Spencer
Weber
Zierman

Choice B
Orf
McGehee
McGehee
McGehee
Orf

0
0
0
5
3
2
5
0
0
0
0
0

Morton

0
1
2
3
1
1
1
0
0
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Sagisser

Choice C
Pribyl
Pribyl
Pribyl
Pribyl
Pribyl

Choice D

Attachment A

Advisory Commission Tallies
Commission
P&R
3 vac, 3 years

Councilmember
Etten
Groff
Laliberte
Willmus
Mayor Roe
Chair Baggenstoss (ref)

Choice A
Arneson
Hammer
Arneson
Arneson
Arneson

Choice B
Brown
Hausman
Brown
Brown
Dahlstrom

Choice C
Hammer
Spencer
Dahlstrom
Dahlstrom
Hammer

Dahlstrom

Hammer

Hausman

Council Tally:
Arneson
Brown
Dahlstrom
Hammer
Hausman
Peters
Rose
Schmitt
Spencer

4
3
3
3
2
0
0
0
2
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Choice D

Hausman
Spencer
Spencer

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
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

03/25/19
7.e

City Manager Approval

Consider Adopting Resolutions of Support for House File 2031 and Other
Legislation Altering Local Government Aid Funding Formulas

BACKGROUND
At the March 18 City Council meeting, Mayor Roe brought forward a request he received from
Rep. Jerry Hertaus regarding House File 2031 (HF 2031). The bill, which is authored by Rep.
Hertaus, would alter the formula for the State of Minnesota Local Government Aid (LGA)
program in a manner that would provide funding for all municipalities in the State of Minnesota.
At the March 18 meeting, the City Council indicated a desire to bring the matter back to consider
passing a resolution of support for HF 2031.
Included as Attachment A is the letter from Rep. Hertaus and the language of HF 2031. Staff has
also included information in Attachment B from the League of Minnesota Cities regarding HF
2031 as well as several other LGA bills currently being considered by the legislature.
Staff has prepared a draft resolution of support for HF 2031(Attachment C). In addition, given
that there are other bills currently pending at the state legislature that alter the LGA funding
formula, staff has drafted another resolution supporting legislation that will alter the formula of
LGA funding (Attachment D).
POLICY OBJECTIVE
The City has adopted 2019 Legislative Priorities. While seeking an increase in LGA funding
was not listed in the priorities, a change in the LGA funding formula is beneficial to help reduce
the costs of the local taxpayer in providing Roseville’s services and programs and is consistent
with the overall purpose of the city’s legislative priorities.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
In 2019, the City will receive $77,800 in LGA. In 2020, the City is not expected to receive any
LGA funds. Depending on how the LGA funding formula is changed, Roseville could receive
LGA funding in 2020 and beyond.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approving the resolutions of support for HF 2031 and other legislation to alter
the formula for Local Government Aid.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve resolutions of support for HF 2031 and other legislation to alter the formula
for Local Government Aid.
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Prepared by:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager (651) 792-7021

Attachments:

A:
B:
C:
D:
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Letter from Rep. Hertaus and HF 2031
Information from League of Minnesota Cities regarding HF 2031 and LGA bills
Resolution of Support for HF 2031
Resolution of Support for Legislation Altering the LGA formula
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REVISOR

This Document can be made available
in alternative formats upon request

EAP/MP

State of Minnesota

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
NINETY-FIRST SESSION
03/04/2019

19-4200

Attachment A

H. F. No.

2031

Authored by Hertaus, Murphy, Layman, Persell, Xiong, T., and others
The bill was read for the first time and referred to the Committee on Taxes

1.1

A bill for an act

1.2
1.3
1.4

relating to taxes; local government aids; modifying the city aid program; amending
Minnesota Statutes 2018, sections 477A.013, subdivisions 8, 9, by adding
subdivisions; 477A.03, subdivision 2a.

1.5

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

1.6

Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 477A.013, subdivision 8, is amended to read:

1.7

Subd. 8. City formula aid. (a) For aids payable in 2018 2020 and thereafter, the formula

1.8

aid for a city is equal to the product of (1) the difference between its unmet need and its

1.9

certified aid in the previous year and before any aid adjustment under subdivision 13, and

1.10

(2) the aid gap percentage.

1.11

(b) The applicable aid gap percentage must be calculated by the Department of Revenue

1.12

so that the total of the aid under subdivision 9 16 equals the total amount available for aid

1.13

under section 477A.03. The aid gap percentage must be the same for all cities subject to

1.14

paragraph (a). Data used in calculating aids to cities under sections 477A.011 to 477A.013

1.15

shall be the most recently available data as of January 1 in the year in which the aid is

1.16

calculated.

1.17
1.18

1.19

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective for aids payable in calendar year 2020
and thereafter.
Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 477A.013, subdivision 9, is amended to read:

1.20

Subd. 9. Preliminary city aid distribution. (a) In calendar year 2018 2020 and thereafter,

1.21

if a city's certified aid before any aid adjustment under subdivision 13 for the previous year

1.22

is less than its current unmet need, the city shall receive an aid distribution equal to the sum

Sec. 2.

1
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REVISOR

EAP/MP

19-4200

2.1

of (1) its certified aid in the previous year before any aid adjustment under subdivision 13,

2.2

(2) the city formula aid under subdivision 8, and (3) its aid adjustment under subdivision

2.3

13.

2.4

(b) For aids payable in 2018 and thereafter, if a city's certified aid before any aid

2.5

adjustment under subdivision 13 for the previous year is equal to or greater than its current

2.6

unmet need, the total aid for a city is equal to the greater of (1) its unmet need plus any aid

2.7

adjustment under subdivision 13, or (2) the amount it was certified to receive in the previous

2.8

year minus the lesser of $10 multiplied by its population, or five percent of its net levy in

2.9

the year prior to the aid distribution. No city may have a total aid amount less than $0 under

2.10

this paragraph.

2.11
2.12
2.13
2.14

2.15
2.16
2.17

(c) If a city's aid distribution under paragraph (b) is equal to $0, the city is eligible for
an alternative aid distribution under subdivision 15.
EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective for aids payable in calendar year 2020
and thereafter.
Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 477A.013, is amended by adding a subdivision
to read:
Subd. 15. Alternative per capita aid. (a) Beginning in calendar year 2020 and thereafter,

2.18

if a city's certified aid under subdivision 9 is $0 it shall receive an aid payment under this

2.19

subdivision equal to the sum of the following:

2.20
2.21
2.22

(1) a base amount equal to the lesser of $40 multiplied by its population, or $60,000;
and
(2) a formula amount equal to its population multiplied by a per capita amount, where

2.23

the per capita amount is set so that the total aid paid under this subdivision is the amount

2.24

allocated for alternative aid under section 477A.03, subdivision 2a.

2.25

(b) The maximum aid for any city under this subdivision is $200,000.

2.26

(c) Beginning with aids payable in 2021 and thereafter, the amounts of $40 and $60,000

2.27

in paragraph (a), clause (1), and $200,000 in paragraph (b) shall be increased by a percent

2.28

equal to the percent increase in the total limit on city aid under section 477A.03, subdivision

2.29

2a, for the payable year that is being calculated compared to the appropriation for aids

2.30

payable in 2020.

2.31
2.32

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective for aids payable in calendar year 2020
and thereafter.

Sec. 3.

2
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3.1
3.2
3.3

REVISOR

EAP/MP

19-4200

Sec. 4. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 477A.013, is amended by adding a subdivision
to read:
Subd. 16. Final city aid distribution. For aids payable in 2020 and thereafter, the aid

3.4

distribution for a city receiving aid under subdivision 9 is equal to the greater of the amount

3.5

it would receive under subdivision 9 or the amount it would receive if it qualified for

3.6

alternative aid under subdivision 15. For aids payable in 2020 and thereafter, the aid

3.7

distribution for a city that receives zero aid under subdivision 9 is the alternative aid

3.8

calculated under subdivision 15.

3.9
3.10

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective for aids payable in calendar year 2020
and thereafter.

3.11

Sec. 5. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 477A.03, subdivision 2a, is amended to read:

3.12

Subd. 2a. Cities. For aids payable in 2016 and 2017, the total aid paid under section

3.13

477A.013, subdivision 9, is $519,398,012. For aids payable in 2018 and thereafter 2019,

3.14

the total aid paid under section 477A.013, subdivision 9, is $534,398,012. For aids payable

3.15

in 2020 and thereafter, the total aid paid to cities under section 477A.013, subdivision 16,

3.16

is $564,990,952. Beginning with aids payable in 2020 and thereafter, two percent of this

3.17

amount will be paid as alternative aid to cities under section 477A.03, subdivision 15.

3.18
3.19

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective for aids payable in calendar year 2020
and thereafter.

Sec. 5.

3
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Attachment C

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was duly held on the 25th day of March,
2019, at 6:00 p.m.
The following members were present: Willmus, Etten, Groff, Laliberte, Roe and the
following members were absent: None
Councilmember ___________ introduced the following resolution and moved its
adoption:
RESOLUTION No. ________
RESOLUTION SUPPORTING HOUSE FILE 2031 REGARDING LOCAL
GOVERNEMNT AID
WHEREAS, local governments often have unfunded mandates from the state and federal
government that local taxpayers must bear the cost of; and
WHEREAS, receiving Local Government Aid helps reduce the financial burdens of these
unfunded mandates to the local governments; and
WHEREAS, Representative Jerry Hertaus has introduced House File 2031 that will alter
the formula for the State of Minnesota Local Government Aid program; and
WHEREAS, the City of Roseville receives approximately $77,800 in Local Government
Aid from the State of Minnesota in 2019 and is projected to receive no dollars in Local
Government Aid in 2020 under the current formula; and
WHEREAS, under House File 2031, all cities, including Roseville, will be assured of
some level of funding of Local Government Aid into the future; and
WHEREAS, under House File 2031, the City of Roseville is projected to receive
$200,000 of Local Government Aid in 2020.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
ROSEVILLE, MINNESOTA, that the City of Roseville supports House File 2031 and
requests that the Minnesota State Legislature pass House File 2031.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared
the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council
held on the 19th day of June, 2017, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 25th day of March, 2019.

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
(SEAL)
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was duly held on the 25th day of March,
2019, at 6:00 p.m.
The following members were present: Willmus, Etten, Groff, Laliberte, Roe and the
following members were absent: None
Councilmember ___________ introduced the following resolution and moved its
adoption:
RESOLUTION No. ________
RESOLUTION SUPPORTING LEGISLATION TO ALTER THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA LOCAL GOVERNEMNT AID FORMULA
WHEREAS, local governments often have unfunded mandates from the state and federal
government that local taxpayers must bear the cost of; and
WHEREAS, receiving Local Government Aid helps reduce the financial burdens of these
unfunded mandates to the local governments; and
WHEREAS, the City of Roseville receives approximately $77,800 in Local Government
Aid from the State of Minnesota in 2019 and is projected to receive no dollars in Local
Government Aid in 2020 under the current formula; and
WHEREAS, the current formula does not consistently and equitably provide Local
Government Aid dollars to municipalities throughout the State of Minnesota, including
Roseville.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
ROSEVILLE, MINNESOTA, that the City of Roseville supports legislation to alter the
State of Minnesota Local Government Aid formula that will provide for additional
funding for all cities in the State of Minnesota.

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

Attachment D

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared
the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council
held on the 19th day of June, 2017, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 25th day of March, 2019.

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
(SEAL)

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
03/25/2019
Item No.:
9.a
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
92474-92527

Amount
$229,682.56
$359,425.15

Total

$589,107.71

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

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

Page 1 of 1

Attachment A

Accounts Payable
Checks for Approval
User:
Printed:

Mary.Jenson
3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/14/2019

Building Improvements

Other Improvements

MTI Distributing, Inc.

Toro 6000 Kohler EFI 60"

92494

03/14/2019

Community Development

Advertising

03/14/2019

Community Development

Computer Equipment

9,896.72

Fund Total:

9,896.72

Lillie Suburban Newspaper Inc

Notices Acct: 000262

Mid America Business Systems, Inc. CCD Scanner
Computer Equipment Total:

92519

03/14/2019

Community Development

Electrical Permits

Signature Electric

Eletrical Permit Refund
Electrical Permits Total:

92487

03/14/2019

Community Development

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid
HRA Employer Total:

0

03/14/2019

Community Development

ICMA Def Comp

03/14/2019

Community Development

Office Supplies

Innovative Office Solutions

Office Supplies

Office Supplies Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

143.00
143.00
5,260.00
5,260.00
65.00
65.00
540.00
540.00

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
828.63
ICMA Def Comp Total:

0

9,896.72

Other Improvements Total:

Advertising Total:
92501

Amount

828.63
110.41
110.41

Page 1
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0

03/20/2019

Community Development

Operating Supplies

Amazon.com- CC

Sit/Stand Desk Converter
Operating Supplies Total:

92508
92508
92508

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Community Development
Community Development
Community Development

Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

0
0

92494

03/14/2019

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

03/14/2019

Contracted Engineering Svcs

Fire Vehicles Revolving
Fire Vehicles Revolving

General Fund

Deposits

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

Advertising

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Conferences
Conferences

Professional Services Total:

66.00

7,416.37
Erosion Control Permit Escrow Refund-3032 Sandy
Hook
1,000.00

Philip McDonald

Deposits Total:

1,000.00

Fund Total:

1,000.00

Fire Innovations-CC
WeatherTech-CC

Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance

2,353.73

Fund Total:

2,353.73

Lillie Suburban Newspaper Inc

MN State Fire Chiefs-CC
Pier B Resort-CC

Criterion, Inc.
Mister Car Wash
NEOGOV
Ramsey County

2,122.09
231.64

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance Total:

Notices Acct: 000262

Conference Registration
Conference Lodging

Conferences Total:
0
0
92505
92510

403.33
51.70
4.40
9.90

Advertising Total:
0
0

403.33

Hearing Testing
Hearing Testing
Hearing Testing

Fund Total:
92497

Amount

Quarterly Subscription
Vehicle Washes
Insight Enterprise Software License
Fleet Support Fee

33.32
33.32
285.00
538.48
823.48
4,462.50
7.00
6,091.68
277.68
Page 2
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

92521
92525

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance

Thyssenkrupp Elevator Corp.
Verizon Wireless

Elevator Maintenance
Cell Phones

Contract Maintenance Total:
92510

03/14/2019

General Fund

Contract Maintenence

Ramsey County

Lamping Services
Contract Maintenence Total:

0

03/20/2019

General Fund

Employee Recognition

Dollar Tree-CC

Employee Appreciation Supplies
Employee Recognition Total:

92503
92503

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Financial Support
Financial Support

MN Child Support Payment Center Remittance ID: 0015528480
MN Child Support Payment Center Remittance ID: 0015005038
Financial Support Total:

0

03/14/2019

General Fund

Flex Spending Health

Rick Mathwig

Flexible Benefit Reimbursement
Flex Spending Health Total:

92487

03/14/2019

General Fund

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

03/14/2019

General Fund

ICMA Def Comp

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions
Memberships & Subscriptions

GTS Educational-CC
IACP- CC
Volgistics-CC

Training
Membership Dues
Volunteer Software
Memberships & Subscriptions Total:

0
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous

11,765.56
160.50
160.50
47.25
47.25
307.33
365.73
673.06
1,138.19
1,138.19

3,429.94

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
2,551.27
ICMA Def Comp Total:

0
0
0

431.06
495.64

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid 3,429.94
HRA Employer Total:

0

Amount

Grateful Table-CC
Sams Club-CC
The Framing Place-CC

Lunch Meeting-Trudgeon
Natural Resource Kick-Off Meeting Supplies
City Council Picture Frames

2,551.27
10.00
190.00
173.00
373.00
14.22
51.92
38.86
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Miscellaneous Total:
0
0

03/14/2019
03/20/2019

General Fund
General Fund

Motor Fuel
Motor Fuel

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019

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
Amazon.com- CC
Innovative Office Solutions
Innovative Office Solutions
Innovative Office Solutions
Innovative Office Solutions
Innovative Office Solutions
UPS Store- CC

Cell Phone Case
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Office Supplies Total:
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
92498
0
92507
0
0
92518
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

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

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

Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
ARAMARK Services
Central Lutheran-CC
D & T Appliances-CC
Elite K9-CC
Innovative Office Solutions
iTape Store-CC
Al McLevish
MES, Inc.
Northern Star Exploring
Panera Bread-CC
REI-CC
Atsuko Sibuya
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Uline-CC

Prime Membership Fee
Office Supplies
Property Room Supplies
Clipboard
Coffee Supplies
Supplies
Knob Spacer
K9 Equipment
Office Supplies
Patrol Supplies
Plow Crushed Trash Can Reimbursement
Garment Repair
Exploring Post Registration Fee
Annual Training Meals
Rack Lock
Mailbox Repair from Snowplow
Gloves
Property Room Supplies

Operating Supplies Total:
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Operating Supplies City Garage
Operating Supplies City Garage

105.00

Mansfield Oil Company of Gainsville,2019
Inc. Blanket PO for Fuel State Bid Fuel Contract
7,884.37
Release #F-529(
Super America-CC
Fuel
91.53
Motor Fuel Total:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Amount

Northern Tool & Equip- CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC

Tools
Tape

7,975.90
16.05
21.46
302.48
19.03
59.13
17.00
65.54
13.64
514.33
119.00
17.99
106.38
10.99
714.70
10.00
13.50
73.50
66.35
50.00
75.00
66.32
27.50
197.69
51.33
40.00
11.99
75.10
1,727.34
139.61
8.95
Page 4
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Operating Supplies City Garage Total:
0
0
92500
92506
92508
92508
92508

0
92525

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

03/20/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

General Fund
General Fund

Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

Telephone
Telephone

Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A.
General Civil Matters
Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A.
Prosecution Services
Metropolitan Courier Corp.
Courier Service
Newtrax, Inc.
Area South Loop
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
Hearing Testing
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
Hearing Testing
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
Hearing Testing

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

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

Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training
Training

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction

16,507.00
13,483.00
723.00
737.73
44.00
88.00
44.00
31,626.73

Phone Supplies
Cell Phones

311.27
313.99

Amazon.com- CC
Verizon Wireless

Allied Medical Training-CC
BCA-CC
Caribou Coffee- CC
Caribou Coffee- CC
Caribou Coffee- CC
Chipotle- CC
Dixie Bar-B-Que-CC
Everbrite-CC
Hans Bakery-CC
Jimmy John's- CC
Leading Edge-CC
League of MN Cities
MN State Colleges-CC
PublicSafety Training-CC
Superamerica- CC
Which Wich Sandwiches-CC

Patrol Training
Administration Training
Training Supplies
Training Supplies
Coffee
Training Meals
Training Meals
Training
Training Supplies
Training Meals
Patrol Training
Preventing Harassment Training
Training
Patrol Training
Training Supplies
Training Meals

Training Total:
0
0
0
92495
0

148.56

Professional Services Total:

Telephone Total:
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
92492
0
0
0
0

Amount

LELS
LELS
LELS
Local Union 49
Roseville Firefighters Local 5051

625.26
295.00
25.00
69.58
14.99
45.07
96.68
103.80
54.67
17.25
53.74
387.00
15.00
310.00
725.00
39.60
81.95
2,334.33

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 LELS 112 Union Dues1,980.71
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Sergeant Union Dues 248.54
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 LELS Union Dues Local
102.00
431
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues
257.93
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IAFF Union Dues
975.00
Page 5

Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

Union Dues Deduction Total:
0
92476
92478
0
92512

03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance
Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance

Amazon.com- CC
CDW Government, Inc.
Colleen Chermak
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Regions Hospital

3,564.18

Valve
Vehicle Supplies
High Rise Bag Reimbursement
Vehicle Supplies
Pharmacy Stock Report, Supply Charges

260.15
363.99
40.00
95.12
1,367.36

Vehicle Supplies & Maintenance Total:

Fund Total:
0

92487

03/20/2019

03/14/2019

General Fund Donations

Golf Course

Explorers - Supplies

HRA Employer

Register Website-CC

71,743.82
Explorer Supplies-Reimbursed by Police Foundation
509.90

Explorers - Supplies Total:

509.90

Fund Total:

509.90

ING ReliaStar

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid
HRA Employer Total:

0

03/14/2019

Golf Course

ICMA Def Comp

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019

Golf Course
Golf Course
Golf Course

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

ECR Software-CC
Parts Warehouse-CC
Shamrock Group, Inc.

Point Of Sale Monthly Service Charge
Vacuum Parts
Beverage Supplies
Operating Supplies Total:

92508

03/14/2019

Golf Course

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Professional Services

170.00
170.00

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
175.00
ICMA Def Comp Total:

0
0
92516

2,126.62

On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

175.00
137.46
33.25
12.89
183.60

Hearing Testing

22.00

Professional Services Total:

22.00
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Fund Total:
92488

03/14/2019

Information Technology

Contract Maintenance

Insight Public Sector, Inc.

550.60
Cisco SmartNet Extended Service Agreement 2,613.93

Contract Maintenance Total:
92474
92527

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Fiber Maintenance & Locates
Fiber Maintenance & Locates

Arvig, Inc.
Zayo Group LLC

Fiber Service-Acct: 0003056577 001 2
Fiber Maintenance
Fiber Maintenance & Locates Total:

92487

03/14/2019

Information Technology

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

03/14/2019

Information Technology

ICMA Def Comp

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology
Information Technology

Internet
Internet
Internet

Comcast
Comcast
Level 3 Communications. LLC

Internet
Internet
Internet

Internet Total:
92476
0
0

03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology
Information Technology

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

CDW Government, Inc.
SuperMicro Computer-CC
UPS Store- CC

CD/DVD
Cartridge
Failed Disk Drive Return Shipment

Operating Supplies Total:
92477
92477

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Information Technology
Information Technology

Telephone
Telephone

CenturyLink
CenturyLink

Telephone
Telephone
Telephone Total:

0

03/20/2019

Information Technology

Training

Pearson.com-CC

Microsoft Exam
Training Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

280.00
3,379.34
3,659.34

1,170.00

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
225.00
ICMA Def Comp Total:

92481
92480
92493

2,613.93

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid 1,170.00
HRA Employer Total:

0

Amount

225.00
91.90
1,475.86
97.74
1,665.50
71.97
125.63
10.04
207.64
1.82
0.97
2.79
265.00
265.00
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Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Fund Total:
92488

0

92488

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

IT: Inventory - ALL

IT: Other Agency Capital

IT: Other Agency Operational

Inventory - ALL

Minor Equipment

Contract Maintenance

Insight Public Sector, Inc.

9,809.20
Cisco Aironet

03/14/2019

IT: Other Agency Operational

Fiber Maint. & Locates

14,637.00

Fund Total:

14,637.00

SHI International Corp

VMware

92477
92477

03/14/2019
03/20/2019

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

IT: Other Agency Operational
IT: Other Agency Operational

IT: Other Agency Operational
IT: Other Agency Operational

Internet Charges
Internet Charges

PSTN-PRI Access/DID Allocation
PSTN-PRI Access/DID Allocation

62,462.40

Fund Total:

62,462.40

Insight Public Sector, Inc.

Cisco SmartNet Extended Service Agreement 7,124.33

Zayo Group LLC

Fiber Maintenance

Level 3 Communications. LLC
Network Solutions- CC

Internet
Internet

IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Computer/Network Software
Computer/Network Software

1,435.22
1,102.96
91.97

Telephone
Telephone

159.22
85.09

CenturyLink
CenturyLink

SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp

1,435.22

1,194.93

Fund Total:
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

7,124.33

Internet Charges Total:

PSTN-PRI Access/DID Allocation Total:

0
0

62,462.40

Minor Equipment Total:

Fiber Maint. & Locates Total:
92493
0

14,637.00

Inventory - ALL Total:

Contract Maintenance Total:
92527

Amount

244.31

9,998.79
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies

268.00
11,897.60
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Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

0
0
0

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital
IT: Roseville Capital

Computer/Network Software
Computer/Network Software
Computer/Network Software

SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp
SHI International Corp

Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer/Network Software Total:

0
92484
92484
92484
92515

03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

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

Amazon.com- CC
Dell Marketing, L.P.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
Dell Marketing, L.P.
ServerSupply

Amount
365.00
365.00
268.00
13,163.60

Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Computer Supplies
Tablets

1,699.80
573.00
573.00
573.00
558.60

Minor Equipment Total:

Fund Total:
0

92479
92479

03/20/2019

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

License Center

License Center
License Center

Buildings & Structures

Contract Maintenance
Contract Maintenance

Belnick Retail-CC

3,977.40

17,141.00
Chairs

Buildings & Structures Total:

460.70

Mats
Mats

25.60
25.60

Cintas, Corp.
Cintas, Corp.

Contract Maintenance Total:
92487

03/14/2019

License Center

HRA Employer

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid

ING ReliaStar

HRA Employer Total:
0

03/20/2019

License Center

Minor Equipment

Amazon.com- CC

Table
Minor Equipment Total:

0
0

03/14/2019
03/20/2019

License Center
License Center

Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Innovative Office Solutions
Target- CC

Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Office Supplies Total:
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

License Center
License Center

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Barcodes Inc-CC
Cub Foods- CC

460.70

Barcode Scanner
Cleaning Supplies

51.20
740.00
740.00
190.56
190.56
301.69
15.64
317.33
243.85
16.06
Page 9

Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

License Center
License Center

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Pakor-CC
St. Paul Stamp Works-CC

Passport Paper
Notary Stamp

1,137.92
45.00

Operating Supplies Total:
0

03/20/2019

License Center

Postage

USPS-CC

Passport Postage
Postage Total:

0

0

03/14/2019

03/20/2019

License Center

License Center

Professional Services

Training

Quicksilver Express Courier

03/14/2019

License Center

Transportation

Professional Services Total:

157.80

Parking Ramp-CC

Parking During Training

Quicksilver Express Courier

Courier Service

Fund Total:
03/14/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

HRA Employer

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid

ING ReliaStar

03/14/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Minor Equipment

LTG Power Equipment

Stihl Kombi System
Minor Equipment Total:

0
0
0

92508

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

03/14/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance
P & R Contract Mantenance

P & R Contract Mantenance

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Professional Services

AutoZone-CC
Menards-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC

11.00
11.00
894.14
894.14

4,918.96

HRA Employer Total:
92496

653.40
157.80

Transportation Total:

92487

653.40

Courier Service

Training Total:
0

1,442.83

370.00
370.00
2,656.89
2,656.89

Supplies
RoomHeater
Supplies

3.53
59.98
14.77

Operating Supplies Total:

78.28

On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

Hearing Testing

132.00

Page 10

Attachment A

Check Number

0

Check Date

03/20/2019

Fund Name

P & R Contract Mantenance

Account Name

Training

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

Professional Services Total:

132.00

U of M-CC

Shade Tree Course
Training Total:

92495

03/14/2019

P & R Contract Mantenance

Union Dues Deduction

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues

Local Union 49

Union Dues Deduction Total:

Fund Total:
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019

Police Vehicle Revolving
Police Vehicle Revolving

Minor Equipment
Minor Equipment

Kuiu Inc-CC
Optics Planet-CC

92522

92482

03/20/2019

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

Police Vehicle Revolving

Public Works Vehicle Revolving

Recreation Fund

Operating Supplies

Uniform Supplies
SWAT Supplies

Public Works Vehicles

Fee Program Revenue

Sirchie Finger Print-CC

Crime Scene Supplies

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

280.00

322.15
229.93
552.08
421.90
421.90

Fund Total:

973.98
HB980 Hydraulic Breaker - MN Contract T-631(5)
6,114.50

Public Works Vehicles Total:

6,114.50

Fund Total:

6,114.50
Rental Space Refund

Fee Program Revenue Total:
92487

280.00

Operating Supplies Total:

Tri State Bobcat, Inc

Common Bond

860.00

4,377.17

Minor Equipment Total:
0

860.00

22.50
22.50

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid 1,395.30
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Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

HRA Employer Total:
0

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

ICMA Def Comp

03/20/2019

Recreation Fund

Memberships & Subscriptions

MIAMA-CC

Membership Dues
Memberships & Subscriptions Total:

0
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies

Office Depot- CC
Office Depot- CC
Office Depot- CC

Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies
Office Supplies Total:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

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

Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
Boone Trading-CC
Byerly's- CC
Davis Lock & Safe-CC
Kully-CC
Petco-CC
Pickleball-CC
Target- CC
Walmart-CC
Weissman's Design-CC
Weissman's Design-CC

Sweetheart Dance Supplies
Vacuum Cleaner
Open House/Camp Activity Supplies
Program Materials
Animal Foods
Key
Regulator Cartridge
Animal Supplies
Pickleball Supplies
Evening Program Supplies
Cleaning, Office Supplies
Ice Show Costumes
Ice Show Costumes
Operating Supplies Total:

92509

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

Postage

Postmaster-Mailing Requirements

Spring/Summer Brochure-Acct: 2437

Postage Total:
92514

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

Printing

Roseville Area Schools

Brochure
Printing Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

1,395.30

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
506.33
ICMA Def Comp Total:

0

Amount

506.33
200.00
200.00
32.05
56.05
50.37
138.47
129.33
214.74
9.13
37.50
8.48
3.21
34.60
13.95
97.06
33.17
102.15
41.35
45.85
770.52
5,917.79
5,917.79
1,215.87
1,215.87
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Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

0
0
0
92489
92490
92491
0
0
92502
92504
0
92508
92513
92517
92524
92526

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

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
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
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

Caden Barber
Kyle Blood
Lisa Dahlin
Adam Johnson
Michael Johnson
Sarah Krueger
Willie McCray
Metro Volleyball Officials
Colton Mishek
Greta Myers
NRPA-CC
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.
Adam Rosenthal
Ilsa Shobe
Andy Uttke
Ben Weber

Speedskating Instructor
70.00
Speedskating Instruction
110.00
Speedskating Instruction
140.00
Speedskating Instruction
110.00
Speedskating Instruction
110.00
Speedskating Instruction
200.00
Refereeing, Scorekeeping Service
1,158.00
Officiating Service
1,305.00
Speedskating Instruction
100.00
Speedskating Instruction
80.00
National Recreation CAPRA 2019 Accreditation1,100.00
Review Fee
Hearing Testing
44.00
Speedskating Instruction
90.00
Speedskating Instruction
80.00
Speedskating Instruction
80.00
Speedskating Instruction
110.00

Professional Services Total:
92511

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

Spectator Admissions

Region 4AA

10,822.00
Section 4A Boys Hockey Ticket Revenue Share
Spectator Admissions Total:

0
0
92495

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund
Recreation Fund

Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction
Union Dues Deduction

4,887.00

LELS
LELS
Local Union 49

10,822.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 Sergeant Union Dues
6.46
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 LELS 112 Union Dues 8.29
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues
105.00
Union Dues Deduction Total:

92481

03/14/2019

Recreation Fund

Utilities

Comcast

119.75

Business Services

285.29

Utilities Total:

Fund Total:
92487

03/14/2019

Sanitary Sewer

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

26,280.82
PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid

HRA Employer Total:
0

03/14/2019

Sanitary Sewer

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

ICMA Def Comp

285.29

483.99
483.99

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
35.01
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Attachment A

Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

Amount

ICMA Def Comp Total:
92499

0

03/14/2019

03/20/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer

Metro Waste Control Board

Operating Supplies

Metropolitan Council

35.01

Waste Water Services

262,513.70

Metro Waste Control Board Total:

262,513.70

Cleaning Supplies, Plier Set, Batteries

Amazon.com- CC

106.36

Operating Supplies Total:
92508

92495

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary Sewer

Professional Services

Union Dues Deduction

On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

106.36

Hearing Testing

88.00

Professional Services Total:

88.00

Local Union 49

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues

120.71

Union Dues Deduction Total:

Fund Total:
0

92523

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

Solid Waste Recycle

Storm Drainage

Professional Services

Contract Maintenance

Eureka Recycling

Upper Cut Tree Service

120.71

263,347.77
Revenue Share

4,621.21

Professional Services Total:

4,621.21

Fund Total:

4,621.21
Tree Removal

Contract Maintenance Total:
92487

03/14/2019

Storm Drainage

HRA Employer

ING ReliaStar

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid
HRA Employer Total:

0

03/14/2019

Storm Drainage

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

ICMA Def Comp

4,250.00
4,250.00
183.75
183.75

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
52.50
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

ICMA Def Comp Total:
0

92508

92495

03/20/2019

03/14/2019

03/14/2019

Storm Drainage

Storm Drainage

Storm Drainage

Motor Fuel

Professional Services

Union Dues Deduction

Superamerica- CC

74.16

Motor Fuel Total:

74.16

On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

Hearing Testing

66.00

Professional Services Total:

66.00

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues

Local Union 49

Fund Total:

92475
92483
92485
92486
92520

03/14/2019

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Telecommunications

Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund

HRA Employer

Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable

ING ReliaStar

03/14/2019

Water Fund

HRA Employer

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid

03/14/2019

Water Fund

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

ICMA Def Comp

161.51
161.51

Fund Total:

161.51

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 HRA Employer Paid
HRA Employer Total:

0

92.07

HRA Employer Total:

WESLEY CARLSON
Refund Check
RICHARD & SHARON COUNCILMAN
Refund Check
GOVINDA DHUNGANA
Refund Check
DAVID DRESSELHAUS
Refund Check
SHENG THAO
Refund Check

ING ReliaStar

92.07

4,718.48

Accounts Payable Total:
92487

52.50

Water

Union Dues Deduction Total:

92487

Amount

190.98
161.13
291.33
132.86
74.76
851.06
240.51
240.51

ICMA Retirement Trust 457-300227 PR Batch 00001.03.2019 ICMA Deferred Compensation
64.99
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Check Number

Check Date

Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Invoice Desc.

ICMA Def Comp Total:
0
0
0
0
0

03/20/2019
03/14/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019
03/20/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund

Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies
Operating Supplies

Amazon.com- CC
Ferguson Waterworks #2516
Marathon Oil-CC
Office Depot- CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC

Cleaning Supplies, Plier Set, Batteries
Meter Supplies
Fuel
Office Supplies
Tools

Operating Supplies Total:
0
0
92508

92495

03/14/2019
03/14/2019
03/14/2019

03/14/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund
Water Fund

Water Fund

Professional Services
Professional Services
Professional Services

Union Dues Deduction

Ferguson Waterworks #2516
Ferguson Waterworks #2516
On-Site Medical Services, Inc.

03/14/2019
03/14/2019

Water Fund
Water Fund

Water Booster St. Ph. 2
Water Booster St. Ph. 2

106.36
582.46
9.63
42.74
37.45
778.64
3,295.61
2,656.13
88.00

Professional Services Total:

6,039.74

Local Union 49

PR Batch 00001.03.2019 IOUE Union Dues

Magney Construction, Inc.
Magney Construction, Inc.

Booster Station Improvements Phase 2
Booster Station Improvements Phase 2

159.29
159.29
45,238.05
12,701.50

Water Booster St. Ph. 2 Total:

57,939.55

Fund Total:

66,073.78

Report Total:

AP-Checks for Approval (3/20/2019 - 10:31 AM)

64.99

Meter Supplies
Meter Supplies
Hearing Testing

Union Dues Deduction Total:
0
0

Amount

589,107.71
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

3/25/2019
9.b

City Manager Approval

Item Description: Consideration to approve or deny 1 Temporary On-Sale Liquor License and 3
Temporary Gambling Permits.
1
2
3

BACKGROUND
Chapter 301 of the City Code requires all applications for business and other licenses to be submitted to the
City Council for approval. The following applications are submitted for consideration:

4
5
6
7
8

Temporary On-Sale Liquor License
Saint Rose of Lima Catholic School
2072 Hamline Ave North
Roseville, MN 55113

9
10
11

Saint Rose of Lima will be hosting an event on May 18th, 2019 in the Catholic School gym. They have been
issued a temporary license in the past with no issues.

12
13
14
15
16

Temporary Gambling Permit
Declan Raverty Memorial Scholarship
2471 Hamline Ave North
Roseville, MN 55113

17
18
19

The Declan Raverty Memorial Scholarship Foundation will be hosting raffle on June 8 th, 2019 at B-Dale
Club located at 2100 Dale St. N. They were issued a permit last year with no issues.

20
21
22
23

Saint Rose of Lima
2048 Hamline Ave North
Roseville, MN 55113

24
25
26
27
28

Saint Rose of Lima will be hosting 2 events. The first will be on April 28th, 2019 and it will be a bingo event
held at the Saint Rose of Lima Catholic School located at 2072 Hamline Ave N. The second event will be
on May 4th, 2019 and it will be a raffle event held at Midland Hills Country Club located at 2001 Fulham St.
They have been issued permits in the past without any issues.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

POLICY OBJECTIVE
Required by City Code
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The correct fees were paid to the City at the time the application(s) were made.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff has reviewed the application(s) and has determined that the applicant(s) meet all City requirements.

36
37
38

Staff recommends approval of the license(s).
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the Temporary On-Sale Liquor License and Temporary Gambling Permits.

39

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Applications
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Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

Attachment A

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

3/25/2019
9.c

City Manager Approval

Item Description: Approve General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items Exceeding $5,000
1
2
3
4
5
6

BACKGROUND
City Code section 103.05 establishes the requirement that all general purchases or contracts in excess
of $5,000 be separately approved by the City Council, independent of the budget process or other
statutory purchasing requirements. In addition, State Statutes generally require the Council to authorize
the sale of surplus vehicles and equipment. Attachment A-1 includes a list of items submitted for
Council review and approval.

7
8
9
10
11
12

Staff will note that unless noted otherwise, all items contained in this report were previously identified
and included in the adopted budget or Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) submitted for Council review
during the most recent budget cycle. This information package included a CIP Project/Initiative
summary which identified the type of purchase, estimated cost, funding source, and other supporting
narrative. Where applicable, these project/initiative summaries are included with Attachment A-2.

13
14

Attachment B includes a summary-to-date of the CIP purchases for 2019.

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

POLICY OBJECTIVE
Required under City Code 103.05.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Funding for all items is provided for in the current budget or through pre-funded capital replacement
funds.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the City Council approve the submitted purchases or contracts for service and where
applicable; authorize the sale/trade-in of surplus items.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the submitted purchases or contracts for services and where applicable; the
sale/trade-in of surplus items.

27
28

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A1: Over $5,000 Items for Purchase or Sale/Trade-in
A2: CIP Project/Initiative summary (if applicable)
B: 2019 CIP Purchase Summary
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Attachment A-1
General Purchases or Contracts

Division
Water
Bldg. Maint.
Key
(a)

(b)

Vendor
Midway Ford
Sandstrom

Description
Transit Cargo Van
Landscaping Services

Budget
Key Amount
(a) $ 30,000.00
14,000.00
(b)

Budget /
P.O.
CIP
Amount
$ 24,857.92 CIP
11,830.00 Budget

This vehicle was scheduled for replacement in 2020, but is being expedited due to
maintenance concerns. It will be purchased this year in lieu of water tower site fencing
which will be delayed until 2020.
General upkeep of city campus landscaping and plantings.

Sale of Surplus Vehicles or Equipment

Division

Description

Est. Sale /
Trade-In
Key Amount
$

29

Page 2 of 2

City of Roseville

Attachment B

2019 Summary of Scheduled CIP Items

Administration
N/A
Finance
Software Acquisition
Central Services
Copier & Postage Machine Lease
Police
Marked Squad Car Replacements
Unmarked Vehicle Replacement
Vehicle Tools & Equipment
Vehicle/Body-Worn Cameras
Sidearms, Long-Guns, Non-Lethal Equip.
Tactical Gear
Crime Scene Equipment
Radio Equipment
Office Equipment
Office Furniture
Fire
Medic Unit
Apparatus IT Equipment
Portable and mobile radios
Personal Protective Equipment
Hose nozzles
Air Monitoring Equipment
Rescue/Training Equipment
Conference Room Furnitures
Training Room Equipment
Second Floor Washer/Dryer
Public Works
#109 Dump Truck
#143 Portable Line Striper
#111 Bobcat, Hydro Hammer
Street Signs
Large Format Scanner
Tire Changer
Vehicle Analyzer Update
Jib Crane
Parks & Recreation
#510 Water Truck
Replace 1996 Ford Tractor
Zero Turn Mower (1999)
#520 Single Axle Trailer (1997)

Updated February 28, 2019
Council
Approval

P.O.
Amount
$

10/22/2018

1/14/2019
1/14/2018

1/14/2019

1/7/2019
1/7/2019
1/28/2019
1/7/2019

2/25/2019
1/7/2019

Budget
Amount
-

$

YTD
Actual
-

$

Difference
-

$

-

45,000

70,000

-

70,000

-

82,000

10,278

71,722

118,865
25,702
28,210
-

165,000
24,000
21,680
1,000
9,350
6,500
3,000
26,000
7,400
2,100

16,865
8,231
-

148,135
24,000
21,680
1,000
9,350
6,500
3,000
17,770
7,400
2,100

-

105,000
26,000
20,000
40,000
12,000
5,000
6,500
5,000
4,500
1,400

-

105,000
26,000
20,000
40,000
12,000
5,000
6,500
5,000
4,500
1,400

195,363
6,115
7,785
13,839
-

200,000
10,000
8,000
10,000
10,000
15,000
1,000
7,500

3,987
-

200,000
10,000
8,000
6,013
10,000
15,000
1,000
7,500

41,701
9,897
-

65,000
41,000
9,500
5,000

-

65,000
41,000
9,500
5,000

City of Roseville

Attachment B

2019 Summary of Scheduled CIP Items

General Facility Improvements
Heat Recovery Unit (Maint)
HVAC Controls (Maint)
Flooring (Maint.)
Roof Rehab/Replace (Park Maint.)
Fuel System Tank Replacement
Gymnastics Center Equipment
Arena: Dehumidification
Arena: Restroom Remodel
OVAL: Micro Processors
OVAL: Zamboni (2003)
Fire Station Security System
Fire Station Air Monitoring Sensors
Information Technology
Computers (Notebooks, Desktop, Mobile)
Monitor/Display
MS Office License
Desktop Printers/Copiers/Scanners
Network Switches/Routers (Roseville)
Servers - Host - Shared (5)
Storage Area Network Nodes- Shared (8)
Power/UPS - Server Room & Closets
Surveillance Cameras (53)
Fiber Network Extension
Park Improvements
Playground Areas
PIP Items
Natural Resources
Street Improvements
Mill & Overlay
Street Lighting
Signal Pole Painting
Pathways & Parking Lots
General Repairs/Improvements
City Hall Parking Lot
Nature Center Parking Lot
Communications
Conference Room Equipment
General Audio/Visual Equip
Council Chambers
License Center
General Office Equipment
Facility Improvements (TBD)
Community Development
Inspections Vehicle
Computer/Monitor Replacements
Office Furniture

Updated February 28, 2019
Council
Approval
2/25/2019
2/25/2019
2/25/2019

1/7/2019

Various

P.O.
Amount

Budget
Amount

YTD
Actual

Difference

88,850
18,218
86,110
134,708
-

90,000
20,000
15,000
120,000
220,000
6,500
95,000
80,000
20,000
140,000
3,000
9,000

-

90,000
20,000
15,000
120,000
220,000
6,500
95,000
80,000
20,000
140,000
3,000
9,000

46,163
-

49,450
8,745
11,700
18,200
18,000
60,000
95,000
19,700
9,180
27,500

-

49,450
8,745
11,700
18,200
18,000
60,000
95,000
19,700
9,180
27,500

-

125,000
200,000
40,000

425
-

125,000
199,575
40,000

-

1,100,000

-

1,100,000

-

20,000

-

20,000

-

180,000
500,000
20,000

-

180,000
500,000
20,000

-

5,000
5,000
12,000

-

5,000
5,000
12,000

-

4,800
-

-

4,800
-

-

23,000
2,500
1,000

-

23,000
2,500
1,000

City of Roseville

Attachment B

2019 Summary of Scheduled CIP Items

MSA Streets
General MSA Improvements
Co.Rd. C West to Long Lake Road
I35W Managed Lane Storm Sewer
Water
#222 F150 4x4
#213 Utility Mobile Workshop Van
Replace/Upgrade SCADA System
#236 Trailer
Asset Management System
Replace Water Tower Fence
Booster Station Rehabilitation
Water main replacement
Sanitary Sewer
Water Truck
Replace/Upgrade SCADA System
Asset Management System
Galtier Lift Station Rehab
Fernwood Lift Station Rehab
Sewer main repairs
I & I reduction
Storm Sewer
#103 Ford F350 w/Plow
#122 Wheel Loader
#130 Steamer
#165 5-ton Trailer
Replace/Upgrade SCADA System
Asset Management System
Pond improvements/Infiltration
Storm Sewer Replacement/Rehabilitation
Golf Course
Greens Mowers
Total - All Items

Updated February 28, 2019
Council
Approval

P.O.
Amount

Budget
Amount

YTD
Actual

Difference

-

770,000
500,000
25,000

26,850
-

30,000
40,000
35,000
5,000
30,000
30,000
900,000
100,000

26,850
(10,189)
-

30,000
13,150
35,000
5,000
30,000
30,000
910,189
100,000

2/25/2019

41,701
-

60,000
35,000
30,000
50,000
540,000
900,000
30,000

121,057
-

60,000
35,000
30,000
50,000
540,000
778,943
30,000

1/7/2019
10/22/2018
2/11/2019

61,064
217,223
17,538
37,898
48,400

65,000
220,000
20,000
15,000
35,000
30,000
300,000
400,000

-

30,000
-

-

30,000
-

$ 9,624,705

$ 171,714

$ 9,452,991

9/24/2018

2/25/2019
2/11/2019

-

(5,789)

770,000
500,000
25,000

65,000
220,000
20,000
15,000
35,000
30,000
300,000
405,789

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

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

03/25/19
9.d

City Manager Approval

Approve Resolution Awarding Bid for 2019 Pavement Management
Project

BACKGROUND
The 2019 Pavement Management Project consists of mostly street mill and overlay projects. The
project also includes some watermain replacement. Plans and specifications were developed for
the project and bids were solicited in March.
The bids were opened at 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, March 20, 2019. Five qualified bids were
received for this year’s project. After thorough review of the bids received, staff recommends
awarding the following work as a part of the 2019 Pavement Management Project:
P-19-04 Mill and Overlay Project – Approximately 8.8 miles of roadway (See Attachment B for
the street segments in the 2019 Pavement Management Program)
W-19-04 WATERMAIN REPLACEMENT


County Road C2

12

POLICY OBJECTIVE

13

Based on past practice, the City Council has awarded the contract to the lowest responsible bidder.
For the 2019 Pavement Management Project, the apparent low bidder was Hardrives Inc. with a
bid of $2,685,399.26. Following is a summary of the bids received:

14
15

16

Contractor

Bid

Hardrives, Inc
T.A. Schifsky & Sons, Inc.
Bituminous Roadways, Inc.
Park Construction Co.
North Valley Inc.
Engineers Estimate

$2,685,399.26
$2,875,592.87
$3,044,651.85
$3,080,946.56
$3,168,024.31
$2,792,841.82

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

20

Staff received five bids for this project. The low bid submitted by Hardrives Inc, in the amount of
$2,685,399.26, is 3.85% lower than the engineer’s construction estimate of $2,792,841.82. The
bid prices across the board were competitive with some total bids below and some above the
engineers estimate.

21

This project is proposed to be paid for using the following funds:

17
18
19

Page 1 of 2

22

Fund
Expired TIF
State Aid
Local Street
Storm Sewer
Sanitary Sewer
Water Main
Total

Budget
Estimated Cost Cost Based on Bid
$
300,000.00 $
238,109.50
$208,485.84
$
750,000.00 $
748,079.22
$726,776.88
$ 1,300,000.00 $ 1,119,758.10
$1,057,115.14
$
200,000.00 $
217,375.00
$238,917.80
$
325,000.00 $
288,095.00
$293,989.25
$
200,000.00 $
181,425.00
$160,114.35
$ 3,075,000.00 $ 2,792,841.82 $
2,685,399.26

Budgetted
Difference
($91,514.16)
($23,223.12)
($242,884.86)
$38,917.80
($31,010.75)
($39,885.65)
$ (389,600.74)

26

The funding breakdown matches the budgeted expenses per fund very well. Only the storm sewer
budget is slightly over budget. The sanitary sewer fund will be reimbursed $222,500.00 by private
property owners as these residents elected to have their private sewer service in the right of way
replaced as part of the project.

27

This project is proposed to be completed by October of 2019.

28

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

29
30

Staff recommends approval of a resolution awarding bid for the 2019 Pavement Management
Project in the amount of 2,685,399.26 to Hardrives, Inc.

31

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

32

Approve resolution awarding bid for the 2019 Pavement Management Project in the amount of
2,685,399.26 to Hardrives, Inc.

23
24
25

33
34

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Page 2 of 2

Jesse Freihammer, City Engineer
A: Resolution
B: Map of 2019 PMP Area

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was duly held on the 25th day of March, 2019, at
6:00 p.m.
The following members were present: ; and and the following were absent: .
Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION No.
RESOLUTION AWARDING BIDS
FOR 2019 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
WHEREAS, pursuant to advertisement for bids for the improvement, according to the plans
and specifications thereof on file in the office of the Manager of said City, said bids were
received on Wednesday, March 20, at 11:00 a.m., opened and tabulated according to law and
the following bids were received complying with the advertisement:
Contractor

Bid

Hardrives, Inc
T.A. Schifsky & Sons, Inc.
Bituminous Roadways, Inc.
Park Construction Co.
North Valley Inc.
Engineers Estimate

$2,685,399.26
$2,875,592.87
$3,044,651.85
$3,080,946.56
$3,168,024.31
$2,792,841.82

WHEREAS, it appears that Hardrives, Inc is the lowest responsible bidder at the tabulated
price of $2,685,399.26.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville,
Minnesota:
1. The Mayor and City Manager are hereby authorized and directed to enter into a
contract with Hardrives, Inc. for $2,685,399.26 in the name of the City of Roseville
for the above improvements according to the plans and specifications thereof
heretofore approved by the City Council and on file in the office of the City Manager.
2. The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to return forthwith to all bidders
the deposits made with their bids except the deposits of the successful bidder and the
next lowest bidder shall be retained until contracts have been signed.

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville,
Minnesota:
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member , and
upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
; and and the
following voted against the same: .
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.

Award Bids for 2019 Pavement Management Project

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the
attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on
the 25th day of March, 2019, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 25th day of March, 2019.

______________________________
Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
(SEAL)
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5

03/25/19
9.e

City Manager Approval

Approve Amendments to the 2018 Budget

BACKGROUND
The City annually adopts budgets on the basis set forth by State Statute, and generally accepted
accounting principles. Although the City adopts a single all-encompassing budget, additional measures
are necessary to show that all expenditures within the General Fund and other selected operating funds
are within budget appropriations when presented in the annual financial statements.

6
7
8
9
10

The legal level of budgetary control (i.e. the level at which expenditures may not legally exceed
appropriations) has been established at the fund level as opposed to individual programs or line-items. If
the expenditures exceed the total fund budget as presented in the financial statements, a budget
amendment must be shown.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

These types of year-end adjustments are typical for local governments like Roseville given the size and
scope of our operations. Rather than making potentially numerous budget adjustments throughout the
year and incur the administrative costs of monitoring the budget on a regular basis, it is customary to
reflect the changes in one all-encompassing adjustment. The year-end budget adjustments typically
reflect reallocated or additional costs that are offset by unbudgeted grants or donations, fees, or other
revenues.

18
19
20

The following amendments to the 2018 Budget is submitted for Council consideration along with
supporting comments:

21

22
23

Fund
General
Recreation
License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center
License Center
Lawful Gambling
Lawful Gambling

Budget
Budget
Expense Category
Adjustment
Public Safety: Police Forfeiture Expenditures
$ 221,000
Cash Equity Transfer
635,000
Personnel: Added Shifts
45,000
Capital Outlay
15,000
Cash Equity Transfer: Lex Shoppes Operations
45,000
Cash Equity Transfer: Lex Shoppes Acquisition
250,000
Cash Equity Transfer: Cash Reserve Fund
81,000
Staff Regulatory Costs
28,000
10% Profit Contributions
60,000

24
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25
26
27
28
29

General Fund
The General Fund (see Attachment A: Schedule 1) incurred approximately $221,000 in police forfeituretype expenditures that were not included in the adopted budget. This is a typical practice as it is not
always known when these types of purchases will be made. In addition, State Statute requires that these
purchases be ‘supplemental’ to standard police department operations.

30
31
32

The purchases were funded by existing cash reserves in the police forfeiture group of funds, and were
detailed in the Chief’s annual Forfeiture Report that was presented to the Council on 3/18/19.

33
34
35
36

Recreation Fund
A cash equity transfer in the amount of $635,000 was made from the Recreation Fund to the General
Cash Reserve Fund.

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

License Center Fund
The License Center experienced higher-than-expected costs due to a number of factors. $45,000 was due
to higher personnel costs associated with extending shifts past normal closing times to accommodate
longer transaction times. We also experienced higher costs related to the processing of non-fee
transactions that could not be completed online through the State. In addition, approximately $15,000 in
higher capital-related costs related to the recent renovations of the passport and auto dealer areas. At the
time the capital budget was established, the size and scope of the project had not yet been defined.

45
46
47

Finally, a number of additional cash equity transfers that were not budgeted were made to help finance
other operations. They included:

48
49
50
51





$45,000 for the Lexington Shoppes: Operational
$250,000 for the Lexington Shoppes: Acquisition
$81,000 for the Cash Reserve Fund

52
53
54
55

These added costs were taken from existing cash balances in the fund. Currently there are a number of
bills moving through the Legislature that will reimburse deputy registrars including the City of Roseville
for some of these costs.

56
57
58
59
60

Lawful Gambling Fund
The Lawful Gambling Fund’s activities reflected higher staff regulatory costs associated with changes in
City Code. This included City Code changes, restructuring compliance procedures, and new internal
auditing requirements tied to new local requirements to spend profits in Roseville’s trade area.

61
62
63
64

It also reflected higher than expected receipts and subsequent distributions from the 10% profits on bingo
and pull tab operations in the City. The additional costs were funded by current revenues and existing
cash reserves.

65
66
67
68
69

The amendments noted above is reflected in the attached excerpt of the draft 2018 Financial Statements
(Attachment A), and have been incorporated in the column marked ‘final’ budget.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Where applicable, budget amendments are made to comply with State Statutes.

70
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71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
There are no current year financial impacts. The budget amendments are necessary to demonstrate that
previously incurred expenditures are within the adopted budget. Any impacts on expenditure trends are
incorporated into future budgets.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff has prepared the requested budget amendment and considers them reasonable, and in accordance
with applicable State Statutes. It is recommended that the budget amendment be approved. The City’s
Auditors are tentatively scheduled to make a formal presentation on the 2018 financial statements at the
May 20, 2018 Council Meeting.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve year-end amendments to the 2018 Budget.

82

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Excerpt of the Draft 2018 financial statements

83
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Attachment A

City of Roseville, Minnesota

Schedule 1

REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

(Page 1 of 1)

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE BUDGET AND ACTUAL
GENERAL FUND
For the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2018
Budgeted Amounts
Original

Final

Actual

Variance With

Amounts

Final Budget

REVENUES
Taxes

General property taxes

Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental revenue
Charges for services
Fines and forfeits
Donations
Special assessments
Investment income
Interest earned on investments
Increase (decrease) in fair value of investments
Miscellaneous Revenue

11,546,235

11,546,235

11,523,078

(23,157)

403,000

403,000

496,416

93,416

1,057,000
390,245

1,057,000
390,245

1,208,340
284,886

151,340
(105,359)

134,000

134,000

97,415

(36,585)

41,081
11

41,081
11

-

-

40,000

40,000

43,858

3,858

108,000

108,000

(11,852)
58,452

(11,852)
(49,548)

Total Revenues

13,678,480

13,678,480

13,741,685

63,205

EXPENDITURES
Current
General government
Public safety
Public works
Total Expenditures

2,655,205
10,118,045
2,698,840
15,472,090

2,655,205
10,339,045
2,698,840
15,693,090

21,657
(20,660)
221,034
222,031

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenue Over (Under) Expenditures

(1,793,610)

(2,014,610)

2,633,548
10,359,705
2,477,806
15,471,059
15,690,280
(1,729,374)

285,236

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
Transfers In
Transfers Out
Sale of Capital Assets

1,067,000
-

1,067,000
-

1,965,553
(219,221)
-

898,553
(219,221)
-

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

1,067,000

1,067,000

1,746,332

679,332

Net Change in Fund Balance

(726,610)

(947,610)

16,958

964,568

FUND BALANCE, January 1

6,210,833

6,210,833

6,210,833

FUND BALANCE, December 31

5,484,223

5,263,223

6,227,791

964,568

Attachment A

City of Roseville, Minnesota

Schedule 2

REQUIRED SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

(Page 1 of 1)

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE BUDGET AND ACTUAL
RECREATION FUND
For the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2018
Budgeted Amounts
Original

Final

Actual

Variance With

Amounts

Final Budget

REVENUES
Taxes

General property taxes

2,624,270

2,624,270

2,588,457

(35,813)

Charges for services
Rentals
Donations
Special assessments
Investment income
Interest earned on investments
Increase (decrease) in fair value of investments
Miscellaneous Revenue

2,006,230

2,006,230

63,000
47,000

63,000
47,000

2,080,299
72,330

74,069
9,330

51,309

4,309

-

-

4,252

4,252

10,525
30,000

10,525
30,000

19,109
(15,259)

8,584
(15,259)

47,521

17,521

Total Revenues

4,781,025

4,781,025

4,848,018

66,993

EXPENDITURES
Current
Recreation
Personal services
Supplies and materials
Other services and charges
Total Expenditures

3,083,070
317,940
1,380,015
4,781,025

3,083,070
317,940
1,380,015
4,781,025

3,027,899
288,728
1,305,149
4,621,776

55,171
29,212
74,866
159,249

226,242

226,242

Net Change in Fund Balance

-

-

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
Transfers Out

-

(635,000)

(636,827)

(1,827)

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

-

(635,000)

(636,827)

(1,827)

Net Change in Fund Balance

-

(635,000)

(410,585)

224,415

FUND BALANCE, January 1

1,947,047

1,947,047

1,947,047

FUND BALANCE, December 31

1,947,047

1,947,047

1,536,462

226,242

Attachment A
City of Roseville, Minnesota

Schedule 3

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE BUDGET AND ACTUAL
LICENSE CENTER FUND
For the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2018
Budgeted Amounts
Original

Final

Actual

Variance With

Amounts

Final Budget

REVENUES

Charges for services
Investment income
Interest earned on investments
Increase (decrease) in fair value of investments

1,768,300

1,768,300

1,785,836

17,536

12,000

12,000

(11,880)

-

-

120
4,616

Total Revenues

1,780,300

1,780,300

1,790,572

10,272

EXPENDITURES
Current
General government
Personal services
Supplies and materials
Other services and charges
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures

1,301,600
16,500
192,525
41,600
1,552,225

1,346,600
16,500
192,525
56,600
1,612,225

1,346,690
25,865
128,195
56,575
1,557,325

(90)
(9,365)
64,330
25
54,900

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenue Over (Under) Expenditures

228,075

168,075

233,247

65,172

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
Transfers Out

(332,000)

(708,000)

(759,875)

(51,875)

Net Change in Fund Balance

(103,925)

(539,925)

(526,628)

13,297

FUND BALANCE, January 1

976,492

976,492

976,492

-

FUND BALANCE, December 31

872,567

436,567

449,864

13,297

4,616

Attachment A
City of Roseville, Minnesota

Schedule 14

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

(Page 1 of 1)

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE BUDGET AND ACTUAL
CHARTABLE GAMBLING FUND
For the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2018
Budgeted Amounts
Original

Final

REVENUES

Gambling taxes
Donations
Investment income
Interest earned on investments
Increase (decrease) in fair value of investments

Final Budget
18,018
33,539

500

820
334

320
334

20,000

90,000

90,000

500

Variance With

38,018
123,539

20,000

-

Actual
Amounts

-

Total Revenues

110,500

110,500

162,711

52,211

EXPENDITURES
Current
General government
Personal services
Other services and charges
Total Expenditures

7,230
100,000
107,230

35,230
160,000
195,230

34,632
157,000
191,632

598
3,000
3,598

Net Change in Fund Balance

3,270

(84,730)

(28,921)

55,809

FUND BALANCE, January 1

110,672

110,672

110,672

-

FUND BALANCE, December 31

113,942

25,942

81,751

55,809

