Commissioners:

Address:

Matt Harold
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1.

6:30

P.M.

Roll Call / Announcements

2.

6:31

P.M.

Administer The Oath Of Office For Finance Commissioner Wanda Davies

Documents:
MEMO OATH OF OFFICE FOR COMMISSIONER WANDA DAVIES.PDF
3.

6:35

P.M.

Receive Public Comments

4.

6:40

P.M.

Approve Meeting Minutes

Documents:
DRAFT MINUTES SEPTEMBER FINANCE COMMISSION MEETING.PDF
5.

6:45

P.M.

Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report

Documents:
MEMO FINANCE COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS TRACKING
REPORT.PDF
6.

6:50

P.M.

Review September 16 Joint Meeting Discussion Topics With The City Council

Documents:
MEMO SEPTEMBER 16 JOINT MEETING WITH CITY COUNCIL.PDF
7.

7:20

P.M.

Review The Preliminary 2020 City Council-Adopted Budget And Tax Levy

Documents:
MEMO PRELIMINARY 2020 CITY COUNCIL ADOPTED BUDGET AND TAX
LEVY.PDF
8.

7:30

P.M.

Review The 2020 Proposed Utility Rates

Documents:
MEMO 2020 PROPOSED UTILITY RATES.PDF
9.

8:00

P.M.

Identify Discussion Items For Future Meetings

Documents:
2019 FINANCE COMMISSION MEETING TOPICS AND CALENDAR.PDF

MEMO 2020 PROPOSED UTILITY RATES.PDF
9.

8:00

P.M.

Identify Discussion Items For Future Meetings

Documents:
2019 FINANCE COMMISSION MEETING TOPICS AND CALENDAR.PDF
10.

8:05

P.M.

Adjourn

Staff Contact:
Pat Trudgeon, City Manager
651-792-7021 pat.trudgeon@cityofroseville.com

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #2: Administer the Oath of Office for Finance Commissioner Wanda Davies

Background
Consistent with past practices, all Roseville advisory commission members are required to take an
official Oath of Office. This Oath is an official statement administered by the Commission Chair which
instructs commission members to act in accordance with the Constitution of the United States and the
State of Minnesota.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that new Commission Member Wanda Davies take the Official Oath of Office at the
October 8, 2019 Finance Commission meeting to be administered by the Commission Chair.
Requested Commission Action
Take the Official Oath of Office at the October 8, 2019 Finance Commission meeting.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
A: Not Applicable
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Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #4: Approve the Minutes from the September 10, 2019 Meeting

Background
As an advisory commission to the City Council, the Finance Commission’s discussions and
recommendations play an important role in setting City policies and influencing decisions on programs
and services.
To ensure an accurate historical account of the Finance Commission’s activities are preserved, the City
maintains a practice of keeping meeting minutes. The attached file contains the draft minutes from the
September 10, 2019 meeting. The Commission is asked to review the minutes and identify any typos,
errors or inaccuracies of the discussion that took place.
Where applicable, Commission members are asked to identify any necessary corrections at the meeting.
The Commission should subsequently vote to approve the amended (if necessary) minutes. Once the
minutes are approved, they become part of the City’s permanent records.
Staff Recommendation
Review the draft minutes.
Requested Commission Action
Amend (as necessary) and approve the Finance Commission meeting minutes for the September 10,
2019 meeting.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
A: Draft Minutes from the September 10, 2019 Finance Commission Meeting
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Finance Commission
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Roll Call/Announcements
The Finance Commission (FC) meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Chair Hodder requested
staff call the roll.
Commissioners Present:

Matt Harold, Edwin Hodder, Ryan Lee, John Murray, Jack Reif,
and Dan Sagisser

Commissioners Absent:

None.

Staff Present:

City Manager Patrick Trudgeon

Approve Agenda
The agenda was approved as distributed.
Receive Public Comments
Ms. Cynthia White, Churchill Street
Ms. White wondered what the interest was on the city’s current debt. She knew that at the time
the city had gotten the parks bond, the interest rate was quite low and is still low. She wondered
if the current interest rate is lower than a couple of years ago. If it is, she wondered if the city
should consider paying that off and getting a new loan with a lower debt.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated he did not know the rate off hand but would find that out and send the
information to Ms. White along with information to the Finance Commission.
Approval of Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Reif noted line 113 should be changed to: “subcontractors.” Line 268 should be
changed to: “on cash reserves”.
Commissioner Murray indicated line 289 should be changed to: “choking”.
Chair Hodder explained line 171 to 176 should be changed to: “Chair Hodder noted one of the
issues that will come up during the budget discussion that there are a lot of needs in the 2020
budget. The percentage increases were also significant from 2019 to 2020. That's something
that will weigh heavily on the Commission tonight when we have the county and the school
district that also have major capital needs. We will need to look at all three entities and examine
the impact on the average residential household”.
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Commissioner Murray moved, seconded by Commissioner Reif to approve the August 13, 2019
meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.
Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Commissioner Harold noted there were no changes from the last meeting and no
recommendations were made.
Establish A Recommendation on the Use of the Cash Reserve Fund for the Emerald Ash
Borer Program
Chair Hodder explained the city Council directed the Finance Commission to review a specific
proposal to utilize the newly created Cash Reserve Fund to provide monies for the city’s
Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Program. The proposal was made by the Parks & Recreation
Commission during their joint meeting with the Council on June 17, 2019. The Finance
Commission is asked to prepare a recommendation on whether to use available monies from the
Cash Reserve Fund towards the EAB Program.
Commissioner Murray thought this was a management issue and the Council should determine
that. If the Council decides to use the Cash Reserve Fund or include this in the budget is up to
them and not for the Finance Commission to decide. He noted he would lean against doing it
and thought it should be included in the budget because it is a long-term program and should be a
budgetary item.
Commissioner Reif indicated he agreed and thought it should be a budgetary item that should be
included in the Parks and Recreations budget proposal each year that it makes and have the
Council decide if the amount being asked for is appropriate. He would hesitate to make a
commitment for multiple years out into the future to totally dedicate funds for that for six or
seven years out.
Commissioner Lee concurred.
Commissioner Sagisser agreed and thought if this was a short-term thing it would different but
that is not what the Parks and Recreation Commission is asking for, the Parks and Recreation
Commission is asking for long term which should be a part of the budgeting process.
Commissioner Harold disagreed because he thought a five-year program was not so long that it
could not be used for this. He thought this type of project where the current policy is when the
tree dies to cut it down and this was a way to be proactive so this sort of finite proactive solution
to a problem the city has, in his mind, is a good use of this money. He did not think this was an
ongoing thing that the Parks and Recreation Commission is asking for and if it was then it should
be a part of the budget. If it is a project that has a start and end date then he thought it would be
a good use and a way for the city to be thinking proactively as opposed to just reactive, which is
what the city is doing now.
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Commissioner Murray did not disagree but was not sure if the Finance Commission should be
making this decision as to moving the money around and funding. He thought this was a
Council discussion.
Commissioner Harold agreed but indicated the Council kicked this to the Finance Commission to
find out if this sort of project would merit the use of money from the Reserve Fund. He thought
this type of project would. He noted in regard to bullet point three he did not think the Finance
Commission could decide if this project was the best use for the money because there have not
been any other requests. He was not comfortable saying this would be the number one priority
for the money but he thought this project, if the Council deemed it a priority for the city, would
be a valid project for the money, if the money were there but he did not think the city had the
money that the Parks and Recreation Commission was requesting.
Commissioner Murray agreed but thought the Council should make the decision.
Commissioner Harold indicated he was in the same mind frame as Commissioner Murray, but
the city Council asked for the Finance Commission’s input and that would be his input.
Commissioner Harold agreed that he did not think this Commission should give a thumbs up or
thumbs down but he thought the questions that the Finance Commission is being asked about
whether the project could merit the use of the money and based on the available money he
thought those are fair questions.
Commissioner Sagisser thought while looking through the documentation regarding the Cash
Reserve Fund that it sounds like there is no real definition of what that fund is for.
The Commission agreed.
Commissioner Sagisser wondered if that was the reason why this item was sent back to the
Finance Commission. Would this be an opportunity to define the fund a little bit and what it is
for.
Chair Hodder asked for clarity on the rationale that the Council was thinking when this item was
sent back to the Commission.
Mr. Trudgeon thought it was a matter of getting the Finance Commission’s opinion on whether
the Cash Carry Forward Fund should be used for this type of program and also kicked down to
the Commission more of a general policy on how that fund can be used. He knew the
Commission previously talked about it and in the end came to a conclusion that it is up to the
Council to decide. He thought if the Commission came back to the Council with a mixed
recommendation that would be ok.
Chair Hodder thought that programs needed to be funded in the budget process and levy and not
in the Cash Reserve Fund. There are many competing interests and that is where the Council has
to make that call. He thought this particular program can be funded and additional monies can
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be done through the levy. He would like to see a gradual approach and would hate to shift those
reserves. He would feel more comfortable if that process was done through the levy.
Ms. Cynthia White
Ms. White thought it was a fair question and also wondered if the Parks and Recreation
Commission was caught by surprise that this money was swiftly going to be taken from them and
whether or not proper consideration was given that the entire set of monies from Parks and
Recreation reserves was going to be swept into this other fund that maybe the Parks and
Recreation Commission would not have access to. She thought there may have been some
unintended consequences as a result of those decisions that the Finance Commission still may
need to deal with. Not just with Emerald Ash but with how that fund should be used and when it
is appropriate to give some of those funds back to the Parks and Recreation Commission.
Commissioner Reif noted after hearing a number of perspectives on this he agreed with Chair
Hodder that it should be a part of the annual budget process and the Parks and Recreation
Commission should make a request for what is needed and what the Commission would like to
have and let the Council decide what the Commission gets as opposed to asking the Council to
make a six or seven year commitment right now because a lot of things could change in that
amount of time.
Commissioner Lee thought it was important to look at having the Cash Reserve as a back up for
a rainy day for something that cannot be handled between now and the next time where there is
the ability to raise funds. Since it is a new fund, making a judicious approach to when to tap into
it or when to dispense the funds might set a tone for the fund and what it can be used for in the
future even though it has not been yet. By not setting it up for long term programs using it as a
piggy bank for an important item that should be taken care of.
Commissioner Sagisser explained he focuses entirely around what is a Cash Reserve Fund for,
short term, so the thing that sticks in his head is the long-term project which makes him think
this is not the appropriate use for this fund. If the Parks and Recreation Commission wanted an
extra injection of cash next year to go for this, he thought that made sense, as an emergency cash
reserve function.
Commissioner Reif moved, seconded by Commissioner Murray to fund the Emerald Ash Borer
Program through the normal budgetary process.
COMMISSION DISCUSSION
Commissioner Sagisser asked for a friendly amendment to the motion to add “because of the
long-term nature of the request.”
Commissioners Reif and Murray agreed to the amendment.
Commissioner Harold asked what was considered long term. This has a potential to be precedent
setting. He noted the Parks and Recreation Commission is requesting five years of funding for a
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seven-year project. He noted for a city project he would consider that to be short-term and not
long-term. He hesitates to say that this money cannot be used for any project that lasts longer
than a few years because there could be things that come up that will take a several year
commitment that would be potentially unexpected that the city might want to use that fund for.
He was ok in saying that the Emerald Ash Borer project is not the best of this money at this time,
but he hesitated to set a project length.
Commissioner Reif explained the city has an annual budget process and when commitments are
made going out beyond the next year, he did not think that was a prudent way to move forward.
Chair Hodder wondered if the long-term amendment needed to be added to the motion because it
is a point well taken. He thought Commissioner Harold’s point was well taken because there are
a lot of city projects that extend long term. He did not think long-term needed to be in the
motion.
Commissioner Harold reviewed a few examples where a need might come up that is critical for
the money but may last more than a year and he was not sure if the Commission should set a
limit on the time needed to get a project completed in order to use the funds.
Commissioner Lee noted with working in the government sector it can take a long time to get a
project going and funded. The first year a project happens that is between budget cycles may be
an opportunity to use the Reserve Fund but after that there would be enough time to go through
the levy and budget process and if it is going to take any number of years it should be thought to
have it funded through the budget and no longer an emergency. At that point he would not want
to use the reserve fund money for that.
Commissioner Murray explained the assumption has been that the $600,000 is going to be there
and it may not be. There is also a commitment to the Reserve Fund to shore up the other funds if
there is a shortfall so some of it is already committed potentially. It would be very risky to
indicate the Emerald Ash Borer program would be funded or anything else outside of the budget
process.
Chair Hodder indicated that was his thinking. There are so many competing needs which will be
discussed further in the meeting that he was not comfortable doing that without going through
the normal budget and levy process. He asked if the amendment to the motion should be
removed and state it should be funded through the budget and levy process.
Commission Reif proposed that amendment to the amendment. “Fund through the budget and
levy process.”
Chair Hodder noted that is the original motion. The amendment was removed from the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
Establish A Recommendation on the 2020 City Manager Recommended Budget
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City Manager Trudgeon indicated the Finance Commission may want to submit guidance or
recommendation to the city Council regarding the City Manager’s recommended budget & tax
levy. He reviewed the information with the Commission.
Commissioner Murray asked how the city is doing on finding a new Finance Director.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated the city is actively reviewing possible candidates and if things go as
planned there will be a new Finance Director in place by the beginning of December.
Commissioner Murray thought that Info and Tech should be separated out from under the
Finance Department and wondered if that has been done.
Mr. Trudgeon explained the Metro INet is the consortium that is operated out of the city and
provides services to forty plus entities, mostly local government. He indicated he did not have a
specific plan on that going forward but did have it identified that he wants to be working on and
looking at a couple of things. On the overall structure of that, the leadership and if there is some
need to have a different structure and should that be a separate department as well. He will also
be looking at different models because it is a consortium. That is something that is just starting
to be looked at.
Commissioner Murray indicated a previous member of the Finance Commission brought up
some security and liability issues with the technology and asked if that is going to be considered.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated it will be. One of the things the city will need is a dedicated network
security specialist.
Commissioner Murray noted on page 6 of the budget Attachment A, he noticed there will be four
million dollars in Capital Expenditures under Water, Sewer and Storm and he thought the sewer
lines are being replaced on an ongoing basis and he wondered if that program is coming to an
end at some point.
Mr. Trudgeon did not think the program is going to be ended. He explained every year the city
replaces so many linear feet of sewer.
Commissioner Murray thought this was a three- or four-year program and he wondered if this
was going to drop off or drop down significantly in a year or two.
Mr. Trudgeon hoped it will. He noted the city was in a major reinvestment and does not know
what the timeframe is, and the city Engineers have also looked to extending the life by lining the
sewers.
Commissioner Murray asked if the cost of living increase of three percent was worked into the
budget and wondered if that was negotiated.
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Mr. Trudgeon explained the city has union and non-union employees. There are five unions and
the majority of the unions have negotiated a three percent COLA, cost of living increase, for this
year and future years with a three-year contract. The cites does try, the best it can, to match the
non-union employees with the same COLA and do not want to have internal disparity and
external comparisons are done with other cities that are comparable to the City of Roseville.
Commissioner Murray indicated the Federal Reserve says 2.4 percent and he thought the
employees are then given a .6 percent raise.
Chair Hodder thought the States COLA this year was 2.75 percent.
Commissioner Murray thought the city was giving the employees a raise in excess of the Cost of
Living.
Mr. Trudgeon thought if pay was narrowly defined on the same track as Cost of Living. City
staff looks at a couple of different factors and he thought it was hard to retain employees and
how competitive the job market is and the city is already pegged as ninety-six percent of the peer
communities as pay so Roseville, as an employee group, is already making less and the city
needs to make sure it stays competitive with that and is part of the factor and not a simple
formula.
Commissioner Murray asked if turn over has been a problem above normal turnover in the city.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated there is a standard turnover and he did not think it was any greater than
normal.
Commissioner Murray noted on page 10 of Attachment A, he brought this up with former
Finance Director Miller a number of times, on the audit, he mentioned it is appropriate on a
private company audit that normally there is a management letter from the auditors and the
auditors have experience with a number of organizations similar and in this case, cities, who are
doing things a little different and the auditor usually makes suggestions but the city auditors have
not done that. He asked if it would be appropriate to request that.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated that was possible. He noted the auditor does provide a management
letter and also came before the Finance Commission before and he wondered if that was asked
by the Commission.
Commissioner Murray indicated former Finance Director Miller told him that the auditor does
not provide a management letter, an audit report is given but is not the same as a management
letter. He noted a management letter would be suggestions about doing something differently or
suggestions on ways to do things better.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated he would look into that to find out what information the city receives
and if the auditor can provide it.
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Commissioner Murray indicated there was mention of an 8.4 increase in the median value of a
single family home in Roseville and he reminded staff, the Council and everyone else that
regardless of what the increase in the value of the houses are, taxes are paid out of income and
income has not been going up that much. On Attachment C, page one, regarding elections he
asked if there was an election in 2017.
Mr. Trudgeon thought it may have been the School Board elections. Those are in odd years.
Commissioner Murray asked what are considered Central Services.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated those are supplies that everyone uses such as paper, primarily.
Commissioner Murray asked if the city is budgeting anything for contingency.
Mr. Trudgeon noted there is not a line item specifically for contingency.
Commissioner Murray indicated there was a line item in 2017 and 2018 for contingency. He
corrected himself and noted the actual expenditure was there in 2017 and 2018 but no budget line
for it.
Commissioner Murray asked what Neighborhood Enhancements under Community
Development Fund was.
Mr. Trudgeon explained the Neighborhood Enhancement Program is a program that started
about ten years ago and is proactive code enforcement. Presently staff goes through half the city
and does a walk by and note any Code violations. The EDA does fund that through their levy.
Commissioner Murray noted in 2018 the budget showed $77,000 and then it goes down to
$8,650 for the budget with a big drop and rental licensing drops to zero as well.
Mr. Trudgeon thought it had something to so with how the city accounts for staffing time
towards that, but he was not sure and would check further on this.
Commissioner Murray wondered on Attachment D under Elections, what other services and
charges was for.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated that is the city contract with the County.
Commissioner Murray indicated he was curious why there is Program Revenue under city
Council in Attachment G.
Mr. Trudgeon explained without having the detailed budget sheets he was not sure what that
could be.
Commissioner Murray indicated there is also revenue under legal.
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Mr. Trudgeon noted if the revenue is attached to legal then it might be fines collected as a part of
the legal services.
Commissioner Reif asked with respect to the OVAL, if the city does not get the State funding are
there things that do have to be done to keep it operating or can the OVAL limp by for a while.
Mr. Trudgeon explained barring any catastrophic failure, occasionally there will be leaks in the
piping system which needs to be repaired. If it is a lot of leaks or in the middle of the OVAL
where more concrete would be removed the city could do that, but it would come at an added
cost. The city tries to band aid that as much as possible. The system is functioning but a lot of it
is old. It is at a critical point where funding is needed and the reason why the city is asking for it.
Commissioner Reif asked if the city is cautiously optimistic about getting the funding from the
State.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated he was. Last year the city got a bill introduced with local Legislatures
supporting it with a hearing. The city has also gone through the formal process of going through
the State for bonding dollars this summer. He feels the city is in a good position for getting
funding.
Commissioner Harold thought when looking at a 5.5 percent levy increase the twelve percent
budget increase is an eye opener, but it was explained to him zeroing in on the number 5.5 as the
total levy increase when considering the three primary categories explained, this is not
unreasonable. He thought an 8.4 percent increase for the median value of a home is higher than
what he would like but he thought the city is also tied to the realities of the funding formula.
There is not really much that can be done to shift the formula when home values go up. Based
on the information received on the call data, adding the additional fire fighters and police officers
seemed reasonable to him as well.
Commissioner Lee indicated he was comfortable with it.
Chair Hodder asked for clarity on Attachment A, Item 6; there were two yellow highlights on the
OSTC Debt 31 and 32 and what those debts were.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated he was not positive but suspected those were related to the Park
Improvement Bond from 2011 and the city also borrowed for the Fire Station. He noted he
would follow up on that.
Chair Hodder explained as far as the Budget By Detail/By Function the four million for the
OVAL, the Finance Commission had discussed previously about the General Reserves and doing
a gradual approach and he wondered if something similar could be done for the OVAL such as
splitting that in half and would that be an option.
Commissioner Murray thought mechanically either it gets fixed or it does not.
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Mr. Trudgeon noted this is all predicated on the State and all that does is change that 12.8
percent and does not change the levy or tax impact to anyone in the community. If looking for
tax relief that would not provide the tax relief.
Commissioner Reif moved, seconded by Commissioner Harold to support and recommend to the
city Council the 2020 Budget proposed by the City Manager. The motion carried
unanimously.
Establish a Recommendation on the 2020-2039 Capital Improvement Plan
Chair Hodder noted at previous Finance Commission meetings the group reviewed the 20202039 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) along with the preliminary recommended funding
strategies. The Council has asked the Finance Commission to establish a recommendation on the
CIP funding strategies to be delivered at the upcoming joint meeting on September 16, 2019.
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed the adjustment to Strategy One with the Commission.
Commissioner Harold reviewed the different scenarios for the Pavement Management Program
with the Commission.
Chair Hodder liked the recommendation in the Pavement Management Program that annually
smaller contributions are made to shore the fund up to get it closer to stability. He did not like
the idea of running out in 2035 and thought the founding mothers and fathers of the city that did
this thirty years ago intended this to be a long-term asset. He thought his recommendation would
be something similar to the second graph but also some clarification on when the internal loan
would be paid back to the fund.
Mr. Trudgeon explained in relation to that, there are a couple of possibilities that have not been
executed, one is the sale of the Fire Station on Fairview along with the possibility of some funds
going towards doing that. That is his thought and commitment that it will all be paid back to this
fund and is the intention of the city Council as well. It is just a matter of the timing of it.
Commissioner Harold reviewed the General Facilities Fund and Park Improvement scenarios
with the Commission.
Commissioner Harold moved, seconded by Commissioner Reif to recommend to the city
Council the Pavement Management Program recommendation with the long-term smaller levy
increases, General Facility Fund recommendation which includes the five-million-dollar cash
infusion in 2020 and the Park Improvement Program recommendation to add $375,000 in 2020.
The motion carried unanimously.
Confirm Discussion Topics & Recommendations for the Joint City Council-Finance
Commission Meeting
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City Manager Trudgeon explained earlier this year, the city Council scheduled a joint city
Council-Finance Commission meeting for Monday, September 16, 2019. The purpose of the
joint meeting is to receive the Commission’s recommendation on Establishing a Policy for the
use of monies held in the Cash Reserve Fund, cash reserve target levels for the Parks &
Recreation Operating Fund, alternative Investment options, changes in funding strategies for the
2020-2039 CIP, use of the newly-established Cash Reserve Fund to provide monies for the EAB
Program and the 2020 City Manager recommended budget and tax levy. The Finance
Commission is asked to discuss the topics and prepare recommendations for the city Council
consideration at the joint meeting.
Commissioner Harold suggested reordering some items and have the Budget and CIP
recommendations first in case there is not enough time to discuss everything.
Chair Hodder asked how the Commission would like to delegate the topics to discuss.
Commissioner Murray indicated he would discuss the Alternative Investment Options with the
Council.
Commissioner Harold indicated he would discuss the 2020-2039 CIP.
Chair Hodder noted he would discuss the 2020 City Manager recommended Budget and Tax
Levy with the Council.
Commissioner Reif indicated he would discuss the EAB topic.
Commissioner Lee thought the Park and Recreation Cash Reserve Target Levels seemed pretty
simple and volunteered to discuss it with the Council.
Commissioner Sagisser noted he did not have a lot of history with any of the items and did not
feel comfortable presenting them.
Chair Hodder indicated he would cover the Establishing a Policy for the Cash Reserve Fund.
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed with the Commission the order the items will be discussed at the joint
meeting.
The Commission concurred.
Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting
•
•
•

Review the Adopted 2020 Preliminary Budget and Levy
Review the city Council Joint Meeting and feedback
Review and Adopt the 2020 Proposed Utility Rates

Adjourn
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September 10, 2019 – Draft Minutes
Page 12 of 12
496
497
498
499
500

Commissioner Harold made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murray to adjourn. The
motion passed unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 8:08 p.m.

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #5: Review Finance Commission Recommendations: Tracking Report

Background
A summary of the Finance Commission’s recent recommendations submitted to the City Council is
included in Attachment A for review.
Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
Requested Commission Action
For review and discussion purposes only. No formal Commission action is necessary.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
A: Tracking Report
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Roseville Finance Commission
Recommendation Tracking Tool

Date
Recommended

Date Presented

Status

Cash Reserve Fund - Split
CIP

10/9/2018

3/18/2019

Accepted

Capital Investment
Policy

3/12/2019

3/25/2019
5/6/2019

Accepted

Park & Recreation
2019-2 Operating Fund Cash
Reserve Level

5/14/2019

9/16/2019

Received

Use of Cash Reserve
2019-3
Fund

5/14/2019

9/16/2019

No.

Recommendation

2018-5

2019-1

Council awaiting discussion from Parks and Rec
Commission before making a final decision.

Council would like Commission to write language
Received - Further
for how the "sweep" mechanism is done into the
Development
policy.
Council proposes the Commission develop a
Received - Further potential policy to bring back to the Council,
Development including what funds and how this issue should be
managed.

2019-4

Alternative Investment
Options

6/11/2019

9/16/2019

2019-5

Use of Cash Reserve
Fund for EAB

9/10/2019

9/16/2019

Received

2019-6

Capital Improvement
Plan - 2020

9/10/2019

9/16/2019

Received

9/10/2019

9/16/2019

Received

2019-7 2020 Budget

Discussion and Next Steps
Staff to investigate creation of separate CIP funds
before books are closed for 2018. Will present to
Council early next year.
Presented latest recommendation to Council.
Council seemed to all support the proposal and
suggested a few changes to wording. Also
suggested creating templates for the fiscal note
and look back.

Council awaiting discussion from Parks and Rec
Commission before making a final decision.
Recommend Council follow City Manager
recommended CIP for 2020.
Recommend Council follow City Manager
recommended budget for 2020.

Roseville Finance Commission
Recommendation Tracking Tool

No.

Recommendation

Description
Sub-recommendation to Recommendation 2018-2. Recommend
Cash Reserve Fund - Split
separating all CIP spending out of operating funds and into separate CIP
2018-5
CIP
funds.

Roseville Finance Commission
Recommendation Tracking Tool

Status
Pending
Received
Accepted

Definition
Recommendation has not yet been presented to the City Council
Recommendation has been received by the City Council but has not received a formal reply
or action
Recommendation has been accepted by the City Council but action has not yet been taken

Rejected
Implemented

Recommendation has been rejected by the City Council and will not move further
Recommendation has been accepted by the City Council and action has been implemented

Rescinded
Received Closed

Recommendation has been rescinded by the Finance Commission
Recommendation has been received by the City Council but has not received a formal reply
or action and will be considered closed from future updates tracking.

Received Further
Development

Recommendation has been received by the City Council and returned to the Commission
for modifications or furthur development.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #6: Review September 16 Joint Meeting Discussion Topics with the City Council

Background
On September 16, 2019, a joint meeting was held between the City Council and Finance Commission to
provide an opportunity for the Commission to present four separate recommendations on the following:







The 2020 City Manager recommended budget and tax levy
Changes in funding strategies for the 2020-2039 CIP
Whether to establish a policy for the use of monies held in the Cash Reserve Fund
Whether to modify the cash reserve target level for the Parks and Recreation Operation Fund
The use of alternate options for the city’s investment portfolio
Whether to use the newly established Cash Reserve Fund to provide monies for the EAB program

The Council received the first two recommendations and will consider them when the final 2020 Budget
and tax levy are approved this December. In regards to the third recommendations, the City Council
provided clarity to their request that they were looking for a written policy regarding the mechanism for
how and what funds would be swept and put in the case reserve fund when exceeding the recommended
maximum fund balance and not a policy on how the City Council should spend those funds. The City
Council also received the 4th recommendation regarding cash reserve target level for the Park and
Recreation Operating Fund. The City Council expects to hear from the Park and Recreation Commission
regarding its recommendation on target levels in the near future.
With regard to considering alternate options as provided under state law for the city’s investment
portfolio, the City Council indicated that would be interested in looking at that option further. Since the
meeting, Commissioner Murray has written a draft policy that would allow for the city to invest its funds
in index funds (Attachment B). I have also included the City’s current investment policy. (Attachment
C) The Finance Commission should discuss the draft policy and review the existing investment policy.
The City Council also received the Finance Commission’s recommendations regarding use of the Cash
Reserve Fund for the EAB program. The Park and Recreation Commission will be presenting its
recommendation regarding EAB funding to the City Council on October 7. I will provide an update of
that discussion at the Finance Commission meeting.
Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
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Requested Commission Action
Discuss the recent joint meeting and provide input for next steps on working on policies for the cash
reserve fund and city investments.
Prepared by:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager

Attachments:

A: Draft City Council minutes dates September 16
B: Commissioner Murray’s draft Investment Policy
C: Current Roseville Investment Policy
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Regular City Council Meeting Minutes
City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Monday, September 16, 2019

1.

Roll Call
Mayor Roe called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 p.m. Voting and Seating
Order: Willmus, Laliberte, Groff, Etten and Roe. City Manager Patrick Trudgeon and
City Attorney Erich Hartmann were also present.

2.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Approve Agenda
Groff moved, Laliberte seconded, approval of the agenda as presented.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Groff, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None.

4.

Public Comment
Mayor Roe called for public comment by members of the audience on any non-agenda
items. No one appeared to speak.

5.

Recognitions, Donations, and Communications
A. Constitution Week Proclamation
Mayor Roe read the proclamation and declared September 17-23, 2019 Constitution Week.
Etten moved, Laliberte seconded, proclaiming September 17-23, 2019 Constitution Week.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Groff, Etten and Roe.
Nays: None.
Nancy Adomeig and LaVerne Dickhudt, Representatives of the Daughters of the American Revolution, Nathan Hale Chapter, were at the meeting and thanked the Council for
the proclamation.
Mayor Roe took a photograph with the representatives and the proclamation.

Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 6:05 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
6:07 p.m.
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6.

Items Removed from Consent Agenda

7.

Business Items
a.
Joint Meeting with Finance Commission
City Manager Trudgeon briefly highlighted this item as detailed in the Request for
Council Action and related attachments dated September 16, 2019.
Finance Chairperson Hodder, Commissioners Reif, Murray and Sagisser were at
the meeting to review the items with the Council.
Chair Hodder reviewed the 2020 City Manager Recommended Budget and Tax
Levy.
Chair Hodder reviewed the Changes in Funding Strategies for the 2020-2039
Capital Investment Plan.
Mayor Roe explained the city has debt that was incurred in the early 2000’s for
the remodeling of city hall and the public works building. The city was paying
approximately $765,000 a year towards that debt, which will be paid off in 2019.
In 2020, the city will no longer be paying that debt, that money is included in the
tax levy each year. When the project was originally approved, the understanding
was that when the city was done paying off the debt, the debt payment would be
removed from the levy. One of the things the Council has been discussing over
the last ten years is the ongoing and future capital needs for infrastructure repairs
and rehabilitation and replacements. One of the strategies the city has been using
up to this point has been to apply monies from retired debt towards capital needs.
This year, the last two funds that it is being applied to are the pavement management fund and the parks improvement fund.
Mayor Roe noted in the case of the facilities fund, the OVAL funding comes from
state bonding money which the city is requesting legislative approval, there are no
tax levy dollars going towards that. By making changes to how the city uses existing levy capacity, the city is not asking taxpayers to pay more in their taxes to
cover those capital infrastructure needs but rather, the city is able to use funds that
are already being paid by taxpayers. The capital replacement funds are pretty
well taken care of with these recommendations and there is actually the ability in
the facilities fund to start looking at reductions in the level of funding going forward which is an important step to get to in this process.
Mayor Roe thought the only other thing noted at the Finance Commission meeting was that the pavement management fund has been split into the municipal
state aid fund versus the fund that is self-funded and the reason why the balance
does not look the same, because that was shifted a little bit.
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Chair Hodder reviewed the topic of establishment of the policy guides used to for
cash reserve fund.
Mayor Roe thought there may have been a bit of misinterpretation from the May
18th discussion. He indicated he was the one that was suggesting a policy and
thought what he was talking about was that staff needed to write down the mechanism of doing the sweeping of the excess funds and develop a policy that says
the city is going to do that along with the funds being looked at and where the
money would go rather than a policy on how the city will spend the funds. He
agreed with the Commission that it is a broader discussion and does not need to
be put into a policy.
Chair Hodder indicated that explanation provided clarity for the Commission.
Chair Hodder reviewed the topic to modify the cash reserve target level with the
Park and Recreation and operating fund.
Mayor Roe asked if this item was going to the Parks and Recreation Commission
for their consideration as well.
Mr. Trudgeon indicated at some point it was, but he was not sure of the status of
that item at this time.
Mayor Roe thought once it goes through the Parks and Recreation Commission,
the next step would be to bring forward the revised policy language that includes
that.
Commissioner Murray reviewed the alternative investment options and noted he
has been working on this for a couple of years.
Councilmember Etten asked based on the two-investments mentioned which
Commissioner Murray felt was safer for these dollars.
Commissioner Murray indicated the FCC does not allow him to answer that question. He believed the League of Minnesota Cities is investing in Vanguards Equity’s index fund. He noted he talked to Vanguard and was told that even in a bad
year the investment has yielded about six percent. He would lean toward the index fund and did talk to Finance Director Miller about ways to spread it in over
time to lower the risk and is probably the way to go.
Councilmember Willmus indicated he would be willing to look at this further.
This could be an opportunity to diversify the portfolio a little bit greater than the
city currently does.

Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 16, 2019
Page 4
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
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178

Commissioner Murray explained the law allows only up to twenty-five percent
and the previous finance director was in agreement with the Commission to be
around twenty percent, which was reasonable.
Councilmember Laliberte appreciated the work that was put into this item. She
was also interested in pursuing what is allowed to the city through the state and
the change the state has made so if the recommendation is for twenty percent, she
would be open to have further discussion about that.
Councilmember Groff concurred and thought Commissioner Murray’s work was
very helpful and he appreciated that. He thought that as long as it is done in a
gradual safe manner.
Mayor Roe thought it might be appropriate to recommend to the Commission the
development of a policy related to doing this and as to how much, which types of
city funds as well as parameters for management.
Mr. Trudgeon believed the law change only affects cities that have an AAA Bond
rating and that not all cities are eligible for this opportunity. He thought if there
was some interest in doing this the Finance Commission can work with staff to
create a policy to look at the funds to be used with recommendations and bring it
forward for Council ratification.
Commissioner Murray did not really want to get into too much detail in doing it
and would suggest turning it over to the finance director and come up with a proposal of what the finance department wanted to do.
Mayor Roe indicated the Council was supportive of the approach.
Commissioner Reif reviewed the topic of looking at the use of the cash reserve or
cash carry forward fund to provide monies for the EAB Program.
Councilmember Etten asked if the concern with approving a five- or six-year plan
up front, or is it a concern to use the cash reserve account.
Commissioner Reif thought the concern was approving a five- or six-year plan up
front for something the Commission felt was more of an annual request by the
parks and recreation department.
Chair Hodder noted there were many competing interests for very limited dollars
and the reserve fund was decreasing precipitously so the Commission did not
want to make that recommendation.
Commissioner Sagisser thought it was an odd use for a cash reserve fund to be a
five-year project.
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Mayor Roe thought the objective would be that each year the Council can weigh
those needs with other needs and what the balance might be in the fund at that
time or in the city’s funds at that time.
Chair Hodder indicated that was correct and then the city could also make adjustments through the levy and tax process each year. If funds needed to be replenished then the city could look at that at that time and whatever needs would
need to be done for parks and recreation or any other competing interest, it could
be done in a sustainable way without the funds going below the set level.
Councilmember Etten thought this made sense and thought the parks and recreation commission was looking for that broader spectrum of how to deal with the issue of the Emerald Ash Borer. He thought of this more like the CIP planning that
was done eight years ago which showed a plan and indicated each year the Council would need to take action toward that plan and not automatically committing
those funds.
Councilmember Groff explained he liked this recommendation because he
thought it allows the city to adjust as things might change rather than putting
something aside. He thought it was nice flexible idea and made sense to him.
Councilmember Laliberte understood what was being put forth by the Commission and she was comfortable with that.
Mayor Roe noted he viewed the Parks and Recreation Commission meeting and
there was extensive discussion about this, and he thought there was a recommendation from that group that will come forward to the Council.
Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 6:47 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
6:48 p.m.
8.

Approve Minutes

9.

Approve Consent Agenda

10.

Future Agenda Review, Communications, Reports, and Announcements – Council
and City Manager

11.

Adjourn
Groff moved, Willmus seconded, adjournment of the meeting at approximately 6:49 p.m.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Groff, Etten and Roe.
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Nays: None.

ATTEST:
____________________________
Patrick J. Trudgeon, City Manager

_______________________
Daniel J. Roe, Mayor

Roseville investment policy (submitted by Finance Commissioner John Murray)

The city of Roseville shall follow applicable state law regarding the investment of funds with either the
state board of investment or an index fund.
Investments shall be done by the finance director. The city manager is to be kept currently informed of
investment activities.
No more than 20% of available investable funds shall be invested in an index fund or with the state
board of investment, unless city Council temporarily approves of a higher limit as allowed by state law.
Investment in an index fund, shall be a broadly-based mutual fund. The index fund shall have fees of no
more than 1% per year of invested assets, and no more than 15% turnover per year.

Investment Policy
Revised April 10, 2017

Purpose
The purpose of the Investment Policy is to ensure the most efficient use of the City's idle funds, and to
ensure the best return on these funds while making only those investments allowed by law.
Policy








The City will make a cash flow analysis of all funds on a regular basis. Disbursement, collection,
and deposit of all funds will be scheduled to ensure maximum cash availability.
When permitted by law, the City will pool cash from several different funds for investment
purposes.
The City will invest 99 percent of its idle cash on a continual basis.
The City will obtain the best possible return on all cash investments. Such investments will only be
those legally permissible under Minnesota law.
The accounting system will provide regular information concerning cash position and investment
performance.
The City will make arrangements for banking services on a contractual basis for a specified
period of three years, with specified fees for each service rendered.
The City includes interest earnings and investment summaries as part of the Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR).

Implementation
See Investment and Portfolio procedures.
Investment and Portfolio Procedures
Scope
These investment and portfolio procedures apply to the activities of the City with regard to investing the
financial assets of all funds, including the following:








General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Capital Project Funds
Debt Service Funds
Special Service Funds
Internal Service Funds
Trust and Agency Funds

Objectives
Funds of the City will be invested in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Council-approved fiscal policies
and these administrative procedures. The City's investment portfolio shall be managed in a manner to attain
a market rate of return throughout budgetary and economic cycles while preserving and protecting capital in
the overall portfolio.
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The market rate of return shall be to the same rate as the target portfolio. Investments shall be made based
on statutory and policy constraints. Funds held for future capital projects (i.e. bond proceeds) shall be
invested to produce enough income to offset increases in construction costs due to inflation. Where
possible, prepayment funds for long-term debt service shall be invested to ensure a rate of return at least
equal to the interest being paid on the bonds.
Delegation of Authority
The Finance Director is designated as investment officer of the City and is responsible for investment
decisions and activities, under the direction of the City Manager.
Prudence
The standard of prudence to be applied by the investment officer shall be the "prudent investor" rule. This
rule states, "Investments shall be made with judgment and care, under circumstances then prevailing, which
persons of prudence, discretion and intelligence exercise in the management of their own affairs, not for
speculation, but for investment, considering the probable safety of their capital as well as the probable
income to be derived." The prudent investor rule shall be applied in the context of managing the overall
portfolio.
The investment officer, acting in accordance with written procedures and exercising due diligence, shall not
be held personally responsible for a specific security's credit risk or market price changes, provided that
these deviations are reported immediately and that appropriate action is taken to control adverse developments.
Monitoring and Adjusting the Portfolio
The investment officer will routinely monitor the contents of the portfolio, the available markets and the
relative values of competing instruments and will adjust the portfolio accordingly.
Internal Controls
The Finance Director shall establish a system of internal controls, which shall be reviewed annually by an
independent auditor. The controls shall be designed to prevent loss of public funds due to fraud, error,
misrepresentation, unanticipated market changes, or imprudent actions. Investments shall be done on a
pooled funds basis with interest allocated on a cash balance method. Those internal controls shall consist of
competitive bids on investments, and division of duties among the staff including:




Investments made by the investment officer
Records maintenance by a finance staff member other than the investment officer
Review and reconciliation by the assistant finance director

Portfolio Management
Under the Council-adopted Fiscal Policies, it shall be the City's procedure to restrict investments to only
Repurchase Agreements with national or state chartered banks, U.S. Treasury and U.S. Government
Agencies, Guaranteed Investment Contracts, and Bankers Acceptances. All investments shall carry a
minimum credit rating of ‘AA’.
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An exception to these restrictions is permitted with regard to the investment of proceeds received from the
2011 and 2012 bonds due to extenuating economic circumstances and their effect on financial institutions.
Repurchase Agreements associated with the bonds can be placed with any bank, bank holding company,
savings and loan association, trust company or other financial institution including the trustee or any of its
affiliates. The financial institution shall carry a credit rating of ‘A’ or better, and is required to pledge
collateral from national or state chartered banks.
The procedures shall consist of yield curve analysis and implemented with the appropriate purchase of the
above investments.
Maturity scheduling shall be within those investments and in a manner that will maximize yield and
liquidity and minimize interest rate risk.
Competitive Selection of Investment Instruments
Before the City invests any surplus funds, a competitive "bid" process shall be conducted. If a specific
maturity date is required, either for cash flow purposes or for conformance to maturity guidelines, bids will
be requested for instruments that meet the maturity requirement. If no specific maturity is required, a market
trend (yield curve) analysis will be conducted to determine which maturities would be most advantageous.
Bids will be requested from financial institutions for various options with regards to term and instrument.
The City will accept the bid that provides the highest rate of return within the maturity required and within
the parameters of these procedures.
Bids for purchases through the treasury auctions are not required.
Records will be kept of the bids offered, the bids accepted and a brief explanation of the decision that was
made regarding the investment.
Settlement
All settlements of investments shall be on a "Delivery vs. Payment" (DVP) basis. Physical delivery shall be
avoided if at all possible, with book entry being the preferred method of safekeeping.
Safekeeping and Collateralization
All investment securities purchased by the City shall be held in third-party safekeeping by an institution
designated as primary agent. The primary agent shall issue a safekeeping receipt to the City listing the
specific instrument, rate, maturity and other pertinent information.
Reporting Requirements
The investment officer shall generate daily and monthly reports for management purposes. The annual
investment report shall be completed on a time weighted basis and shall be included as part of the
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report to the City Council. The target portfolio shall be the U.S.
Government Bond Yield Index for the comparable period.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #7: Review the Preliminary 2020 City Council-Adopted Budget and Tax Levy

Background
At the September 23, 2019 City Council meeting, the Council adopted the preliminary 2020 Budget and
Tax levy. The adopted budget was the same as the City Manager Recommended Budget that had been
reviewed by the Commission at your August 13, 2019 meeting.
As noted previously, the highlights of the preliminary budget included:






Total Budget of $62.6 million, an increase of $7,128,395or 12.8%
The majority of the budget increase is due to the planned OVAL expenditure of $5 million funded
by the State of Minnesota
Total Property Tax-Supported Budget of $37.9 million.
Budget adds three new police officer and 3 full-time firefighter positions
Cost increases due to added staff, higher personnel costs, contractual obligations, reducing
reliance of general fund reserve to fund budget, and inflationary impacts

The proposed tax levy is $22.6 million dollars, and increase $1.1 million or 5.1%. $96,880 was cut from
the budget and levy due to the reduction of funding one Commitment to Diversity police officer due to
the lack of candidates in 2020. $340,805 of new levy is being used to eliminate the use of the general
fund reserve for the budget. Starting in 2020, the general fund reserve will no longer be used for the
budget.
The City Council approved a preliminary EDA levy of $463,400 a reduction of about $10,000 from last
year. This levy amount will lead to no increase for the median valued home.
The following table depicts the monthly impact based on the preliminary 2020 budget, tax levy, and
utility rates:
2020 Budget Impact on M edian-Valued Home (monthly)

Property Tax Levy: City
Property Tax Levy: EDA
Utility Rates

2019
79.14
1.92
57.62
$ 138.68
$

2020
85.41
1.92
60.60
$ 147.93
$

$ Chg.
$
6.27
2.98
$
9.25
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The Commission is reminded that this is only a preliminary budget and tax levy. Final action will be
taken at the Council’s December 2, 2019 meeting.
Staff Recommendation
Not applicable.
Requested Commission Action
For information purposes only. No formal Commission action is necessary.
Prepared by:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager

Attachments:

A: Not applicable
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
Date:

October 8, 2019

Re:

Item #8 Review the 2020 Proposed Utility Rates

Background
Over the past several months, City Staff has been reviewing the City’s utility operations to determine
whether customer rate adjustments are necessary for 2020. The analysis included a review of the City’s
water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and curbside recycling operations. Unlike many city services that
are supported by property taxes, our utility or enterprise operations are funded primarily by user fees
and are operated as separate, stand-alone functions.
The information presented below includes an analysis of these operations, some historical water usage
information, and a series of rate comparisons with peer communities. Each of these are presented in
separate sections.
Operational Review

Staff’s analysis of the City’s utility operations included a review of the following:





Fixed costs including personnel, supplies and maintenance, and other costs that are generally
independent of the amount of water purchased or wastewater treated.
Variable costs including the purchase of water from the City of St. Paul, water treatment costs
paid to the Metropolitan Council, and recycling contractor costs paid to Eureka Recycling.
Capital replacement costs.
Customer counts and consumption patterns, rate structure, and rates.

Based on this analysis, Staff is recommending a number of rate adjustments for 2019. The estimated
quarterly impact on a typical single-family home is as follows:
Utility Rate Impact: Single Family Home (Quarterly)
Service
Water - base fee
Water - usage fee
Sanitary Sewer - base fee
Sanitary Sewer - usage fee
Storm Sewer
Recycling
Total per Quarter

2019
58.60
27.00
39.45
26.95
13.70
7.15
$ 172.85

2020
62.10
27.60
40.25
28.60
14.25
9.00
$ 181.80

$ Increase % Increase
3.50
0.60
0.80
1.65
0.55
1.85
$
8.95
5.18%
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For 2020, a typical single-family home will pay an estimated $181.80 per quarter or $60.60 per month.
This is an increase of $2.98 per month or 5.2% from the current year. This is the same amount referenced
in the 2020 Preliminary Budget adopted by the Council on September 23, 2019. More detailed
information for each operating division can be found below.
Water Operations

The City’s water operation provides City customers with safe potable water, as well as on-demand water
pressure sufficient to meet the City’s fire protection needs. The following table provides a summary of
the 2019 and 2020 (proposed) Budget excluding capital:

Revenues
Customer Charges
Interest Earnings
Expenses
Personnel Services
Supplies & Materials
Water Purchases (SPRWS)
Other Services & Charges

2019
Budget
$ 7,334,580
Total $ 7,334,580
670,180
162,200
4,700,000
632,200
Total $ 6,164,580

Net Available for Capital

$

$ 1,170,000

2020
Budget

$ Increase
(Decrease)

$ 7,308,000
$ 7,308,000

$

$

$

698,280
162,200
4,700,000
676,000
$ 6,236,480

$

$

% Increase
(Decrease)

(26,580)
(26,580)

-0.4%
0.0%
-0.4%

28,100
43,800
71,900

4.2%
0.0%
0.0%
6.9%
1.2%

$ 1,071,520

For 2020, overall budgeted operational costs are expected to increase by 1.2%. Costs associated with
assigned personnel are expected to increase at inflationary levels to accommodate wage & benefit-related
increases. The increase in ‘Other Services & Charges’ are primarily due to higher water meter software
licensing costs and energy costs at the booster station.
The single largest operating cost for the water operation is the purchase of wholesale water from the St.
Paul Regional Water System (SPRWS). SPRWS Officials have informed us that there will be a 3.7%
increase in the cost of purchasing wholesale water in 2020. This will require an increase in the usage
rates charges to water customers. This will be the first usage rate increase since 2014.
The revised 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) identifies added infrastructure replacement costs
in the coming years which will require a 6.0% increase in the water base fee.
Sanitary Sewer Operations

The City maintains a sanitary sewer collection system to ensure the general public’s health and general
welfare. The following table provides a summary of the 2019 and 2020 (proposed) Budget excluding
capital:
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Revenues
Customer Charges
Interest Earnings

2019
Budget
$ 5,899,335
Total $ 5,899,335

Expenses
Personnel Services
$
491,720
Supplies & Materials
46,150
Wastewater Treatment (MCES)
3,150,200
Other Services & Charges
566,265
Total $ 4,254,335
Net Available for Capital

$ 1,645,000

2020
Budget

$ Increase
(Decrease)

$ 5,656,000
$ 5,656,000

$

$

$

512,420
45,400
3,152,150
575,000
$ 4,284,970

$

$

% Increase
(Decrease)

(243,335)
(243,335)

-4.1%
0.0%
-4.1%

20,700
(750)
1,950
8,735
30,635

4.2%
-1.6%
0.1%
1.5%
0.7%

$ 1,371,030

For 2020, overall operational costs are expected to increase by 0.7%. Costs associated with assigned
personnel are expected to increase at inflationary levels to accommodate wage & benefit-related
increases. The projected revenues have been adjusted to account for lower wastewater flows which have
been in decline in recent years. This decrease however has been offset by rising treatment costs charged
by the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services division (MCES).
The single largest operating cost to the sanitary sewer operation is the wastewater treatment costs paid
to the MCES. The MCES has informed us that we can expect a very modest 0.1% increase in wastewater
treatment costs for 2020. However, an increase in the usage rates for all sanitary sewer customers is
being recommended to accommodate prior year rates that were slightly below what was needed to fully
recoup our costs. This will be the first usage rate increase since 2017.
The revised 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) identifies added infrastructure replacement costs
in the coming years which will also require a 6.1% increase in the sanitary sewer base fee.
Storm Drainage Operations

The City provides for the management of storm water drainage to prevent flooding and pollution control,
as well as the street sweeping program. The following table provides a summary of the 2019 and 2020
(proposed) Budget excluding capital:

Revenues
Customer Charges
Interest Earnings
Expenses
Personnel Services
Supplies & Materials
Other Services & Charges

2019
Budget
$ 1,933,460
Total $ 1,933,460
$

Total $

Net Available for Capital

425,650
84,400
308,300
818,350

$ 1,115,110

2020
Budget

$ Increase
(Decrease)

$ 2,010,995
$ 2,010,995

$

$

$

$

451,780
88,340
324,300
864,420

$

$

% Increase
(Decrease)

77,535
77,535

4.0%
0.0%
4.0%

26,130
3,940
16,000
46,070

6.1%
4.7%
5.2%
5.6%

$ 1,146,575
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For 2020, overall costs are expected to increase 5.6%. Costs associated with assigned personnel are
expected to increase at near inflationary levels to accommodate wage & benefit-related increases. The
increase is mostly attributable to higher supplies, software, and maintenance costs.
The revised 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) identifies added infrastructure replacement costs
in the coming years which will require a 4.0% increase in the storm sewer rate.
Recycling Operations

The recycling operation provides for the contracted curbside recycling pickup throughout the City and
related administrative costs. The primary operating cost is the amounts paid to a contractor to pick up
recycling materials.
The following table provides a summary of the 2019 and 2020 (proposed) Budget:

Revenues
Base Fee Revenue
SCORE Grant
Revenue Sharing
Interest Earnings
Expenses
Personnel Services
Supplies & Materials
Other Services & Charges

Net From Operations

2019
Budget
$

Total $
$

Total $
$

2020
Budget

449,560
87,500
1,000
538,060

$

38,410
2,000
521,710
562,120

$

$ Increase
(Decrease)

565,800
87,500
653,300

$

$

$

39,790
3,000
600,230
643,020

(24,060) $

10,280

$

$

$

116,240
(1,000)
115,240
1,380
1,000
78,520
80,900

% Increase
(Decrease)
25.9%
0.0%
0.0%
-100.0%
21.4%
3.6%
50.0%
15.1%
14.4%

For 2020, overall costs are expected to rise 14.4% due primarily to higher contractor costs. Under the
current contract for services, the City is required to financially make up for declines in the second-hand
market for recycled materials. The market for recycled materials is a global one, and it has declined
significantly in the past year. The increased contractor costs which are included in the ‘Other Services
& Charges’ category. A customer rate increase from $7.15 per quarter to $9.00 (25.9%) has been
proposed to accommodate the higher costs.
Recommended Rates for 2020

As noted above, a typical single-family home will pay $181.80 per quarter, or $60.60 per month under
the recommended rates. The following tables provide a more detailed breakdown of the proposed rates
including the rate structure which depicts how the operating cost burden is distributed to various
customer types.
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2019
Rate
$ 58.60
38.10
58.60
73.25
117.00
219.80
438.45
878.90
1,757.90

2020
Rate
$ 62.10
40.35
62.10
77.65
124.00
233.00
465.80
931.65
1,758.00

Comments
Standard SF rate
Standard SF rate x 0.65
Standard SF rate
Standard SF rate x 1.25
Standard SF rate x 2.00
Standard SF rate x 3.75
Standard SF rate x 7.50
Standard SF rate x 15.00
Standard SF rate x 30.00

2019
Rate
Water Usage Rate Category
SF Residential: Up to 30,000 gals./qtr
$ 2.25
SF Residential: Over 30,000 gals./qtr (winter rate)
2.50
SF Residential: Over 30,000 gals./qtr (summer rate)
2.70
Non-SF Residential (winter rate)
2.95
Non-SF Residential (summer rate)
3.15

2020
Rate
$ 2.30
2.55
2.75
3.00
3.20

Comments
Standard SF rate
Standard SF rate +10%
Standard SF rate +20%
Standard SF rate +30%
Standard SF rate +40%

2019
Rate
$ 39.45
25.65
39.45
27.70
29.50
59.05
88.60
138.15
286.15
572.25
1,144.50

2020
Rate
$ 40.25
26.15
40.25
28.25
30.10
60.25
90.40
140.90
291.85
583.70
1,167.40

Comments
Standard SF rate
Standard SF rate x 0.65
Standard SF rate x 1.00
Standard SF rate x 0.70
Standard SF rate x 0.75
Standard SF rate x 1.50
Standard SF rate x 2.25
Standard SF rate x 3.50
Standard SF rate x 7.25
Standard SF rate x 14.50
Standard SF rate x 29.00

2019
Rate
$ 2.45
5.65

2020
Rate
$ 2.60
6.00

Comments
Standard rate
Standard rate x 2.30

Water Base Rate Category
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential: Low-Income Discount
Non-SF Residential (5/8" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (1.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (1.5" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (2.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (3.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (4.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (6.0" Meter)

Rates are per 1,000 gallons

Sewer Base Rate Category
Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential: Low-Income Discount
Multi-Family Residential (townhomes)
Multi-Family Residential (apartments & condos)
Non-SF Residential (5/8" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (1.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (1.5" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (2.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (3.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (4.0" Meter)
Non-SF Residential (6.0" Meter)
Multi-family rate is per housing unit

Sewer Usage Rate Category

Residential
Non-Residential

Rates are per 1,000 gallons
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Stormwater Base Rate Category
Single-Family Residential & Duplex
Multi-Family & Churches
Cemeteries & Golf Course
Parks
Schools & Community Centers
Commercial & Industrial

2019
Rate
$ 13.70
106.05
10.30
31.90
51.60
212.00

2020
Rate
$ 14.25
110.30
10.70
33.20
53.65
220.50

Comments
Standard SF rate
Standard SF rate x 7.75
Standard SF rate x 0.75
Standard SF rate x 2.35
Standard SF rate x 3.75
Standard SF rate x 15.50

Rates for single-family are per housing unit; all others are per acre

Recycling Rate Category
Single-Family
Multi-Family

2019
Rate
$ 7.15
7.15

2020
Rate
$ 9.00
9.00

Comments
Standard rate
Standard rate

Water Usage History

The series of graphs presented below depict water customer consumption patterns over the past 5-10
years beginning with a summary of citywide water consumption.
Citywide Water Usage (000's gals.)

1,800,000
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
-

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

As indicated in the graph, citywide consumption has generally been falling over the past decade – a 25%
reduction since 2008.
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For single-family homes, average consumption had generally been dropping but has plateaued in the past
few years, and now stands at approximately 4,170 gallons per month. This is depicted in the chart below.
Single-Family Residential:

Average Water Quarterly Usage

15.0
14.5
Gallons (000's)

14.0
13.5
13.0
12.5
12.0
11.5
11.0
10.5

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

2018-19

The next chart depicts the average wintertime consumption counts for single-family homes from 20132015, and 2017-2018. 2016 data was excluded due to the meter change-out program which overstated
actual consumption.
2013-2015, 2017-2018 Average SF-Home
Consumption Counts (Winter)
1,400
1,200
1,000

82% < 15,001
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800
600
400
200
-
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As shown in the chart, 82% of all single-family homes have an average consumption of less than 15,001
gallons per quarter. 57% of homes have an average consumption of less than 10,000 gallons. We can
depict the same information using summertime consumption.

2013-2015, 2017-2018 Average SF-Home
Consumption Counts (Summer)
700
600
500
400

63% < 15,001
/

300
200
100
-

For summertime usage, 63% of homes have an average consumption of less than 15,001 per quarter
while 42% are less than 10,000 gallons.
The City’s current rate structure includes an added charge for consumption in excess of 30,000 gallons
per quarter. If this threshold was lowered to 15,000, 37% of single-family customers would be impacted
during the summer months; while 19% would be impacted during winter months.
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Utility Rate Peer Comparisons

The graphs below depict a number of water and sewer rate comparisons with other peer communities for
single-family homes. For this analysis, peer communities include first-ring suburbs that serve a
population between 18,000 and 50,000, and which are not simply an extension of a larger entity’s system.
Maplewood for example, is excluded because they’re part of St. Paul’s system. This group was selected
to try and approximate stand-alone cities with similar age of infrastructure which can have a significant
influence on the cost of services.
It should be noted that broad comparisons only give a cursory look at how one community’s rates
compares to another. A more precise comparison would also incorporate each City’s individual
philosophy in funding programs and services. For example, Roseville does NOT utilize assessments to
pay for water or sewer infrastructure replacements like many other cities do. Instead we fund
infrastructure replacements 100% through the rates. As a result, Roseville’s utility rates are inherently
higher when compared to a City that uses assessments to pay for improvements.
Other influences on the rates include whether or not a community softens its water before sending it on
to customers, and the extent in which communities charge higher rates to non-single family residential
customers.
The following chart depicts the peer group comparison for combined water and sanitary sewer fees for
a typical single-family home on a quarterly basis.

2019 Combined Water & Sewer Charges: SF Home
(quarterly)
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As shown in the chart, Roseville’s water and sewer rates are among the highest in the peer comparison
group. However, the gap has been narrowing in recent years as other communities respond to their own
operational and capital replacement needs. The following chart depicts a comparison of utility rate
impacts for Roseville and the peer group average over the past five years.
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Combined Water & Sewer Charges: SF Home
(quarterly)
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As shown here, Roseville’s water & sewer rates were 37% higher than the peer average five years ago.
Today, it’s 19%.
It should be noted that most of the cities shown in the charts above happen to have much higher property
tax rates. This is an important distinction because again, each City employs a different philosophy in
how it funds the direct and indirect costs of providing water & sewer services. We can somewhat adjust
for these differences by combining property taxes and water & sewer fees for a typical single-family
home as shown in the next chart.
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2019 Combined Water & Sewer Charges + Taxes:
SF Home (annually)
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As is shown in this graph, when looking at more comprehensive comparison that factors in a broader
spectrum of needs and funding philosophies, Roseville has one of the lowest financial impacts on singlefamily homes in the comparison group – approximately 15% below the peer average.
Staff Recommendation
The enclosed information is being recommended by Staff for Council approval on November 4, 2019.
Requested Commission Action
For information purposes only. No formal Commission action is required, however the Commission may
want to submit a recommendation to the City Council on the proposed changes.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Not applicable
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Month
January 8
February 12
March 12

April 9
May 14

June 11

July 9
August 13
September 10

October 8

November 12
December 10

Discussion Topic (Tentative)
 MEETING CANCELLED
 Continue Discussion on CIP Review Process (40 mins.)
 Review Financial Policies (30 mins.)
 Select Chair, Vice-Chair, and Ethics Commission Representative (10
mins.)
 Review 2018 Investment Portfolio performance (15 mins.)
 Overview of the Information Technology Division (30 mins.)
 Review 2018 year-end cash reserve levels (20 mins.)
 Update on Establishing a Cash Reserve Fund (15 mins.)
2020-2039 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review #1 of 2 (45 mins.)
Consider revising target reserve levels: Parks & Recreation Fund
Consider a Policy for the Cash Reserve Fund
Review City Investment Options
2020-2039 CIP review #2 of 2 (45 mins.)
Adopt RECOMMENDED funding strategies for the 2020-2039 CIP (20
mins.)
 Review 2018 Audit reports (20 mins.)
 MEETING CANCELLED








 Discuss 2020 City Manager Recommended Budget & Tax Levy (45 mins.)
 Identify Discussion Items for Joint City Council-Finance Commission
meeting (20 mins.)
 Adopt RECOMMENDATION on EAB Funding (20 mins.)
 Adopt RECOMMENDATION on the 2020 Budget & Tax Levy (30 mins.)
 Adopt RECOMMENDATION on the 2020-2039 CIP (30 mins.)
 Finalize Discussion Items for the Joint City Council-Finance Commission
meeting (20 mins.)
 Review the adopted 2020 preliminary Budget & Tax Levy (15 mins.)
 Review Joint City Council-Finance Commission meeting (20 mins.)
 Review and adopt a RECOMMENDATION on the 2020 proposed utility
rates (20 mins.)
 Adopt 2020 Meeting Calendar (10 mins.) - ** TENTATIVE
 Adopt 2020 Work Plan (15 mins.) - ** TENTATIVE
 TBD

