Commissioners:

Address:

John Bachhuber
Matt Harold
Edwin Hodder
Malcolm McRoberts
John Murray
Jack Reif

2660 Civic Center Dr.
Roseville, MN 55113

Robin Schroeder

Phone:

Finance Commission
Agenda
Tuesday, November 13,
2018
City Council Chambers
6:30 p.m.

1.

6:30

P.M.

Roll Call / Announcements

2.

6:35

P.M.

Receive Public Comments

3.

6:40

P.M.

Approve Meeting Minutes

651-792-7002
Website :
www.cityofroseville.com

Documents:
MEMO_MINUTES.PDF
4.

6:45

P.M.

Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report

Documents:
MEMO_FC_RECOMMENDATIONS_TRACKER.PDF
5.

6:50

P.M.

Continue Discussion On CIP Categorization & Review Process

Documents:
MEMO_CIP_REVIEW_PROCESS.PDF
6.

7:30

P.M.

Adopt 2019 Meeting Calendar

Documents:
MEMO_MEETING_CALENDAR_2019.PDF
7.

7:45

P.M.

Adopt 2019 Work Plan

Documents:
MEMO_ANNUAL_WORKPLAN_2019.PDF
8.

8:25

P.M.

Identify Discussion Items For Future Meetings

9.

8:30

P.M.

Adjourn

Staff Contact:
Chris Miller, Finance Director
651-792-7031

Chris Miller, Finance Director
651-792-7031

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 13, 2018

Re:

Item #3: Approve the Minutes from the October 9, 2018 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
October 9, 2018 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 October 9, 2018
meeting.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Draft Minutes from the October 9, 2018 Finance Commission Meeting
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Roll Call/Announcements
The Finance Commission (FC) meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Chair Schroeder called
the roll.
Commissioners Present:

Robin Schroeder, John Bachhuber, Jack Reif, Edwin Hodder, Matt
Harold and Malcolm McRoberts

Commissioners Absent:

John Murray

Staff Present:

Finance Director Chris Miller

Finance Director Miller provided an update on recent Council action:
Receive Public Comments
There being no one present wishing to speak to the Commission on an item not on the agenda,
the Chair moved to the next agenda item.
Approval of Meeting Minutes
Chair Schroeder asked if there were any changes.
Commissioner Reif stated line 135 should be changed to: “Moody’s.” Line 211 should read “to
adopt the current process, such that it is allows”. Line 317, third word in is Bored and he did not
think it should be that word but was unsure what it should be.
Mr. Miller stated the word should be “Board”, the Board was being referenced as not paying for
the holiday lights for the Roseville Oval any longer.
Commissioner Reif stated line 334 the sentence should read “preliminary budget being set at the
end of September is to do just that”. Line 347 “Vice-Chair McRoberts stated the Commission
could state there is are a number…”. Line 352, the last word should be tax.
Commissioner Hodder stated line 134, the sentence should read “Commissioner Hodder stated
that the City does not want the to go reserve levels to go below the target because when the there
could be negative consequences on the City did the bond rating from Standard and Poor and

Finance Commission Minutes
October 9, 2018 – Draft Minutes
Page 2 of 12
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

Attachment A

Moody’s., it was important the City kept the levels in the funds where the City needed them to be
or else there could be consequences.”
Commissioner McRoberts stated line 348, the word “points” should be “point”.
Commissioner Reif moved, seconded by Commissioner McRoberts to approve the September
11, 2018 meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.
Chair Schroeder indicated the Commission decided agenda item 7 (Financial Review of City
Campus Solar Proposals) will be moved up to the next agenda item due to a guest in the
audience.
Financial Review of City Campus Solar Proposals
Finance Director Miller stated at the September 17, 2018 City Council meeting, the Council
received a report detailing the proposals received for the installation of a city campus solar
energy array. At the conclusion of the presentation and subsequent discussion, the Council
directed the Finance Commission to conduct a financial review of the proposals.
Public Work Director Mark Culver reviewed the Campus Solar Proposal presented to the City
Council in September.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked for the City to access those types of incentives is it necessary to
work through a solar provider for that.
Mr. Culver stated for the solar rewards program the City could apply for that themselves. The
City would have to put money up front and finance internally, but the City would not be able to
take advantage of the tax incentives because the City does not pay taxes. The City would not get
the extra tax incentive which is why the third party is necessary because the third party is
realizing those tax incentives. He noted that would be for both systems.
Mr. Culver continued with his review of the Campus Solar Proposals with the Commission.
Chair Schroeder asked what interest rates are used to calculate out over time because obviously
the City will pay more to the third party over time than the cost of the system.
Mr. Culver indicated he did not know the details of their tax credits. The only thing the City has
is the details of what the City will be paying the third party and what the City is responsible for.
He stated the City does not know what the margin is.
Commissioner Reif stated when reviewing the fine print in the contracts the cost of the 40kilowatt system is $130,000, does the City have any idea what it would cost if the City went out
and put that same system in themselves.
Mr. Culver stated theoretically it would be $130,000.
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Commissioner Reif stated the reason he asked that is because it appears the third party gets a
thirty percent tax credit which can be used to offset actual tax dollars. The question is, is the
$130,000 a realistic price. He would not want to see the City get caught in a situation where
somebody alleges that the price the City is paying would be too much just to maximize the tax
credit.
Mr. Culver stated he could confirm that with some actual pricing from some other developers as
far as what a 40-Kilowatt system would cost installed. He stated his church, which actually
installed a 20-kilowatt system a couple years ago was approximately $70,000-$80,000. A lot of
those costs are duplicate but the $130,000 seemed reasonable to him.
Mr. Culver stated the $130,000 would be the value the City would claim for insurance purposes,
so the City would need an actual reasonable dollar amount for that.
Commissioner Hodder stated he also did some research on the cost, he noted he used to work for
CenterPoint Energy, and a 10-kilowatt system on average is between $29,000-$33,000 which is
just the panel cost. He stated if that is multiplied by four the total cost would be approximately
$130,000, excluding all of the other things that have to get done to get the panels set up. He
thought this was a pretty good deal.
Commissioner McRoberts asked one installed what is the life expectancy of a system like what is
being proposed.
Mr. Culver stated the panels themselves are warrantied for twenty-five years. The developer is
expecting the panels to produce energy in the seventy-eighty percent range for up through forty
years.
Commissioner Reif asked regarding the warranty, is the warranty one hundred percent for
twenty-five years or is that pro-rated.
Mr. Culver stated he would have to get specifics from the manufacturer, but he believed the City
would have to pay for the labor to install but would need to check on the pro-rated part. He
thought it would make sense there would be a break point in the warranty such as after ten years
the percentage is reduced, amortized value versus replacement value. He thought the first five to
ten years it should be full value replacement.
Chair Schroeder asked for an explanation regarding the seven to eight percent on soiling. She
wondered how that effects this.
Mr. Culver stated he has not heard of the soiling factor before. He indicated there is a pretty
consistent discussion about an average degradation of the panels themselves producing less
energy over time but that is somewhere between .2% to .5% annually.
Chair Schroeder was not sure if soiling factors was an issue or not.
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Mr. Culver stated particularly for the PD Demand Credit the City is only paying for the energy
produced. He thought the soiling factor would have been taken into account.
Chair Schroeder asked if the Xcel Energy cost increase of four percent for the City standard.
Mr. Culver stated every year the cost will not go up four percent, but it might fluctuate from year
to year. On average over the past nineteen years it has been between 3.5-4% average increase on
the Xcel rates. He stated that is probably the one risk the City has with this, in his opinion, is the
City cannot predict what the rates are for Xcel but as far as what the City is saving, in all of the
charts in the packet, it is showing a nominal savings on the systems. The PD Demand credit is a
little higher just because of the size of the system but the City is looking at some really nominal
savings and that is assuming what the City is paying the third party is less than what the City
would have been paying Xcel in the same year for the same amount of energy.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated as a follow-up on the warranty, it looks like it is a power output
guarantee that will decline over time. The first year would not be more than 2.5% degradation
and will grade down overtime to something like eighty percent minimum at twenty-five years, if
the panels are not providing that but it appears the panels will be replaced with testing.
Mr. Culver stated that was something the developer did talk more about in the City Public Works
Commission meeting. The monitoring software the developer has shows the energy production
for each panel, so the developer can actually see the energy production. There are also automatic
alerts set up if it gets below a certain threshold for each panel.
Chair Schroeder asked if staff has had legal look at the paperwork.
Mr. Culver stated the City Attorney has looked through the contracts and caught some
inconsistencies between a couple of the contracts. He noted the agreements the Commission
have in the packet are what the City Council received at their meeting but since then staff has
received new agreements which will be presented to the City Council on October 22nd.
Commissioner Hodder asked who would maintain the system after year 13. He asked if there
would be a third party hired to monitor the system to make sure it is working to peak efficiency.
Mr. Culver stated the City would likely enter into a maintenance agreement with a third party to
monitor the system and do preventative maintenance on the system as well as respond to any
actual issues with the system going forward. The City has been told the average price for the
actual maintenance contract is approximately $300-$600 annually per system.
Mr. Culver noted the City will still need to pay for insurance and Mr. Miller did talk to the
League of Minnesota Cities and the City is looking at approximately $100 or less per rooftop for
additional insurance costs.

Finance Commission Minutes
October 9, 2018 – Draft Minutes
Page 5 of 12
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
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

Attachment A

Mr. Culver stated the City was talking about doing a ground mount system, but the league
wanted a much higher premium for a ground mount system because it would be more accessible
and a higher risk.
Mr. Culver continued with his review. He noted the additional options the City has under the
Solar by Demand Credit System is the agreement has three call opportunities for the tenant and
for the City. He reviewed the graph of different put and call options with the Commission.
Chair Schroeder asked Mr. Culver if he had any reservations on the system at all.
Mr. Culver stated he did not. He thought there has been a lot of interest from many members in
the community to promote, encourage and use green energy. He thought this was a fantastic way
to do it, finance it, where the City is not putting any money up and the City has a small amount
of risk.
Commissioner McRoberts asked what would cause this to be a bad idea.
Mr. Culver stated the doomsday view on it is if something were to happen to the solar panels
where it was not covered under warranty and the way the City insurance works is the City is selfinsured up to a certain dollar amount, if something were to happen where only the solar panels
were hit and nothing else so the $100,000 insurance threshold is not hit, he thought that was the
worst case scenario. He thought the City would eventually come out ahead even after fully paid
for.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked how resistant the solar panels are to hail events.
Mr. Culver stated he has not heard about a specific hail size, but Falcon Heights has had their
solar panels on their roof for a number of years and to his knowledge Falcon Heights did not
have any panels that needed replacement with hail events in the past. He stated staff can ask for
more input on that, but the solar panels are pretty resilient. These are not typical glass, it is a
harder product. He stated there is no guarantee that something like that would not happen.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he did not have any concerns with the puts and the calls. It
seems to be set up well enough. He liked the fact that this is a way to provide solar at essentially
no down stroke to the City. He thought that was a great solution. He thanked Mr. Culver for
researching this and for all of the work that was put into this item.
Commissioner McRoberts stated he had found that a three-inch piece of hail could damage the
panels.
Chair Schroeder confirmed there was no upfront cost to the City of any kind. She understood
there was a small cost for the IT group to put up some stuff, but she thought it was approximately
$350.
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Mr. Culver thought some networking cables may need to be run to some areas to provide the
internet connection for monitoring but all of the other costs to install the system, both internally
and externally, are included in the price of the system.
Chair Schroeder asked if the City needed to hire any additional staff to monitor or verify
anything.
Mr. Culver stated there would not be any additional staff needed. Permits would need to be
pulled for the installation on the rooftops and City inspection staff would deal with that and the
City would probably eat the cost of those permits. Otherwise, he expected less staff time in the
future than what staff has already spent on researching this. He stated once the system becomes
the City’s then staff will have to manage the maintenance agreement with whatever vendor the
City has chosen to use for that.
The Commission was comfortable with the presentation and thought the City should move
forward.
Receive Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
No updates
Review September 17, 2018 Joint Meeting with the City Council
Finance Director Miller reviewed with the Commission the September 17th Joint meeting with
the City Council. He thought it was a good discussion.
Chair Schroeder thought the meeting went well compared to the previous meeting.
Mr. Miller stated there are some things he is going to want to do at the staff level to refine some
of the mechanics and the process of doing what the Commission advocated for and the Council
seems to be comfortable with before bringing the items back to the City Council for final review
and approval.
Chair Schroeder stated her discussion with Mr. Miller included stripping the capital out of the
operating funds and staff would take a look at if the Council needed to take formal action on that.
Mr. Miller thought the City Council would do some sort of formal action, even memorialize it in
a resolution to indicate the change in process. That helps it to become more of a procedural step
that future Council’s can refer back to.
Chair Schroeder wondered if that would need to be put on the tracking report because it is kind
of an outstanding item, it is a sub of the cash reserve but is one of those pieces not get lost along
the way.
Commissioner Harold wondered if some of these don’t warrant breaking up.
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Commissioner Bachhuber asked Mr. Miller if there was anything that would get in the way of
this not being completed in 2018.
Mr. Miller asked if it was the Commission’s thought this would be a first measurement period
after the 2018 books are closed.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated that would be his hope, and if this is not completed in 2018 then
there is an entire year the City will need to wait before the policy can be used.
Mr. Miller stated staff would move sooner than later on this item so when the 2018 books are
closed in late March/April, staff would go to the Council and present the report and ask for
approval to transfer funds. Staff would look at doing this in January due to one meeting in
December.
Mr. Miller continued his recap with the Commission regarding the Joint Council meeting.
Commissioner McRoberts stated a few things he noted during the meeting was the threshold of
$20,000 has to go through the Council anyway. He thought that changed the nature of what the
Commission was trying to do, the idea of delegating the approval for categories one and three
and given the fact that essentially a police car purchase needs to go to the Council for approval.
To him, it was becoming less about an approval process and more about certain information flow
process and what should the Council expect to see because there seemed to be a few questions
around that.
Commissioner Harold thought at least one Councilmember was apprehensive about increasing
the threshold from the $5,000 to the $20,000. If the City remains at the $5,000 limit, then
everything will go in front of the City Council for approval.
Chair Schroeder thought the Council wanted information so that the Council can see it but not so
much have to approve everything. She got the idea that if the item did not go through the
approval then somehow it would be forgotten about. She wondered if the Council mixed up
receiving information and approval.
Commissioner McRoberts thought the chart may have been confusing to the Council. He
understood the Council needed to approve everything over a set amount but instead of individual
approvals, there could be an approval at the end of each meeting with information listed in the
Council packet. He stated the Commission went through this process but did not see how the
City can ever operationalize it if every $5,001 item needs the Council’s approval unless it is
approval in bulk.
Mr. Miller stated that is what is happening now. Every Council meeting the City Council is
getting a handful of items and everything over $5,000, unless approved as part of a bigger project
or a contract or something like that. His take away was similar and felt it was more than just one
Councilmember that was comfortable with changing the dollar amount. He stated in regard to
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the fourth item in the joint meeting he did not hear any Council consensus. He heard a number
of the Council express curiosity and fascination but felt the item still needed work on the
policies, procedures, and mechanics. He stated he was not sure if an abstract process is making a
connection with the Council. He thought the Council needed some real time examples.
Chair Schroeder stated she got the impression that the Council felt they were going to lose all
visibility to it and would never see the actual dollars and numbers.
Commissioner McRoberts thought the Council was concerned also how a big investment would
get flagged. He thought the process the Commission recommended would flag the item more
than the current process in place.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated as the Commission thinks about the next steps regarding this, he
thought it was important to reflect on why the Commission originally dug into this item. His
recollection was the Commission was concerned the Council did not have a way of prioritizing
spending and making decisions when the Council did not have enough money to do everything
as noted by the CIP and trying to get the Council the tools to make a decision that might look
like something other than raising the levy because of a current demand. He thought as the
Commission goes through the next round, the Commission needs to keep in mind that the
Commission is creating a tool that helps the Council make decisions to not spend money.
Commissioner McRoberts agreed and thought another one for him was the lack of visibility on
decisions such as the golf course and license center and for whatever reason that was not being
managed through a formal process.
Chair Schroeder stated in the notes it talks about the Commission going back and reviewing the
entire policy and incorporating what the Commission originally did and some of the other pieces
and know the Council wants the Commission to look at the whole policy and what all the
different components are of it.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought the Commission was on the right track and that the Council
was open and receptive. He thought the Commission should continue to work through this to see
how the Commission can help the Council find a mechanism on how to decide on what not to
spend money on.
Chair Schroeder thought at the next Commission meeting one of the items to review is the actual
Capital Investment Policy as part of this whole process.
Chair Schroeder thought the Commission had some work to do on the cash reserve piece and the
Capital Investment piece.
Review the Adopted 2019 Preliminary Budget & Tax Levy
Finance Director Miller stated at the September 24, 2018 City Council meeting, the Council
adopted the preliminary 2019 Budget and Tax Levy. The adopted budget was the same as what
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was reviewed by the Commission at the August 16, 2018 meeting. He noted the Council made
the decision that weening the City off the use of Cash Reserves to fund the General Fund Budget
which the City Manager suggested a three-year plan and the majority of the Council voted to do
that over two years instead.
Chair Schroeder stated the Council voted on that, but she thought a couple of the Council still
wanted to do that over three years, but this was not to exceed so those Councilmembers felt that
they could vote for this one knowing the tax levy could still go down.
Mr. Miller stated that was correct. He stated the Council essentially added another $113,000 to
the City property tax levy at this junction and will review it again on December 5, 2018. He
stated the EDA levy the working number was approximately $623,000 which the EDA
Commission cut down to $473,000, which lowers the impact on the tax payers.
Chair Schroeder asked where the thirty-five percent reserve for the EDA came from.
Mr. Miller stated that is based on the percentage of their operating budget. The funding source
for the EDA is the property tax and is their only funding source for the EDA normal operations.
Commissioner Bachhuber did not know if there was anything else for the Commission to do on
this item.
Chair Schroeder personally thought the City Manager’s budget going three years to get off
reserves was a comfortable level considering how much reserves the City has. She believed it
was only two of the City Councilmembers that were really pushing on it. She stated she would
personally be comfortable going back to the original three years that the City Manager had
proposed.
Commissioner McRoberts asked if there was a particular reason for wanting to accelerate this.
Mr. Miller stated the concern was where staff thinks the City might end up at the end of 2018.
The City is going to be really close to the thirty-five percent targeted minimum cash reserve level
for the General Fund which puts the City in a challenging situation if the City continues to have
expected budget deficits in the next two years. The thought was the faster the City can get off
the situation where the City is continually spending down the reserve levels the better off the
City will be.
Commissioner Bachhuber personally thought the two years was wise as long as the City is deficit
spending and in a non-sustainable place and the City Council would like the City to get to a
sustainable place as quickly as possible. He stated he did not have a great concern about the
amount of levy increase. He thought the schooling piece was something to be concerned about,
but the Commission should remember that the citizens of Roseville voted for that seventy-five
percent to twenty-five percent, so the citizens have said they were okay with that increase and
this is not an abnormal City increase that the residents are looking at. He stated he would rather
the levy not be six percent but when he saw the spending underneath it, to him it is very
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constrained. He thought this was a very sober budget that also, unfortunately, has to pay for
some of the deficit spending the City has done in the past.
Commissioner Hodder stated he would rather do it on the front end than on the back end. He
would prefer to get it over with soon. He stated he was actually comfortable with the tax levy.
Review Proposed 2019 Utility Rates
Finance Director Miller stated over the past several months, City Staff has been reviewing the
City’s utility operations to determine whether customers rate adjustments are necessary for 2019.
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, standalone functions.
Mr. Miller reviewed the 2018 Water & Sewer Comparison chart with the Commission.
Commissioner Bachhuber asked if there was a way of staff to factor assessments in when
thinking about what citizens pay over time.
Mr. Miller stated he has thought about that, but the challenge is does staff annualize the impact
of an assessment over ten years, fifteen or twenty years and that becomes challenge because
some people will never get hit with an assessment and other people might get hit multiple times
if the resident lives in the same City but move around.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought it was fair to say that the Roseville bar on the chart did not
include assessments and some of the citizens might be bearing more cost than what is illustrated.
Mr. Miller stated that was correct. The chart is not designed to perfectly compare cities to one
another, it is just trying to give a bigger picture and staff knows because of their methodology
that the City’s water and sewer rates are higher than most and that has been the case for a very
long time.
Commissioner Hodder thought what might be helpful with some of that comparison is what
would an assessment be for a water replacement or a sewer. He thought an example could be
provided for each of those categories to give an idea of what people would have to pay if
assessed at the time of repair, so people can understand why the City does what it does.
Mr. Miller thought that would be easy enough for the City Engineers to calculate because staff
knows what is being replaced and there is a cost to that.
Chair Schroeder asked the Commission what their thought was about the rates for the water and
sewer.
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Commissioner McRoberts stated he worried that the City can say people voted for this or voted
for that, but everything is going to be higher than the wage increase that the average resident is
going to get. He stated it is frustrating that the City is always spending more than the residents
are getting.
Commissioner Hodder thought a lot of the issue is the variable cost, the increase at least in the
example in the utility rate structure.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated he would look at it not so much of the increase but the last chart
to him is the most impactful. He thought the City has been under investing in infrastructure for
decades and unfortunately the City needs to make up for it. But at the same time when
comparing to comparable cities, and he was also looking at median home values of St. Louis
Park, Richfield, and Golden Valley, those cities on the chart are all significantly higher home
values than Roseville. So, if that is put into the equation, Roseville actually has the lowest
overall taxes and water and sewer combination of any of the comparable cities. He thought the
City was in excellent shape but it was painful when taxes need to increase.
Chair Schroeder stated when looking at the community comment cards there is a lot of citizens
saying taxes are going up higher and higher. The unfortunate part of that whole thing is now a
lot of those people are retired or on social security. The City might not have been investing and
now needs to make up for it but the residents still do not have the means to pay for it. That is the
hard side of that equation. She stated she was not disagreeing that there needs to be investment,
but she does understand that people are feeling the pain.
Commissioner Hodder thought the school investment is significant and that it showed up on the
tax bill. He stated people can theoretically say they want to do something but at the end of the
day when the bill comes and residents see that significant increase from years past and will be
for a number of years, the resident will not be as agreeable but it was an investment that the
residents agreed upon. He stated the County also did their part and Mr. Miller did say the City is
in the middle of an investment cycle but the City is at least moving forward, and investments are
being done that need to be done.
The Commission felt the water and sewer increase was in line and were comfortable with the
new rates for 2019.
Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting
Finance Director Miller stated the next agenda would include discussions on the Capital
Investment Policy review, continued discussion on the CIP process.
Chair Schroeder stated the Commission should look at the Cash Reserve Fund and work with
Commissioner Harold on getting the capital taken out of the operating funds, so the Commission
does not lose track of that and it comes back.

Finance Commission Minutes
October 9, 2018 – Draft Minutes
Page 12 of 12
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511

Attachment A

Commissioner McRoberts thought on the Capital Investments, it would make sense for staff to
review it to give recommendations on how staff would change the information because he did
not think it made much sense for the Commission to come up with examples when staff is the
ones who know all the information and what needs to go on the report.
Mr. Miller was not sure how much was left for the Commission to discuss. The Commission has
spent a lot of time on this subject and still not there. He thought the Council needed to see some
real-world examples and that is not something he could go back to his desk to put together. That
is a collective City-wide staff initiative that will take time. He stated there will be nothing to
report at the next meeting in regard to that. He stated this is a lot of work and he was not sure
how to navigate through it to get to the next step at this time.
Adjourn
Commissioner Hodder made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McRoberts to adjourn. The
motion passed unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 8:39 p.m.
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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 13, 2018

Re:

Item #4: 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:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Tracking Report
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Roseville Finance Commission
Recommendation Tracking Tool

No.

2017-8

Recommendation

Priority Ranking
Implementation

2018-1 Utility Base Rates

2018-2 Cash Reserve Fund

Date
Recommended

12/12/2017

1/9/2018

Date Presented

3/26/2018
9/18/2018

3/26/2018

2/13/2018

3/26/2018
9/18/2018

9/17/2018

2018-4

2019 CIP
Recommendation

6/12/2018

2018-5

Cash Reserve Fund - Split
CIP

10/9/2018

Status

Discussion and Next Steps

Council received recommendation and directed
Commission to further refine the ranking list with
special consideration on how to handle new vs.
Received - Further
existing items.
Development
10/9/2018 - Review the entire Capital Investment
Policy and assess how recommendation may
change policy as written.
Received

No further action at this time. Public Works
Commission also reviewing issue and Council will
formally decide at that time.

Council received recommendation and directed
Commission to further refine the logistics of
separating Capital expenses from funds and
resetting reserve balances. Will reassess
Received - Further remaining aspects of recommendation after this
Development step is completed.
10/9/2018 - After second presentation to council,
move forward with first few steps in process, then
reassess. Break into sub-recommendations for
ease of tracking.
Received

Council received recommendation and will take
into advisement as budget is finalized.
Staff to investigate creation of separate CIP funds
before books are closed for 2018. Will present to
Council early next year.
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Roseville Finance Commission
Recommendation Tracking Tool

No.
2017-8

Recommendation
Priority Ranking
Implementation

2018-1 Utility Base Rates
2018-2 Cash Reserve Fund

Description
Recommend the City Council direct staff to begin using the priority
rankings as adopted in the Capital Investment Policy for future
budgeting cycles.
Recommend no change to utility base rates, specifically moving
infrastructure spending to property tax.
Recommend establishing a Cash Reserve Fund to consolidate all
unrestricted funds that are not derived from donations or earmarked
for capital replacements.
•General Facilities - Repurpose $335k of expiring debt in 2019. Lobby
Legislature for State funds for OVAL.
•Park Improvement - No action in 2019. Plan on repurposing $375k of
expiring debt in 2020
•Pavement Management - No Action in 2019. Repurpose remaining
debt ($390k) in 2020. Additional funds as needed in future to ensure
health of endowment per the Capital Investment Policy.
•Pathways and Parking Lot - Persuant to the policy of the Pavement
Management fund as an endowment for street repair, do not transfer
from PMP to the Pathways program.

2018-4

2019 CIP
Recommendation

2018-5

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

Attachment A

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: 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 of

R4SEVII A 1
Minnesota, USA

City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes

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

Roll Call
Mayor Roe

the meeting to

called

Order: Willmus,

order

Etten,

Laliberte,

at

approximately

McGehee

and

Roe.

6: 00 p. m.

Voting and Seating
City Manager Patrick Trudgeon

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

and

2.

Pledge

3.

Approve

Schroeder,

McRoberts,

of Allegiance

Agenda

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

moved,

Etten seconded,

approval

of the agenda

as amended.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte,

Etten, McGehee

and Roe.

Nays: None.

4.

Public Comment

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

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

He stated the Depart-

of

City that the business is

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

entire

affects

living

many

for

standards

assets

of

the

the

resident'

residents.
s

lives.

In addition,

it has a trickledown

effect and

He applauded the Community Development

Department for doing a great job.
5.

Recognitions,

6.

Items Removed

7.

Business
a.

Donations,

and Communications

from Consent Agenda

Items

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

in

there

are

the

RCA

and

four items

related

attachments

the Commission

would

dated September
like

to

discuss

17, 2018.

with

She stated

the Council.
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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.

Attachment A
Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, September 17, 2018
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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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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.
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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]

Attachment A

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.

Page | 5

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 13, 2018

Re:

Item #6: Establish a 2019 Meeting Calendar

Background
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.
While the Commission historically meets on the second Tuesday of each month, State Law prohibits the
holding of any local government meetings during the primary or general election dates. Fortunately for
2019 there are no conflicts with the second Tuesday of the month at this time. It is suggested that the
Commission continue meeting on the traditional dates for 2019.
Staff Recommendation
See above.
Requested Commission Action
Motion to establish the 2019 monthly Meeting Calendar for the second Tuesday of each month.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: 2019 Calendar
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https://cdn.vertex42.com/calendars/2019/2019-calendar.png

10/23/2018

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

November 13, 2018

Re:

Item #7: Establish a 2019 Work Plan

Background
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.
While the Commission has a number of seasonal topics associated with the City’s annual financial cycle,
there may be unfinished business from a previous Work Plan or items specifically assigned by the City
Council that have not yet been undertaken. The Commission should consider adding those or other
potential topics of discussion as well.
A draft of the 2019 Work Plan is included in Attachment A. The Commission is reminded that the Work
Plan merely serves as a guideline and is not intended to mandate which discussions take place or their
timetable. Attachment B includes City Code Chapter 208 which prescribes the Commission’s scope,
duties, and functions.
Staff Recommendation
See above.
Requested Commission Action
Motion to establish the 2019 Work Plan.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Draft 2019 Work Plan
B: City Code Chapter 208
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Draft Roseville Finance Commission
2019 Meeting Topics & Calendar

Month

Discussion Topic (Tentative)

January 8




February 12




April 9

 Select Chair, Vice-Chair, and Ethics Commission Representative (10
mins.)
 Review 2018 Investment Portfolio performance (15 mins.)
 Review 2018 preliminary year-end cash reserve levels (20 mins.)


May 14

 2020-2039 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) review #1 of 2 (45 mins.)


March 12

June 11

July 9
August 13
September 10
October 8

November 12
December 10

 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.)
 Budget & Tax Levy Historical Review (30 mins.)
 Review 2020 Budgetary Impacts & City Council Priorities (30 mins.)
 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 the 2020 Budget & Tax Levy (15 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.)
 Adopt 2020 Work Plan (15 mins.)




CHAPTER 208
FINANCE COMMISSION

Attachment B

SECTION:
208.01:
208.02:

Establishment and Membership
Scope, Duties and Functions

208.01:

ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP:

There is established a Finance Commission of the City which shall consist of seven
members appointed by the City Council and which shall be subject to Chapter 201 of the
City Code. A minimum of three members shall have financial management experience or
training.

208.02:

SCOPE, DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS:

The City Council has created the Finance Commission to serve in an advisory capacity
regarding the City’s financial matters to make recommendations that will provide clarity,
transparency and accessibility of financial information, to review policies and offer
strategies for improved budgeting and funding for present-day operations and future needs,
and to review the city’s financial affairs.
The duties and functions of the Commission may include:
A. Advise on short and long-term financial policy matters, including but not limited to
cash reserve funds, budgets, financing, and capital replacement policies.
B. Review and recommend funding strategies for the Capital Improvement Plan.
C. Recommend budget goals, including but not limited to local tax rate and tax levy
targets, management of enterprise funds, and spending levels,
D. Review and recommend standardized budget and financial reporting methods and
tools to make financial communications and budget information more transparent,
comprehensible, and accessible to the public.
E. Review and recommend the annual timeline and process for creating City budgets.
F. Review the annual financial information, the annual audit report and management
letter.
G. Review City’s financial affairs and investment policy and portfolio, and bring to the
City Council any items of concern or suggested improvements.
H. Perform other duties the City Council assigns.
(Ord. 1481, 07-20-2015) (Ord. 1522 04-10-2017) (Ord. 1538 12-11-2017)

