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Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

December 11, 2018

Re:

Item #3: Approve the Minutes from the November 13, 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
November 13, 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 November 13, 2018
meeting.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Chris Miller, Finance Director
A: Draft Minutes from the November 13, 2018 Finance Commission Meeting
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Finance Commission
Meeting Minutes
DRAFT – November 13, 2018 - DRAFT
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43
44
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Roll Call/Announcements
The Finance Commission (FC) meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Finance Director Miller
called roll call and indicated both Chair Schroeder and Vice Chair McRoberts were out of town.
Commissioners Present:

John Bachhuber, Matt Harold, Edwin Hodder, John Murray, and
Jack Reif

Commissioners Absent:

Robin Schroeder, Malcolm McRoberts

Staff Present:

Finance Director Chris Miller

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
Commissioner Reif indicated he had a couple of small corrections. Line 111, “Commissioner
McRoberts asked one once installed…”. Line 139, the word is should be inserted between City
and standard.
Commissioner Hodder stated on line 407 change soon to sooner. Line 475, “He stated the
County also has a share of the tax increase did their part…”.
Mr. Miller stated on line 312, “Councilmember that was comfortable uncomfortable with…”.
Line 368, the date should be December 3, 2018.
Commissioner Reif moved, seconded by Commissioner Harold to approve the October 9, 2018
meeting minutes as amended. The motion carried unanimously.
Review Finance Commission Recommendations Tracking Report
Finance Director Miller stated Commissioner Harold had some changes to the tracking tool. He
asked Commissioner Harold for his changes.
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Commissioner Harold stated he supplemented the Discussion and Next Steps for a couple of the
items to reflect what the Commission discussed with the joint meeting specifically with the
Priority Ranking Implementation. He also added information to 2018-5 which is a split off the
cash reserves recommendation which he thought the entire Commission agreed to move forward
with separating City funds for 2019.
The Commission did not have any additional comments to add.
Continue Discussion on CIP Categorization & Review Process
Finance Director Miller stated this is continued discussion on CIP Categorization and Review
Process. He reviewed the information in the November 13, 2018 meeting packet. He thought
the Commission should go back and look at some of the objectives the Commission had in mind
at the beginning of this item and also reflect on the Council comments that were shared at the
September meeting. He thought there were a lot of interesting comments made about some
intrigue about what the Council liked and some questions the Council had about the process.
There was also some uncomfortableness with some of the pieces when it came to committing to
some of the CIP purchases in advance as part of strategic planning or priority process or some
kind of an annual workplan. The Council wanted to reserve some judgement for any final
decisions on what gets approved and what doesn’t until later in the process and that is part of the
over $5,000 report. He stated with the Council feedback the Commission’s direction changes a
little bit and in some ways a lot of what the Commission was trying to achieve. He thought it
might be healthy to go back to the original objectives to see if anything has changed and with
what the Commission has recommended to the Council and what the Council is agreeable and
not so agreeable to whether or not the Commission is still hitting the mark from what the
Commission originally intended.
Mr. Miller noted as he looked back to where the conversation started and Commissioner
Bachhuber’s comments, there was a recognition early on of a gap in the CIP in the financing.
There was also recognition that part of the strategy to bridging that gap is to prioritize the CIP in
a more transparent deliberate process. There was also a third objective or idea that some things
were not included in the CIP that perhaps the Commission would have liked to see. Or, maybe
there are things that had large impacts on some of the City’s assets that did not get the level of
public dialogue the Commission thought it should have, such as the acquisition of the strip center
where the license center sits, the Cedar Holm Golf Course and what that eventually became even
though it was flagged in the CIP, and what eventually got built was envisioned to be something
different in the end.
Mr. Miller stated in the staff report, he posed a couple of questions about whether the
Commission still feels the objectives are what the Commission is trying to seek or has that
evolved and morphed into something different. He wanted the Commission to feel good about
what the group is doing and feel progress is being made to whatever the objective is today noting
maybe that will help focus what path the Commission takes moving forward. He stated the
Commission connected with the Council on this topic but there are still some elusive pieces that
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he thought the Commission will need, may be a slightly different avenue in order for the Council
to see the same vision the Commission is seeing.
Commissioner Harold stated his insight is the funding gap has gotten better over the last few
years and is not as urgent of a need that he was thinking the policy would try to address. He
stated throughout discussions when looking at the capital spending as a whole, this last year or
two may have been more of an anomaly but the large one-time spending by the City is a
significant use of resources the Commission felt is spending every year reviewing these CIP
projections and plans and discussing how the City is going to make up for perhaps a half million
dollar funding gap in the same time the City is spending multiple millions of dollars of one time
spending. He thought it feels like this is not receiving the same public due diligence and he
thought that some of these things had to be done behind closed doors just due to privacy reasons
but there is a significant public interest in having a more transparent and open process with some
of the one-time spending. To him that is the most important part of this recommendation.
Commissioner Bachhuber indicated he did not disagree. He stated originally the Commission
was looking at the funding gap and trying to figure out how to prioritize in order to close the gap.
The fact that the gap is in better shape does not really take away from the importance of some
other things indicated about having consistent processes and documentation across projects,
providing that transparency, and creating a way for the Council to evaluate. To him, the CIP
process still feels like at the Council level, a report that is accepted moves on. He did not sense a
lot of discussion. He hoped the Commission was creating elements in ways that the Council
could provide some evaluation and possibly weigh in as opposed to just focusing on how the
projects are funded. He encouraged thinking about if what the Council is seeing is at the right
level or should there be a higher or lower level of Capital Investment.
Commissioner Murray asked Mr. Miller how long the $5,000 threshold has been in use.
Mr. Miller indicated it has been in place since 2003.
Commissioner Murray thought the $5,000 figure is moving down all of the time due to inflation
and the Commission’s objective of trying to remove some of the burden off the Council using a
realistic number is not unreasonable. If nothing else, he thought the Council needed to adjust the
amount for inflation.
Commissioner Harold agreed but thought of all of the items the Commission brought up to the
Council that was the one item the Council had the most trouble with changing.
Commissioner Murray thought it was a little bit of an attitude issue as well.
Mr. Miller stated the concept of adjusting that number has come up several times since 2003 and
each time the Council chose to leave it alone.
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Commissioner Harold thought as part of what the Commission is proposing, if the Commission
could get everything else besides the $5,000 level that was still worth doing and would be an
accomplishment.
Commissioner Bachhuber agreed and thought the Council wanted to be transparent so by having
it in the consent agenda, every item gets listed when purchased and the Council does not actually
spend time on reviewing each item. But, it is documented so any citizen could see what was
purchased at any given time.
Commissioner Hodder indicated he was okay with the $5,000 and the transparency process is
important. Due diligence, when big projects come up, is also important. He thought if the City
could achieve the two objectives that would be a good thing.
Mr. Miller stated he was hearing that the Commission wanted a consistent process and a
consistent presentation format of major CIP items or components above and beyond what the
City is currently doing, is still of public value. And, if that helps guide the Council’s priority
decision making and added transparency, then there is still value in pursuing that, whatever that
looks like eventually.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated when he was reflecting on this, in many ways, what the
Commission had listed as category one and category two, category one being replacement policy
and category two being items that are in part of the strategic plan, he would say to a great degree
the City already has a process around that and he thought the CIP essentially does that. There
may be a question of would the Commission suggest changing the way things get expressed or
adding more detail or not. To him, the biggest gap is category three. He stated if the
Commission were to pick things off and decide to do one thing over another, his suggestion
would be for the Commission to tackle category three and put together a proposal or fiscal note
around what the Commission would suggest the Council should see and what kind of evidence
the Council should have before making a decision on a non-routine significant purchase, with the
Commission defining what a significant purchase would be.
Mr. Miller stated some of the Council’s comments indicated that policy discussion on those nonroutine, big ticket items might happen outside of the CIP process because it might be a situation
where something is not even identified in the CIP. So, there is no process to talk about it until it
is needed. He asked the Commission if that was a change to the CIP process, how the CIP is
reviewed, or is it something different.
Commissioner Harold thought it was different. He stated in reviewing the Capital Investment
Policy, the second paragraph specifically excludes major new facilities and other one-off
spending, which is what the Commission is talking about. He looked at Capital Investment
separate from the Capital Improvement Plan. He was sure that for the majority of one-off
spending, the City does not have a one to twenty year look ahead. He thought it was still
important to develop some sort of a policy to increase the transparency and thought process that
goes behind those purchases and the Commission could easily amend the Capital Investment
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Policy to address that. He did think it would be of value to amend the Capital Investment Policy
to reflect how the City wants to invest its capital with one-time major expenses.
Commissioner Hodder thought some guidelines and criteria could be developed around this so
when there is a one-off purchase, there would be a framework to discuss where the value is to the
City. He thought it might help for transparency to see what those big one-time projects look like
when the project is being evaluated.
Commissioner Murray stated Commission Harold has talked many times about return on
investment and if the City is dealing with roads and bridges and things the State does, it can be
modified fairly well. But, certain things such as technology are quantifiable in terms of
investment but other things like parks is very subjective. He did not know how a number could
be put on it and thought that is the reason there is a City Council, to determine policy.
Commissioner Harold thought it was important to capture, that it is a not a return on investment,
but it is a factor in determining what the long-term, on-going cost implications are of the asset.
Commissioner Murray stated he was not saying the City should not consider them at all, but the
Council needs some prerogatives to do what they think citizens want.
Commissioner Harold agreed.
Commissioner Hodder stated with a park, you would get a value of life and there are other things
to value when looking at the City’s return on the price.
Commissioner Murray stated the City needs to look at how much a park would cost but he did
not know how it could be quantified. He wondered how a park’s worth could be determined.
Commissioner Harrold stated a park may not be able to be quantified but new construction costs
and projected future costs to both operations could be quantified. He stated a new park will
require new maintenance workers with more hours and the park will require upkeep. All of
those costs are going to come ten to twenty years down the line and as more things are built,
there will be more maintenance required to maintain them. He thought it was important to at
least document and capture those expected costs when making decisions.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated another thing he would like to see captured on the park example
would be what are the opportunity costs and what property taxes would be lost, etc. He thought
the City needed to be aware of the true costs of the acquisition.
Mr. Miller stated with this discussion, what was presented to the Council at the joint meeting in
September has now evolved or morphed into something different, which is maybe going back to
the Capital Investment Policy and tweaking that to provide some guidance on how the City
might frame up these one-time infrequent, non-recurring asset transactions which would include
some kind of financial proforma, even if it does not have a revenue source, an assessment of the
acquisition cost, construction costs, plus the on-going cost for some period of time.

Finance Commission Minutes
November 13, 2018 – Draft Minutes
Page 6 of 7
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267

Attachment A

Commissioner Harold asked if staff does a projection for the on-going costs.
Mr. Miller stated for the golf course, early in the process, there was a projection of what the
expected revenues and operating costs were. He did not know if a lot of time was spent on it.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated having a standard template is important if the item is not going
to be in the public view. That way, there could be confidence on the public’s part that when the
Council is considering it, if it is a part of policy, those elements are coming into the room in a
way. There is confidence that a process is being followed.
Mr. Miller noted Chair Schroeder and Vice Chair McRoberts have not been heard from on this
item. He asked if the Commission wanted to continue discussion to the next meeting or to start
framing up what revisions to the Capital Investment Policy might look like.
Commissioner Bachhuber thought it made sense to continue this item to the next meeting for
more input.
The Commission agreed.
Adopt 2019 Meeting Calendar
Finance Director Miller stated the Commission is asked to establish a 2019 meeting calendar to
allow for advanced public notification of scheduled meetings and to help guide the development
of an annual work plan.
Commissioner Bachhuber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Hodder, to establish the
2019 monthly Meeting Calendar for the second Tuesday of each month. The motion passed
unanimously.
Adopt 2019 Work Plan
Finance Director Miller stated the Commission is asked to establish a 2019 Work Plan to allow
for advanced public notification of the various topics scheduled for review and discussion. An
annual work plan also aids in the scheduling of future agenda topics.
Commissioner Bachhuber stated if a meeting agenda was going to be light, he would rather
cancel the meeting and have a longer meeting the next month versus many meetings with little
content.
Commissioner Hodder thought the only thing that should be added was the utility rate
discussion, which the Commission periodically holds.
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Mr. Miller noted this will be brought back to the December meeting.
Identify Discussion Items for the Future Meeting
Chair Schroeder stated the next agenda would include discussions on the Work Plan and the CIP
revisions.
Adjourn
Commissioner Harold made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Bachhuber to adjourn. The
motion passed unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 7:23 p.m.

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

December 11, 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.
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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.

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

December 11, 2018

Re:

Item #5: 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)

Roseville Finance Commission
Agenda Item

Memo
To:

Roseville Finance Commission

From: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Date:

December 11, 2018

Re:

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

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



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

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

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

(December 11, 2018 2nd Proposed Revision)

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


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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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


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


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

De finition

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

City Council
Re sponsibility

Cate gory 2

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

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

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

City Manager &
City Council

City Council or
Advisory
Commissions

City Council

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

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

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

Review Plans or
initiatives annually
or delegate to
Advisory
Commissions

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

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



Requirement

$25,000 or less

Purchase on open market or obtain at least
two quotes

$25,000 - $175,000

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

$175,000 or more

Competitive bidding proces required

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



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

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

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

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






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

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

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

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

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

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

$
Total $

Expenditures
Software Licensing
SAN Replacement Costs

2019

-

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

$
$

2020

-

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

$
$

2021

-

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

$
$

2022

-

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

$
$

2023

-

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

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



3% annual increase in software licensing costs to accommodate additional licenses and
inflationary impacts.
SAN replacement costs based on a 5-year amortization schedule, original purchase price
plus 3% annual inflation.
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City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes

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

Roll Call
Mayor Roe

the meeting to

called

Order: Willmus,

order

Etten,

Laliberte,

at

approximately

McGehee

and

Roe.

6: 00 p. m.

Voting and Seating
City Manager Patrick Trudgeon

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

and

2.

Pledge

3.

Approve

Schroeder,

McRoberts,

of Allegiance

Agenda

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

moved,

Etten seconded,

approval

of the agenda

as amended.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte,

Etten, McGehee

and Roe.

Nays: None.

4.

Public Comment

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

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

He stated the Depart-

of

City that the business is

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

entire

affects

living

many

for

standards

assets

of

the

the

resident'

residents.
s

lives.

In addition,

it has a trickledown

effect and

He applauded the Community Development

Department for doing a great job.
5.

Recognitions,

6.

Items Removed

7.

Business
a.

Donations,

and Communications

from Consent Agenda

Items

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

in

there

are

the

RCA

and

four items

related

attachments

the Commission

would

dated September
like

to

discuss

17, 2018.

with

She stated

the Council.
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CIP categorizations & review process
Commissioner McRoberts stated the feedback the Commission received from the
Council at the last review of this was that there were opportunities with the exist
ing policy as defined and the categorization was not necessarily helpful in terms
of whether the category was new or recurring. The Commission met with City
Finance Director Chris Miller and worked through examples to find out what it
meant. The Commission concluded that the existing policy does not help.
Commissioner McRoberts reviewed the proposed new CIP Approval Process Re
view with the Council. He suggested the following objectives for review:
•

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

one

her largest frustrations

of

while

serving

on

the

Council.

Things

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

enough

regular

or

consistent

format.

She was supportive

of this item as a

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

method.

approval

that.

non- event

but recurring

She thought some items would need periodic re-

costs.

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

McGehee

why HVAC

and

was

2

on page

stated as she reviewed

roof repair

were

A, third bullet

of attachment

this item she had a question

of maintenance.

a part

point.

on

She noted the reference

She thought there needed to be

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

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

is

purchase

a

little different.

He stated for the street repair project each year

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

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

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

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

thought

pen

more

it

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

often

than

a

lot

of sense

once

per

that it is up front.

year

and

potentially,

He did not think these hapeven

longer

than

that.

He

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

and

approval.

Councilmember Etten stated the City has increased documentation through Council

input

with

the yearly CIP.

He asked if the Finance Commission looked at that

and still considered that to be uneven.

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

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

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

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

Etten stated the two examples

given in the report he would not

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

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

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

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

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

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

Chair Schroeder

thought

the Commission

was

looking

at

a

capital

bucket.

The

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

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

it

could

make

would

cause

confusion.

If taking about a process for decision making, it

sense.

Councilmember McGehee thought the categories should have some specificity

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

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

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

tion with the Public

Works

Commission

and

Department.
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Mayor Roe agreed.

Councilmember

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

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

at

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

different times.

It makes it difficult to adequately evaluate the priorities

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

Councilmember
planned

over

the

McGehee would like the departments to indicate the expenditures
next

ten

years

with

the strategy

and

policy.

If one department

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

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

needed because the CIP

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

He thought events

werea handful of things to the extent that the

Council knows what the things are at this time.

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

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

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

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

Councilmember

Laliberte

concurred

with

Willmus.

Councilmember

She liked a

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

some

format

expectations,

especially

event

items.

She

thought

a

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

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

the

street projects

for the

season

and

are

putting

that

into the

public

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

Also, for transparency

reasons,

the $ 5, 000 threshold

is important

to her and the

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

somewhere.

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

review.

recommended

He thought the $ 5, 000 limit has

the Commission

made

sense

take some of the feedback

over

the

received

years.

He

and work

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

through

community

development

is

the

first bullet

point.

He won-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and what would

the Council be reviewing

at stages.

He would love to see

what this item turns into.

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

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

with

further

review,

changes

and

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

