

















Sticker shock, suspicion over lakes' sewer project - Mankato Free Press: News Page 2 of 4

The lots, cabins and homes around the lakes vary. Some are small seasonal cabins, others are
expensive year-round homes. Some lots are vacant. There are resorts and mobile home parks.
Some lots offer ample room for septic systems, others none.

So while a traditional septic system with an adequate drain field might work in some places, it will
not in many others. Other than traditional septic systems, other possible options are sewage
storage tanks that must be routinely pumped out; cluster septic systems in which several neighbors
build a joint septic; or a city-like regional sewage system that would be hooked to the St. Peter
sewer plant.

When Wenck Associates last winter released estimated costs for a regional sewage system and
costs for publicly owned cluster systems, many residents had sticker shock. The per-lot cost for a
regional sewage system was pegged at $33,000 to $43,000 depending on the number of
landowners participating, while a publicly built cluster system could cost each lot owner as much
as $40,000.

Those costs would be assessed over 20 years, meaning annual costs for each landowner could be
in the range of $1,300 to $2,800.

The annual costs for a regional sewage system would be on the lowest end of the cost range if
everyone hooked up to it. But landowners who've upgraded their systems in recent years or built
cluster systems with their neighbors say they would be out the several thousands of dollars they
invested in those systems if they were forced to hook up to a new regional system.

Competing desires

Lakeshore owners are far from any consensus on the best approach. While some have petitioned
the county to not push a regional sewage system, others have petitioned for a regional sewage
system, saying it would be the best environmentally and likely cheapest in the long run.

Chuck Fenger, along with wife Michelle and his sister and brother-in-law Jen and Brian Timm,
bought Beaver Dam Resort on German Lake just over a year ago. The resort's three cabins, spots
for 65 campers and a store are now handled by a septic system.

Fenger said he doesn't yet have enough information to make a decision on what would be best for
their business but said having a regional sewer and pipe makes a lot of sense in a few ways.

"Cluster systems aren't free either. If it's cost effective (to do a regional system), then it's done. If
someone has to put in a couple of mound systems in their life, then they're going to have $50,000
into it. Do a permanent system once and it's done," Fenger said.
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"If they had done (a pipe) 10 years ago, it would have cost a lot less and people wouldn't have put
in these (newer) clusters. It's going to happen sometime. If you wait another 10 years, it's just
going to get more expensive."

Lakeshore residents did, in fact, overwhelmingly vote 10 years ago not to have a regional sewer
system around the lakes.

Schaefer — who served on the sewer district board at that time — said she then opposed a pipe
around the lakes and still does.

She said similar projects on other area lakes cost much more than originally estimated and she
thinks a city-style system would more likely bring more pollution problems to the lakes, not less.

"A pipe causes more building, higher density, more runoff and more pollution into the lake."

But Schaefer also said too many residents around the lakes were negligent 10 years ago because
they didn't follow through with updating their septics after voting down the sewer pipe.

"Unfortunately people around the lake dropped the ball. We'd promised we'd clean up the septics
and we didn't." She said the County Board at the time also failed to show the leadership needed to
push people into compliance. "There's blame all around."

Rumors, suspicions

Talk to some residents in the area and it quickly becomes apparent there are suspicions the county
wants to force a regional sewer system on them.

At a County Board meeting this week that grew contentious at times, some residents said the
board gave the appearance of not wanting full input because neighborhood information meetings
about the different options were scheduled for next month and into May — a time when they say
many snowbirds and seasonal cabin owners won't be here.

Commissioners said they will hold an additional information meeting in June for those who
couldn't attend earlier meetings, but they said a solution needs to move forward because there are
only two construction seasons left before all sewage systems must be in compliance.

Others said the estimates on costs for cluster septic systems are far too high and would push
people to sign on to a regional sewer system. Several people who've built cluster systems with
their neighbors in recent years say they paid around $18,000 each — far from the $40,000 Wenck
estimate.

Commissioners said Wenck based the estimates on cluster systems that would be publicly built
and owned, so cost estimates for things like prevailing wages and engineering costs could be
higher than a privately built cluster system.
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Rohlfing said commissioners have no desire to force a regional system on people if they don't
want it. "That's not the case. A lot of that perception is from lack of information. If they can do it
on their own, we as a board don't care. We just want it to be a viable system. We don't want
people driven out of their house."

In the coming months, each landowner will be able to write down what option they think will best

suit them — although it is not a binding declaration. "We just want to know what people want,"
Rohlfing said.

He said that by mid-August at the latest, the board will decide which route to pursue.

Schaefer said she does not think the commissioners are being underhanded. "I don't believe the
intent is to ram anything down our throats. I think they're doing their due diligence in presenting
these numbers from the engineers."

But she said she is worried people will not get fully informed about their options and will think
the regional system is the best — or only — solution. And she said that while a deadline for
compliance is forcing the issue to be addressed, she thinks the 2017 deadline is a bit too
aggressive.

So now, she and others are scrambling to get accurate information on the cost of privately built
clusters or other individual solutions and getting the information to lakeshore owners. "We need to
step up and show we'll fix our problems. We want to do it ourselves," she said.

"The mandate of 2017 puts us very much under the gun and we feel we're getting backed into a
corner of one solution — a pipe," Schaefer said.
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AMERESCOQ

Letter of Authorization

The City of St Peter is authorizing Ameresco to complete a preliminary feasibility analysis
for it facilities and other city-wide assets. The analysis will focus on finding energy and other
cost reduction opportunities including the installation of a solar photo voltaic system(s).

Both Ameresco and the City of St Peter understand that:

1.

Ameresco shall dedicate its resources to develop a Preliminary Feasibility Analysis
of a Potential Project for the City.

The City will work with Ameresco to complete the preliminary feasibility analysis and
will provide the necessary resources to support Ameresco. The City will also provide
historical utility and operating expenses as requested to complete the assessment.

The purpose of the preliminary analysis is to establish the foundation for completing
a Potential Project under an energy savings performance contract. An Energy
Efficiency project is a negotiated agreement as defined in Minnesota Statute 471.345

Upon completion of the feasibility analysis, a meeting will be held to discuss and
present the preliminary findings and to define the next steps, if any, in the
development of the potential project.

Ameresco will not charge a fee for this preliminary analysis and will complete the
preliminary analysis and report within 30-60 days or as agreed upon.

The below approval authorizes Ameresco to begin the preliminary facility assessment.

City of St Peter:

Authorized Signature

Name:

Title:

Date:
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This program promotes the exchange of ideas between corporate leaders and the leaders of America's
cities in order to strengthen local government, encourage economic competitiveness, and promote
corporate civic engagement. Participation in the NLC Corporate Partners Program is by invitation of the
NLC Leadership.

Spotlight
NLC Benefits Members
e advocates for cities and towns in Washington, D.C. through full-time lobbying and grassroots campaigns
®  provides programs and services that give local leaders the tools and knowledge to better serve their communities

@  provides opportunities for involvement and networking to help city officials seek ideas, share solutions, and find common ground
for the future

©  keeps leaders informed of critical issues that affect municipalities and warrant action by local officials
@  strengthens leadership skills by offering numerous training and education programs

®  recognizes municipal achievements by gathering and promoting examples of best practices and recognizing cities and towns for
model programs and initiatives

®  partners with state leagues to supplement resources and strengthen the voice of local government in the nation?s capital and all
state capitols

®  promotes cities and towns through an aggressive media and communications program that draws attention to city issues and
enhances the national image of local government



STOVE TOP FIRE STOP VIDEO

http://www.stovetopfirestop.com/2014/1
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February 5, 2013

Todd Prafke

City of St. Peter

227 South Front Street
St. Peter, MN 56082

RE: City of St. Peter City Hall/Police Department Facilities Assessment

Dear Todd,

It is with pleasure that Paulsen Architects submits our findings in regards to the City of St. Peter City Hall/Police Department facilities assessment.

In October 2012, Paulsen Architects was engaged to provide a space needs assessment, conceptual site/space “block” plans and an estimated construction cost for each option
presented. We have met with all the departments within City Hall as well as the Police and Transit departments and have determined their required space needs for the next 15

years.

After this space analysis was completed, we then studied two site locations; the existing site at the current city hall, police and transit facility, and an alternative site currently
owned by the City of St. Peter which is the Lot 5 site.

Through our analysis of these two sites, we developed 5 site/space “block™ plan options:
« Site la: existing site-option la
« Site 1b: existing site-option 1b
« Site 2a: Lot 5 site-option 2a
« Site 2b: Lot 5 site-option 2b
+ Site 2c: Lot 5 site-option 2¢

As a conclusion to our report, we have provided a cost analysis for each option representing construction costs in the years 2013-2014.
Once again, thank you for the opportunity to assist the City of St. Peter in this analysis. If there are any questions or clarifications, please do not hesitate to give me a call.

Sincerely,

Bryan Paulsen,
BJP/tla

Sheet

209 South Second St., Suite 201
Mankato, MN 56001 | 507.388.9811 FAX 507.388.1751
e-mail: bpad@paulsenarchitects.com
www.paulsenarchitects.com
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Planning Data Summary

Existing building space:
13,900 SF

Projected future building space required:

24,000 SF

By Department:
(By space program Numbers)

1.0 Common Area 5,408 SF
2.0 Administration 957 SF
3.0 Finance 1,084 SF
4.0 Computer Services/Public Access 993 SF
5.0 Transit 2,408 SF
6.0 Community Development 364 SF
7.0 Building Development 702 SF
8.0 Police 8,271 SF
Total: 20,187 SF
Circulation (Multiply by 12%) 2,422 SF
Mechanical (Multiple by 6%) 1,357 SF
Total Gross Square Feet: 23,966 SF

Parking required:
90 Spaces (Approximate)

#1225.2
February 5, 2013

City of St. Peter — Planning Data Summary Page
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross
# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks

1.00 |Common Area

1.01 |Small Conference Room 1 200 200 1.30 260 |seat 6, accessible from common hallway

1.02 |Large Training/Conference Room 1 480 480 1.30 624 |seat 20, 16 x 30, use for training, ceiling projector, white board,
accessible from common hallway,access to breakroom

1.03 |Conference Room 1 240 240 1.30 312 |seat 10, 12 x 20, access to city administrator and assistant,
projector, accessible from common hallway

1.04 |Break Room 1 600 600 1.30 780 |2 soda machines, 2 refrigerators, 1 microwave, 2 coffee pots,
stove, oven, outlets for crock pots, 2 compartment sink, 15
seats at square tables, honor table for snacks

1.05 |Copy/Work Room 1 500 500 1.30 650 |large collating copy machine (3'x8'), envelope folding/stuffer
machine, office supply storage, case paper storage,shelving for
binders (3'-3'units) work surface, adjacent to file room
countertop

1.06 |Public Lobby 1 150 150 1.30 195  |4-6 waiting chairs, access to departments and conference
rooms

1.07 |Reception Secretarial Work Area 1 100 100 1.30 130 |10x10, controls access to building, printer, POS

1.08 |Public Restrooms 2 200 400 1.30 520 |mens and womens, 3 fixtures, 3 lavs in each

1.09 |Application Carrols 2 20 40 1.30 52 privacy panels, computer and monitor in each

1.10 |Supply Room 1 350 350 1.30 455 |bulk office supplies, bulk paper storage

AAAAAA
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City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross

# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks
1.11_|Long Term Storage/Archived 1 1,100 1,100 1.30 1,430
Common Area Subtotal 4,160 5,408

2.00 |Administration

Le

2.01 |City Administrator 1 216 216 1.30 281 |office 12 x 18, small conference table for 3-4. Access to 10
seat conference room
2.02 |City Administrator Assistant 1 120 120 1.30 156 |office 10 x 12, lockable storage cabinet, 2 visitor chairs, close
to copy room
2.03 |Secured Storage for Election 1 120 120 1.30 156
Material
2.04 |Telephone Room 1 80 80 1.30 104
2.05 |Fire Proof Vault 1 120 120 1.30 156 |needs a small table and chair
2.06 [Personnel Files 1 80 80 1.30 104  |3-4d lateral files
Administration Subtotal 736 957
3.00 |Finance
3.01 |Finance Director 1 180 180 1.30 234 |office 10 x 16, one (1) 4 d lateral file, 2 visitors chairs, U
shaped work surface, seating for 4 at table. Need visual and
audio connectivity with accountant
3.02 |Accountant 1 140 140 1.30 182 |10 x 14, hanging files 16" x 48", three (3) 4 d file cabinet, one

(1) 2 d file cabinet, desk and computer table

City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study Sheet
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

A

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross
# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks
3.03 |Accounts Receivable Clerk 1 50 50 1.30 65 [located at customer counter, 2 POS registers, utility pay box on
counter
3.04 |Future Office 1 140 140 1.30 182 |10 x 14, interns, work study, meter readers, serve as small
conference room for Finance
3.05 |Utility Biller 1 64 64 1.30 83 8 x 8, semi-private work space, backup to front counter
3.06 |Fireproof Vault 1 80 80 1.30 104 [checks, cash, data CD storage, misc. supplies
3.07 |Storage/Utility Billing 1 80 80 1.30 104
3.08 |Work Counter/Copy Area 1 100 100 1.30 130 |need small work counter, copy machine, fax machine
Finance Subtotal 834 1,084
4.00 |Computer Services/Public
Access
4.01 |Computer Services Server Room 1 200 200 1.30 260 |printer, hub in closet, server, UPS system, work station w/ pc
and printer, storage for systems manuals, software, vinyl
flooring
4.02 |Computer Services Computer 2 80 160 1.30 208 |8 x 10, modular furniture, near server room, counter top for
Tech monitoring 3 networks, computer troubleshooting
4.03 |Computer Services Storage 1 100 100 1.30 130
4.04 |Computer Services Parts Room 1 50 50 1.30 65
4.05 |Public Access Computer Racks 2 15 30 1.30 39 |2 computer racks
ALLSEN City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study Sheet
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross
# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks
4.06 |Public Access Editing Station 1 64 64 1.30 83 [8x8
4.07 |Public Access Work Station 1 80 80 1.30 104 |8x10
4.08 [Public Access Storage 1 80 80 1.30 104 |3 storage racks, 2-3' wide tall cabinets
Computer Services/Public Access 764 993
Subtotal
5.00 |Transit
5.01 |Coordinators Office 1 160 160 1.30 208 |10 x 16, driver work station, small floor safe, storage/shelving
for manuals, radio charging counter
!JD 5.02 |[Transit Bus Garage 1 2,000 2,000 1.10 2,200 |4 stalls, work bench, cleaning supplies
Transit Subtotal 2,160 2,408

6.00 |Community Development

6.01 |Director 1 180 180 1.30 234 |10'x18', table for 4, 5-2d files, 3' w. bookshelf
6.02 |Admin Assist. 1 64 64 1.30 83 8'x8' U shaped w.s., printer on stand, 1-4d lat file, 1-2d file, 3'w
bookshelf, backs up Bldg. development assist.
6.03 |Vault w/ 2-4 d Fire Proof Cabinets | 1 0 0 1.30 0 See 2.05 Admin. Fireproof vault
6.04 |Intern Space 1 36 36 1.30 47  |6'x6' w.s.
Community Development 280 364
Subtotal

City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study Sheet
#1225.2 7

February 5, 2013




ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS
Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross
# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks

7.00 [Building Development

7.01 |Director 1 180 180 1.30 234 |10 x 18, seating for 4, U shaped work area for plan review (7'
long to rollout drawings), 3'w book shelf

7.02 |Inspector 1 80 80 1.30 104 |8 x 10 U shaped w.s., close to Director

7.03 |Admin. Assist. 1 80 80 1.30 104 |8 x 8 w.s,, printer stand, greeter for dept.

7.04 |Central files, work area 1 200 200 1.30 260 |30"x42"map drawer, 2-30"x36" hanging plan racks, 4-3d lat.
Files, 13-4d files, 36" w x 30" d rolled plan storage, misc. office
supply shelving 24" d x 36" H x 12' L, central to Community

W Development
o] Building Development Subtotal 540 702

8.00 |Police

8.01 |Waiting/Lobby Area 1 160 160 1.30 208 |seating for 6

8.02 |Public Restrooms 2 60 120 1.30 156 |1 fixture and 1 lav

8.03 |Communications Work Stations 3 48 144 1.30 187 |6 x 8, radio console, access to records, near restrooms,
communications technicians as receptionist as well as
dispatcher

8.04 |Records 1 120 120 1.30 156 |near communications, Kardex record system(4'd x 8' I)

8.05 |Work/Copy Room 1 120 120 1.30 156 |copy machine, fax machine, office supplies

8.06 |Chief of Police 1 216 216 1.30 281 |12 x 18, seating for 4

City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study Sheet
#1225.2
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross

# Space Name Areas| Standard| Sq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks
8.07 |Office Manager 1 120 120 1.30 156 |10 x 12, supervises communications
8.08 |Patrol Sargent 1 160 160 1.30 208 |10 x 16, small table
8.09 |Investigative Sargent 1 160 160 1.30 208 |10 x 16, small table
8.10 |Investigators Office 1 240 240 1.30 312 |12 x 20, two (2) 8 x 10 work stations
8.11 |Investigations Work Area 1 200 200 1.30 260 |meeting table, wall space, interview room monitoring
8.12 |Police Reserve Office 1 240 240 1.30 312 |12 x 20, two (2) 8 x 10 work stations
8.13 |CSO Work Room 1 160 160 1.30 208 |10 x 16 room with 5' w.s. on the perimeter
8.14 |Conference Room 1 192 192 1.30 250 |12 x 16, seating for 6
8.15 |Meeting/Training/Reserve Area 0 0 0 0.00 0 This room shared with Training Room in common area
8.16 |Squad Room/Patrol 1 360 360 1.30 468 |10 small work areas, future expansion for 4
8.17 |Patrol Gear Lockers 15 10 150 1.30 195 |near squad room
8.18 |Patrol Storage 1 100 100 1.30 130 |reports, supplies
8.19 |Evidence Room 1 400 400 1.30 520 |easily accessed from garage, 16 individual secured "lockers",

refrigerator, drugs, guns and money room inside
8.20 |Evidence Processing/Forensic 1 200 200 1.30 260 |16 evidence lockers, refrigerator, work surface
Lab

8.21 |Gun Cleaning 1 80 80 1.30 104

uuuuuu
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ST. PETER PUBLIC FACILITY SPACE NEEDS

Space #of | Space Net Gross | Gross
# Space Name Areas| Standard| Saq. Ft. | Factor | Sq. Ft. Remarks
8.22 |Police Equipment 1 120 120 1.30 166 |tactical equipment, misc.
8.23 |Reserve Uniforms and Equipment | 1 120 120 1.30 156
8.24 |[File Storage 0 0 0 0.00 0 included in archive storage
8.25 |Large Evidence Storage 1 80 80 1.30 104 |8x10
8.26 |Interview Room - "soft" room 1 80 80 1.30 104 |8x10
8.27 |Interview Room - "hard" rooms 2 80 160 1.30 208 |8 x 10, small table, 2 chairs
8.28 |Locker Room/Shower/Restroom
Men 1 350 350 1.30 455 |14 lockers
Women 1 250 250 1.30 325 |9 lockers
8.29 |Parking Garage - 4 stalls 1 1,248 1,248 1.30 1,622 |12 x 26, work bench, small tools
8.30_|Parking Garage - 1 secure stall 1 312 312 1.30 406 |12 x26
Police Subtotal 6,362 8,271
Sub-Total St. Peter Public 15,836 20,187
Facility
Circulation/Wall Factor (12%) 2,422
Mechanical Factor (6%) 1,357
Total Gross Square Feet 23,966

City of St. Peter — Facility Space Needs Study

#1225.2

February 5, 2013

Sheet

10










































Ak

Cost Estimates for Site Options:

(2014-2015 Construction)

Option #: Description: Low Estimate:  High Estimate:
1a Existing Site (Pages 15-16) $3,397,000 $3,827,000
Renovate 13,900 SF x $110 to $130/SF $1,529,000 $1,807,000
New construction 10,100 SF x $185 to $200/SF  $1,868,500 $2,020,000
1b Existing Site (Pages 17-20) $3,397,000 $3,827,000
Renovate 13,900 SF x $110 to $130/SF $1,529,000 $1,807,000
New construction 10,100 SF x $185 to $200/SF  $1,868,500 $2,020,000
2a New site™ (Page 21) $4,320,000 $4,680,000
New construction 24,000 SF x $180 to $195/SF

2b New site* (Page 22) $4,320,000 $4,680,000
New construction 24,000 SF x $180 to $195/SF

2¢ New site* without Transit (Page 23) $3,726,000 $4,036,500

New construction 20,700 SF x $180 to $195/SF

*Does not include land acquisition

City of St. Peter — Cost Estimate Page
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Seeking to Restore Civility Page 2 of 6

“It didn’t matter what side you were on,” he says. “The way everybody addressed each other
certainly didn’t show any respect, and there was no compromise and no attempt to understand the
other person’s position.”

Principles of good government

The next election cycle, the tide began turning. The Council was still divided, but the new
Council began working with staff (o re-establish civility and stability within the city. Even
though the economic downturn created tight budgets, Maplewood established a no-layoff policy
to help rebuild trust with labor unions and staff.

And the city instituted what it called the principles of good government, which required those
debating the issues to do so in a civilized, respectful manner.

“We clearly established rules for how people address the Council, and that bringing up personal
agendas was not allowed,” Ahl says. “Those personal issues have no place in a public setting.”

Ahl acknowledges that it may take awhile for the labels from the past to completely disappear,
but he believes the issues that once plagued Maplewood’s politics are no longer a problem.

Incivility spreading rapidly

While the situation in Maplewood was highly publicized and perhaps a bit extreme, observers
say it’s emblematic of a problem that is popping up in cities all around the state. Dan Vogt, who
retired recently after two decades as city administrator in Brainerd and now works as a consultant
for Little Falls and Cross Lake, says public employees at all levels used to have more respect
from the general public than they do now.

Vogt recalls watching a town hall meeting President Obama conducted in which Obama was
practically heckled by an attendee who had not been called on to speak.

2

Chuck Ahlin Gladstone Savanna Neighborhood Preserve, the parkland
that sparked controversy and dissension in the City of Maplewood.
Photo by Paul Lundquist

“Is that the type of thing that would have been tolerated 20 or 30 years ago?” Vogt asks. “I doubt
it. That's just incredible to me. That’s a shining example of how uncivil we’ve become.”

He's seen the same kinds of breakdowns regularly in communication between the public and city
officials as well as between councilmembers and staff. Some of it is media driven. Some is the
rickledown effect of watching hardline negotiations between highly visible Republican and
Democrat officials on the state and national levels.
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The city has also conducted “call to action” discussions with advocacy groups, nonprofits, and
other organizations on issues such as domestic and youth violence, Verbrugge says. These help
develop “a more community-based approach rather than a city-centric approach.”

Brooklyn Park’s Community Engagement Initiative has received national attention, and survey
results indicate that it appears to have dramatically improved the community’s outlook on the
city and those working for its betterment. “We’re definitely seeing results,” Verbrugge says.

Communication helps

Communicating directly with the community can be a vital step toward maintaining the public’s
trust and diffusing issues that could later create opportunities for uncivilized behavior. And cities
are getting better at telling their story and communicating with citizens. That’s a major point in
improving civility, says Bob Thistle, who was in city management in Minnesota for 25 years.

“Fifteen to 20 years ago, the basic communication tool was the newspaper or maybe a newsletter
that went home once a quarter,” Thistle says. “Today cities have websites with all sorts of
information. Cities have become much more adept at communicating a story more effectively
than we did in the past—because we didn’t have the tools.”

Communication is also important in educating the public about their rights and responsibilities as
far as what is expected of their behavior when attending meetings, adds Doug Anderson, former
mayor of Dayton who is currently senior partner with Anderson & Orduno, a startup consulting
firm that is working with the League and several cities around the state on civility issues.

Anderson suspects that one of the solutions for improving civil discourse at meetings will be
better training for mayors and councils on how to communicate those expectations.

“The big jumping-off point where most people have to start is the communication piece and
learning how to listen and how to talk to one another,” he says.

Paralyzing effects
It’s critical that cities not allow incivility to continue, Anderson adds. When the problems start to

fester and grow, incivility ultimately can create tense government bodies that are unable to
govern.

“You become ineffective as a council if you have members that are not agreeing with one another
in a constructive way,” he says. “It leads to a breakdown of trust from councilmember to
councilmember, from council to staff, from council to the public. And it really erodes the ability
to work effectively.”

In some extreme cases, LMCIT had to get involved when councilmembers were doing some
unsavory things such as violating the Open Meeting Law or making threats. “Those things can
become costly in terms of lawsuits, and insurance premiums can be greatly increased.

THANK YOU/

LMCIT has dropped coverage in the past of cities that can’t seem to get
their act together,” Anderson says.

“That’s been a wakeup call to the cities and their residents that this isn’t a spectator sport or a
‘Jerry Springer’ episode. This is pretty serious stuff.”
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One thing is certain, Thistle says. Public discourse must be conducted in a professional manner.
He compared the job of chairing a public meeting with refereeing a sporting event. Rules and
boundaries must be set in advance and, if people start getting abusive, they must be confronted.

“There is always a tendency not to want to create a confrontation,” he says. “Sometimes people
come in {to a council meeting] and they get away with saying things and doing things and they
are not called on it.”

Thistle says clear rules must be established upfront and, when someone starts getting abusive, the
person should be warned or, in extreme cases, removed from the council chambers.

“The trick is calling people on it,” he says. “It’s like anything else. If you let somebody get away
with something, they’ll keep doing it. So there needs to be really clear boundaries established.”

Maplewood’s Ahl agrees. He says it’s important to have rules in place for running meetings, and
to adhere to them. Communication is key. Dealing with controversial issues is inevitable in
government, but it doesn’t have to lead to discord or lack of trust.

“It’s that issue of making sure you are honest and open,” he says. “Establishing those principles
and staying true to those principles, making sure meetings are run respectfully—I can’t say that
enough. It’s OK to disagree, but disagreeing disrespectfully is unacceptable.”

Andrew Tellijohn is a freelance writer based in Richfield, Minn.
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COOPERATIVE EFFORTS (White Sheet)

SCHOOL DISTRICT

. Activity connection Senior Citizens,
recreation, transit
) Facilities long term planning

o Athletic Other Facilities,
Drama, performance, arts
o City/School offices - this is
connected to school facility
program
. Budgets
o Levy
o Pay
o Others
. Association concept goals
Early Childhood 95% coverage
might be a goal
The Third Floor (Keep City involved)
City/School strategy with GAC
Child Care
Long Range Community Pianning
Studies (Housing Demo Others)
Official Maps

NICOLLET COUNTY

. Compost funds
. Library
. 1/4 - 1/4 good zone

Office space (Campus Concept)
Building

Criminal Justice Committee

Law enforcement share dispatch
Official Mapping

Emergency Planning

Green Valley

Gardner Road

Stormwater

GUSTAVUS ADOLPHUS COLLEGE

. Parking
J Housing - on campus $$ students
and alumni

Performance space
Recreational facilities
Off-campus behavior
Hispanic inclusion/Sister City
Child Care

Transit use

Employees live in City

Modified 03/27/2014
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REGIONAL TREATMENT CENTER/STATE
OF MN DEPT OF HEALTH

o Water distribution

. Trail system

o Gluek Park

. Future program/land/facilities

o Parks

o Arts Association

. Tourism Opportunity

BANKS

. Establish regular lunch meetings
with them

REALTORS

. BFF

. Promotion of opportunities for young
families

. Others



Todd Prafke

From: Williams, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 8:30 AM
To: MN C&C Mgr Assoc

Subject: [mcma] Security for Public Meetings
Hello:

Oddly, on Monday night | had a police officer at our meeting because we knew a volatile individual would be
present to protest a special assessment charge. | was a bit uncomfortable as | sat with my back to the subject
of our concerns. As the officer was guard fully watching our Council Meeting, he learned of the shooting in
New Hope.

| suggest to our MCMA or LMC leadership that we convene some kind of Ad Hoc Committee to make
suggestions for securing our public officials during public meetings. | know there are security measures that we
can all take, but these become intrusive and costly and therefore controversial. Elected officials and appointed
officials need the support of our associations to make good proposals and decisions. In addition, | think there
could be arole for the State Government for new laws or grant dollars to help protect our pubilic officials.

County governments are ahead of city governments in protecting public officials due to the more volatile nature
of people forced into the court system. We can learn from that knowledge and experiences.

| know that we, in St. Cloud, will be discussing this issue in the near future. | don’t think we will conclude that
no action is necessary. | think my Council is unwilling to accept the risk presented by inaction. Perhaps many
of you are doing more and have done more than | am aware. If that is the case, then | would like to learn from
you.

Thanks. And, thanks for your public service!

Michael Williams, PhD
City Administrator
St. Cloud, MN

You are currently subscribed to mecma a i EGnnnig@Y o Unsubscribe send a blank email to
leave-254283-123397.7afe5ca4ab9834311e874dfc1124f077@listserv.Imc.org
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Growth Trends and Projections Overview

The updated demographic section of this Study has presented information on
current population and household estimates for the City and the surrounding
areas. In general terms, St. Peter and the Three-County area have been able
to consistently add population and households for more than thirty-three years
(this and previous reviews have not analyzed data prior to 1980).

While overall growth has been consistently taking place, the rate of growth has
varied from decade to decade. When examining the entire Three-County area,
consisting of Nicollet, Blue Earth and Le Sueur Counties, the rate of household
growth has not always been consistent. In the 1980s, the number of
households in the Three-County area increased by 7.5%. In the 1990s, the
percentage increase was at 11.5%. The decade of the 2000s represented an
even faster period of growth, as the number of households increased by 14.7%.

However, the pace of growth has slowed more recently, with a more modest
increase over the past seven years. The best available projections for the
Three-County area would expect household growth of between 8% and 9%
during the current decade. While this still represents a substantial increase,
recent patterns suggest a more moderate rate of growth going forward, when
compared to the rapid growth that was taking place in the early 2000s.

Housing unit construction patterns for the larger region have generally followed
the trends for household growth. The number of housing units constructed
each year between 2000 and 2006 was more than double the average that
occurred from 2007 to 2013. The change was most severe in Le Sueur County,
but even in Blue Earth County, the annual average after 2006 was at one-half
the level of the preceding seven years.

This regional pattern was also very evident in the City of St. Peter. Although
exact annual incremental change cannot be accurately measured, it is probable
that St. Peter was adding more than 70 resident households in an average year
from 2000 to 2006. After 2006, growth and housing unit construction slowed
significantly. The best recent estimates show the City adding 40 or fewer
households per year, approximately one-haif the rate being achieved in the
earlier part of the previous decade.

This 2014 analysis has examined different household projections that exist for
the City of St. Peter and the larger region, and expects that near-term growth
will remain reasonably similar to the most recent patterns. For the City of St.
Peter, this represents annual average growth of between 36 and 46 households
in a typical year through the year 2020.
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For the larger Three-County region, annual average growth of approximately
366 to 412 households would be expected. Most of the regional growth will
likely occur within the City of Mankato. The City of St. Peter would be expected
to capture approximately 10% to 11% of this regional growth. While growth at
this scale will continue to generate demand for new housing construction, it will
be at a much lower level that had been occurring prior to the year 2007.

It is important to state that these calculations represent potential growth based
on current conditions and expectations. Although the City of St. Peter has not
experienced significant upward change in city-based employment, there may be
larger-scale job growth within the region. In Mankato, projects such as a
WalMart Distribution Center hold the potential for greater household growth
within the near-future. Similarly, expansions at the Cambria facility near Le
Sueur could also result in faster than expect growth within the regional work
force, generating greater household growth potential. The projections
contained in this Study may prove to be overly conservative in the future, but
are supported by the patterns that have been present for the past seven or
eight years.

= St. Peter Housing Study Update - 2014 Draft 9
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Summary of Growth Projections by Age Group

The Demographic section of this Study presented information on the changing
age makeup of the City and the surrounding area. Tracking age-based changes
can be informative in predicting future housing needs.

In general terms, much of the net change in households between 2000 and
2010 was generated by older adults. Nearly 68% of the City’s net increase in
households over the last decade was due to an increasing number of
households age 55 and older. At the time of the 2000 Census, approximately
35% of all households in the City had a head of household age 55 or older. By
2010, this had increased to nearly 40% of all households. By the year 2020,
this percentage will be even larger, as existing residents move through the
aging cycle. ,

The same basic patterns have been present in the entire Three-County area,
although the impact of a large student population in Mankato does lower the
overall percentages. In 2010, more than 38% of all households in the Three-
County area had a head of household age 55 or older. By the year 2020,
nearly 44% of all households will be in the 55 and older age groups. The
largest age-based changes among older adult households should occur in the
groups between 55 and 74 years old. This would reflect the aging “baby
boomers”, all of whom will be age 55 or older by the year 2020.

Conversely, no growth would be projected among younger adult households,
below the age of 55. While certain age cohorts in these younger ranges, such
as the number of households age 25 to 44, will increase in number, they will be
negated by even larger reductions in other age groups, especially households
age 45 to 54 years old, as the advancing baby boom generation will not be
replaced by the smaller demographic cohort that immediately followed.

The age-based projections from ESRI expect a net reduction of 643 households
age 54 and younger between 2010 and 2019. The age-based forecasts from
Community Partners Research expect a net reduction of 384 households age 54
and younger during the current decade.

Between 2000 and 2010, St. Peter did a better job than many other
communities in attracting/retaining younger households. This was probably due
in part to affordable subdivisions such as Nicollet Meadows and Washington
Terrace. However, in the early 2000s, when these subdivisions were most
active, most of the baby boomers were in the age groups between 35 and 54
years old, and were driving much of the demand for new single family homes.
By 2020, all of the baby boomers will be older than 55, and less likely to build
or buy a traditional single family detached unit in an affordable subdivision.
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Summary of Housing Unit Demand and Tenure Projections

St. Peter has developed a diverse range of housing options for area residents.
Although the last decade was generally regarded as a very strong period for
home ownership, the rental tenure rate in St. Peter actually increased, while
the home ownership rate dropped. In terms of net change, St. Peter added 288
renter-occupancy households over the previous decade, compared to 225
owner-occupancy households, according to the 2010 Census.

After 2010, it is probable that the disparity between renter and owner
household growth has been even greater. Most of the net increase in
households after the 2010 Census count would be directly linked to the new
housing opportunities that were created during this same time period. Based
on building permit reports from 2010 to 2013, there were 195 rental housing
units permitted (including very specialized senior housing with services)
compared to only 34 single family homes.

As identified in the previous study completed for St. Peter, the level of owner-
occupancy household growth from 2000 to 2010 was well below the level of
single family housing unit construction during that same time. Housing units
issued a building permit between 2000 and 2009 would probably have
completed construction and been available for occupancy by the time the 2010
Census was completed. Based on building permit records, there were nearly
450 single family units constructed in St. Peter during this time period, but a
net gain of only 225 owner-occupancy households.

Conversely, the level of renter-occupancy household growth between 2000 and
2010 exceeded the level of new unit creation, based on construction records.
The City added 288 renter-occupancy households, but fewer than 220 actual
rental units through new construction. The capacity to house more renter
households was achieved either through access to formerly vacant housing, or
through the conversion of units, as owner-occupancy housing changed use to
become rental housing. The fact that owner-occupancy unit construction
greatly exceeded growth in the number of owner households is probably a
significant contributing factor to the slowdown in new home construction
activity after 2006.

Tenure Projections to 2020

There are multiple methods available for converting projected household growth
over the next few years into expected tenure preference. The following
summary is provided of the different methods reviewed. These methods have
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then been compared to the projected annual growth potential of 36 to 46
households in an average year in St. Peter. Following this analysis, a tenure-
based projection has been identified.

Long-term Tenure Patterns

Based on historical tenure patterns for St. Peter, most of the demand should
come from owner-occupancy households. At the time of the 2010 Census,
65.3% of all St. Peter households were owner-occupants. Although the home
ownership rate in 2010 was down from the rate of 68.9% in 2000, the large
majority of households still owned their housing unit.

If an ownership tenure rate of even 64% is applied to the expected annual
range of future growth, this would yield growth-generated demand for
approximately 23 to 29 additional owner-occupancy units in an average year.

Short-term Tenure Patterns

While most St. Peter households have traditionally owned their housing, this

pattern is much less evident in the incremental growth over the past 15 years.

As tracked by the decennial census, the net tenure change for net household
growth between 2000 and 2010 was approximately 56% renters compared to
44% owners. After 2010, it appears the rental tenure rate has probably been
above 70% based on unit construction patterns.

If the home ownership tenure pattern from the prior decade of only 44% is
applied to the expected annual range of future growth, then this would yield
growth-generated demand for approximately 16 to 20 additional owner-
occupancy units in an average year.

Age-based Tenure Patterns

Aging patterns for City residents can also be used to predict future tenure
demand, as households have distinct ownership versus rental preferences at
different stages of their lives.

An analysis of future age distribution patterns for households would yield a
reasonably similar forecast to historic tenure preferences, as most of the net
household growth is expected to occur within the age ranges that have
traditionally had very high rates of home ownership. If future households
maintain the tenure preferences that are similar to historic precedent, then
approximately two-thirds of the demand would exist for ownership options.
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If an ownership rate of 67% is applied to the expected annual range of future
growth, then this would yield growth-generated demand for approximately 24
to 31 owner-occupancy units in an average year.

Reconciliation of Projected Demand

The various calculation methods presented above yield a range of annual
demand for additional home ownership options, from a low of 16 units per year,
to a high of 31 units per year.

Although this represents a fairly wide range, it is important to note that actual
construction activity has not generally achieved even the lower end of this
projected range since the year 2006. The possible exception is the current
year, 2014, when as many as 21 owner-occupancy housing starts have
occurred so far, although as many as six of these are believed to be speculative
homes that may or may not sell during the year.

Going forward, this Study has used a forecast near the middle of this projected
range, with growth-generated demand yielding the need for an additional 20 to
25 owner-occupancy units in an average year. Unit replacement and pent-up
demand for certain types of units could take this annual demand as high as 30
units in an average year to the year 2020.

This level of production would be well below the levels the City was able to
achieve from 2001 to 2006. However, it would be more than double the
average level that has been reached annually since 2007.

While the analysts do anticipate ongoing recovery in single family construction
activity, it is not necessarily evident in 2014. St. Peter has exceeded its prior
year production total for single family homes, but this has not been the case in
Mankato, which is unlikely to reach its 2013 construction level. With lowered
construction levels in Mankato, it is probable that the regional total for single
family production in 2014 will be lower than in 2013.

For St. Peter to achieve a higher level of annual production in the future, it is
assumed that new home ownership promotional efforts, including gap financing,
down payment assistance, and reduced lot pricing will all generate a level of
construction that has not been reached recently without these types of
incentives. It is also probable that the projections to 2020 will not necessarily
result in a consistent level of annual construction. Reaching as many as 30
single family housing starts per year may not occur in the early years of this
projection period, but then should gradually increase as market conditions
continue to improve over time.
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Findings and Recommendations Concerning Affordable
Subdivision/Unit Construction

Findings: The primary goal of this updated research project is to review and
comment on market conditions pertaining to affordable home ownership
housing potential in St. Peter. A similar research project had been completed in
2012. With slow home ownership market conditions present at that time, that
study had not identified a near-term need for an affordable housing subdivision
project. The City also recognized at that time that market conditions were not
conducive to publicly-sponsored initiatives.

As local housing markets have stabilized, and some improvement has started to
appear in new home construction activity, this topic has been examined based
on information available in 2014.

It is important to acknowledge that St. Peter has had past success with
promoting affordable home ownership options. In the previous decade, two
publicly-owned subdivisions were developed, known as Nicollet Meadows and
Washington Terrace. In addition to offering affordable residential lots, these
development areas also packaged subsidy and financing programs that assisted
income-eligible and first-time home buyers.

Lots in the previous subdivision projects were well-timed with peak market
activity. Lots in the first phase of Nicollet Meadows were available from 2000 to
2002. The second phase of Nicollet Meadows then became available in 2002,
with most lots sold by 2004. Lots Washington Terrace became available in
2004, and by 2006, more than 75% had been sold. Although some remnant
lots remained after 2006 in Washington Terrace, most had been sold and
houses on these lots had either started or completed construction before the
housing downturn occurred.

During the years that active home building was underway in these affordable
subdivisions, St. Peter was in a solid competitive position for attracting home
owners. In the Competitive Environment section of this document, single family
detached housing starts in St. Peter were compared to single family starts in
Mankato, the single strongest jurisdiction in the immediate region for home
construction activity.

From 2000 to 2006, when lots were being utilized in the City’s affordable
subdivisions, St. Peter was able to achieve a level of annual home building that
ranged from approximately 20% to more than 38% of the level achieved each
year in Mankato. The only exception was 2003, when Mankato reached its

i
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single year peak for home building, and the level in St. Peter was only 18% of
the volume achieved in Mankato.

From 2007 to 2013, when nearly all of the affordable lots had been sold, St.
Peter never achieved a percentage above 16% of the volume being reached in
Mankato. The exception could be in 2014, when the volume of construction is
up and St. Peter and down in Mankato year-to-date. However, this is primarily
due to the fact that through the end of September, Mankato was only at 60% of
the single family housing starts reached at the same point in 2013.

After the national economic recession and housing market crash started in
2007, construction activity in St. Peter was going to slow significantly,
regardless of the affordable lot supply. However, this appears to have been
accentuated by the fact that the affordable subdivisions were nearing full build-
out after 2006. Between 2006 and 2007, the total volume of single family
home construction in Mankato dropped by approximately 22%. In St. Peter,
the volume dropped by more than 70%.

Recommendation: The research completed as part of this 2014 update is
generally supportive of a renewed effort to develop an affordable single family
home subdivision in St. Peter, especially if this effort can include special buyer
incentives and assistance programs. However, the City should not expect that
the past successes can be directly replicated. Going forward, a goal of
approximately 8 to 12 affordable homes per year represents the expected
potential for affordable new construction efforts. There are also reasons to
possibly delay the start of development activity, as will be further defined
below.

The updated research in this document supports overall demand for up to 30
single family ownership units in an average year in St. Peter. Approximately
30% of this demand can be expected within the entry-level to more moderate
price ranges that could be served by an affordable subdivision. At this rate,
fewer than 10 affordable new homes would be needed in a typical year.
However, with added financial incentives, such as “gap” financing, deferred
loans and down payment assistance, a higher level of construction should
potentially be achievable.

The annual projected demand of 8 to 12 affordable new homes per year would
be substantially lower than the peak levels achieved in the previous Nicollet
Meadows and Washington Terrace projects. However, broader market
conditions were much stronger at that time, and overall home building activity
in St. Peter and the surrounding region was proceeding at a pace that was more
than double the overall level projected forward to the year 2020.
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There is evidence that the elevated construction levels prior to 2007 may have
actually exceeded actual demand, as tracked by growth in home ownership. A
more moderate expectation for home building and home owner growth has
been used when forecasting demand over the next few years.

Based on the projected demand, any affordable subdivision development would
be recommended at a moderate scale, with smaller phases of lot improvement.
An initial phase of 20 to 30 affordable lots should allow for absorption within
two to four years. Additional phases could then be introduced based on the
sales patterns that are established in phase 1.

Although this update is supportive of affordable ownership initiatives and
subdivision development, there are a number of additional findings and
concerns that should be considered before action is taken. These are
summarized below.

> Welco West will also address this market segment - A tax forfeited
subdivision was sold to an area home builder/developer, which included
goals to provide some affordable housing options, including single family
detached homes. In the fall of 2014, limited sales activity had occurred
within Welco West, although some speculative model homes were nearing
completion and would be actively used to market the lots and available
design plans. State financial incentives had been applied for, but not yet
awarded, which could offer incentive programs to income-eligible
households.

Potential floor plan options for homes in Welco West could be as low as
the $150,000s, although most designs would be priced above $180,000,
before any incentives are applied. The application for buyer assistance
funds had assumed a first mortgage of approximately $165,000 for the
affordable homes. Welco West has as many as 28 single family detached
lots that could be used to serve this more affordable segment of the
market.

In the near-term, Welco West has the potential to meet demand in St.
Peter for the more affordable ownership market. A City-sponsored
affordable subdivision created before lots in Welco West are absorbed
would offer direct competition. In the opinion of the analysts, the lot
sales and home building activity in Welco West should be closely
monitored before any additional lot development is initiated. As
lots/homes in Welco West are sold, there will be direct evidence of
demand for this type of housing.
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Privately-owned subdivisions will view a City-sponsored project
as direct competition - In addition to Welco West, there are other
active subdivisions with unsold lot inventories in 2014. These include
Country View Ridge, Rock Ridge, Orchard Ridge and possibly others. With
the downturn in single family construction after 2006, many of these
developments have been holding unsold lots for a prolonged period of
time.

The basic research completed for this update indicates that lot prices in
these other subdivisions tend to be higher than those typically associated
with an affordable subdivision. The style and prices for homes built in the
private subdivisions also tend to be higher, although no specific research
was done on construction covenants that may be in place that would
impact final pricing.

While these private subdivisions would generally not represent direct
competition, based on lot pricing, the owners of existing subdivisions
would generally view this as competition that will further limit their ability
to sell their remaining lot inventory. Some of the representatives of these
private subdivisions expressed their displeasure when interviewed for this
update.

No direct competition appears to exist within neighboring
communities, but may be present in the future - As part of the
research for this project, the analysts contacted other communities in the
immediate area to learn about market activity and competitive
developments. Specific cities included Mankato, North Mankato, Eagle
Lake and Le Sueur. Although both Belle Plaine and Henderson are farther
removed from St. Peter, they were also contacted.

The analysts did not identify any publicly-owned subdivisions that could
also offer financial incentives to qualified buyers, similar to what is being
considered in St. Peter. In Le Sueur, it is possible that a tax forfeited
subdivision may be acquired by a public entity in the future. This would
be the closest example to the possible project in St. Peter. However, in
the past Le Sueur has been less attractive than St. Peter as a location for
potential home buyers.

While no directly comparable example to the Nicollet Meadows/
Washington Terrace projects could be identified in 2014, these types of
projects could surface in the future. Part of the success of previous
affordable subdivisions in St. Peter can be attributed to the lack of direct

& St. Peter Housing Study Update - 2014 Draft 63

10




582
k2t

competition, offering a combination of affordable lots and attractive
financial assistance programs. To the extent that direct competition
develops, this could lower demand from the larger region that would be
oriented to St. Peter.

The City of Mankato represents the single strongest community in the
immediate area for attracting single family housing starts. After the
market crash of the late 2000s, Mankato was left with a relatively large
inventory of vacant lots and reduced annual absorption. This has
generally limited any significant new subdivision development in many
years. However, as this remnant lot supply is gradually absorbed, the
analysts would expect to see renewed subdivision activity in Mankato. It
is possible that this could include an affordable subdivision(s), which could
also offer buyer incentive programs.

Tax forfeit or bank-owned lots may still exist that could impact
market potential - After the market collapse of the late 2000s,
communities with an oversupply of lots often experienced defaults or tax
forfeiture issues. This is similar to the experience in Welco West in St.
Peter, where a new owner has acquired the property at a discounted price
due to tax forfeiture, and can offer attractive pricing to home buyers.

While distressed sales have largely subsided by 2014, the potential does
still exist for some “fire sale” pricing for lots in other communities. As
identified above, a subdivision in Le Sueur is in the tax forfeiture process
and may revert to public ownership. Past public sale of tax forfeited lots
in Henderson generally netted less than $1,000 per lot in that community.
While no deeply discounted lot pricing was identified in Mankato, North
Mankato or Eagle Lake, which are viewed as the most directly competitive
communities, it is still possible that this could occur in the future. Some
of the subdivisions in North Mankato were identifying lot prices as
“negotiable” or “reduced” on project websites.

St. Peter is reported to have higher front-end development costs,
negating some of the cost savings in an affordable subdivision -
The analysts did not complete a detailed comparison of up-front
development costs within each of the comparison cities in the area.
However, reputable sources indicated that St. Peter has a competitive
disadvantage due to higher costs for initial development charges related
to items such as plan reviews, permit fees, water and sewer charges and
related municipal infrastructure costs. One builder reported a cost
disparity exceeding $4,000 per unit between St. Peter and Mankato.
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While lower lot pricing and buyer incentives are intended to lower the
purchase price for end buyers, some of this may be negated by higher
development charges in the City.

Some cities are offering limited special financial incentives to
generate higher construction levels - After the large drop in home
building that occurred Statewide in the last years of the previous decade,
many communities were left with large inventories of unsold lots, and
significant investment in public infrastructure. In an effort to spur a
higher level of new home construction, it is becoming increasingly
common to see special municipal incentives being offered. The
Competitive Environment section of this document specifically highlights
these efforts in Belle Plaine and Henderson.

The Belle Plaine example is probably best representative of local efforts
that are attempting to generate a greater level of new home construction.
Starting in 2012, Belle Plaine waived building permit and plan review fees
for the first 10 houses that are constructed each year. In both 2013 and
2014, the 10 house maximum limit was reached. The actual value of the
waived fees is dependant on the construction price of the home, but on
average the fees are typically around $3,300. A second incentive that is
offered provides a $2,000 down payment grant for new houses that utilize
a local construction contractor. This incentive is limited to five houses per
year. Although it is not possible to directly link the incentive programs to
housing starts, both initiatives have been utilized to their respective limits
in 2013 and 2014.

If an affordable housing subdivision is developed, and sales do not reach
their potential, these types of additional incentives may need to be
considered in St. Peter. Making these types of limited incentives available
citywide could also help to generate some additional activity in the
privately-owned developments.

Home buyer assistance programs will represent a market
advantage - St. Peter has a successful track record in offering affordable
home ownership options. Projects such as Nicollet Meadows and
Washington Square were models for other communities looking for
successful local initiatives. With a demonstrated history of success, St.
Peter can build on its reputation as a preferred community for potential
home buyers.
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Part of the past achievement can also be linked to financial incentives for
qualified buyers, such as gap financing and down payment assistance,
funded through various sources, including state agencies such as the
Minnesota Housing Finance Agency (MHFA) and the Greater Minnesota
Housing Fund (GMHF). At the time of the research for this update, an
application had been submitted to MHFA for gap funds for eight
households with incomes at or below statewide median income. The
intent would be to offer an average of $15,000 in gap funding per unit, up
to a maximum of $25,000 per home. The success of Welco West and any
future publicly-sponsored subdivision will be directly impacted by the
availability of buyer incentive programs.

Demographic patterns are less conducive to starter home
construction than in the past - The Demographic and Projection Data
section of this document has highlighted the shifting demographic profile
that continues to exist within the St. Peter area. Based on projected
patterns, the Three-County area including Nicollet, Blue Earth and Le
Sueur Counties would be expected to have a decreasing number of
households age 54 and younger through the remainder of this decade.
Certain subgroups, such as households in the 24 to 44 year old range
should increase in number, which could drive demand for affordable
homes, but significant reductions in the immediately younger and older
age cohorts should result in an overall reduction in the number of
households age 54 and younger.

Conversely, there should be a substantial increase in the number of
households age 55 and older. As these households increasingly look to
move to age-appropriate housing options, it should generate above-
average availability in the sale of traditional single family houses suitable
for younger families. With existing homes generally selling at a discount
to comparable new construction, the demand for affordable housing can
be partially addressed within the existing home resale market.

For comparison, in the year 2000 when the initial activity was underway
at Nicollet Meadows, households age 54 and younger accounted for more
than 67% of all households residing in the Three-County area.
Projections to the year 2019/2020 point to approximately 56% of all
households to be age 54 and younger by that time.

Real growth in the region’s total number of households from 2000 to
2020 means that the number of younger adult households has not
decreased, but their percentage has been reduced significantly, as large
baby boom generation has moved through the aging cycle.
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Existing homes will address part of the demand for affordable
home ownership - With the demographic trends identified above, there
should be more traditional single family homes that become available for
resale in the next several years. Available information shows that
existing home values in St. Peter retreated after 2007. The median sale
price recorded in 2007, at $159,000, was the highest level reached over
the past nine full sales years. Partial-year information for 2014 points to
the potential that the median in the current year could approach the 2007
peak, but it may also drop as more transactions are recorded.

When housing construction markets were extremely active in the early
2000s, rising prices for existing homes were closing the gap between
prices for affordable new construction and the average existing home.
Price retreats after 2007 tended to widen this gap, making existing
houses more attractive to potential buyers. For the 2013 sales period,
the last full-year of data, the median existing home sale price in St. Peter
was $138,000, nearly $10,000 lower than the median sale price in 2005.
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