














saint Peter Schoul Property

DESIGN CONCE™TZ

CERMAK RHOADES ARCHITECTS

SCHOOL AND NEIGHBORHOOD
RE! ATIONSHIP

Create a friendly and cooperative
relationship between the scl ol and
neighborhood by considering how streets,
paths, open space and buildings are
organized.

HEALTHY NEIGHBORHOOD

Encourage walking and biking throughout
the neighborhood and to the school.
Remember, a /4 mile distance is a short ten
minute walk.

STORM WATER

Consider rainwater gardens as a fur i
and aesthetic treatment of storm water.



HIERARCHY OF STREFTS WITH
EFFICIENT LAYOUT

Create an efficient hierarchy of primary
and secondary streets for orientatio ai
ease of circulation.

CONNECTED PARKS

Consider the neighborhood park as
connected and complimentary of the
landscape surrounding the school.

ACCESS TO SCHOOL

Orient streets toward school for easy
access and visibility.

EDGE

Define edge between neighborhood and
school.
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WHERE HISTORY & s ME Memorandum

TO: Honorable Mayor Strand DATE: 09/2/15
Members of the City Council

FROM: Todd Prafke Paula O'Connel!
City Administrator Finance Director

RE: 2016 Preliminary Levy

ACTION/RECOMMENDATION
Approve the attached resolution setting the Preliminary Levy for the 2016 year.
BACKGROUND

Under State law the Council must take action to set a Preliminary Levy before the end of
September. This Levy may be lowered prior to final approval. That final approval is required
before the end of December.

Since the Levy is in many ways directly related to your budget, the Council has made two
opportunities to discuss both the Levy and Budget for 2016. Our recommendation and your plan
for that budget and levy have been incorporated into the information that is provided below.

We continue to work to provide a budget that is based on Council priorities for our customers
and taxpayers while providing the financial resources needed to maintain the quality and
quantity of staff that provide those services.

We are proposing a budget and suggesting a Levy that will increase your projected tax rate from
46.79 to 48.06 based on a gross levy increase of 5.25% or $113,954. You may note a change
in the tax rate present for the 2015 year. This change in tax rate is based on a preliminary 2.5%
increase in tax capacity. Continuing evolution of the tax capacity numbers will continue until the
2016 tax notices are distributed by Nicollet County. The 2015 tax rate number presented to you
at your goal session has now been changed due to this evolution. We updated the 2015 tax
rate calculation you saw last Monday, based on the actual tax rate that was calculated for the
2015 tax statements. Previous tax rates look like this:

Year Rate

2012 49

2013 50.67

2014 51.13

2015 4679

2016 48.06 (estimated)
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What this means i's, if a homeowner's property valuation hasn’t changed from 2015, their City
share of the tax bill on a $150,000 home would increase approximately $16.09 from the 2015

tax year. The preliminary levy certified to the County Auditor in September may be lowered, but
not increased when the final levy is approved in December.

Goals for this discussion are:

* Provide an update on the 2015 projections and budget modifications

 Provide information on the 2016 budget progress

e Provide information that allows you to work towards a reasoned decision relative to the levy.
» This budget and levy, the means by which you provide for the policies you have in place, is

a substantial opportunity for you to provide input in making this the Council budget and not
the Staff budget.

This discussion will include a summary explanation of the budgets that we hope will enhance
your understanding of the big picture of the budget. We hope to not get into the minutia of the
budget exampled by how many stamps we use or the number of handcuff keys we purchase,
but rather to focus on the way this budget supports your wants and policies.

We continue to look at the General Fund and Special Revenue Fund budgets as a portion of a
larger business and believe we are very cognizant of the impact that modification in any of these
areas has on other portions of the City business. The 2016 budget is based on the ideas
expressed below.

The changes within the budget, as compared to 2015, are very small with a few specific
exceptions:

There is a presidential election in 2016 which will increase our election costs.

Minimum wage increase to $9.50 as of August 1, 2016.

Street maintenance for 2016 is planned at the same level as your 2015 budget (less the
Union Street, Third Street sidewalk project, and payroll costs). Your ongoing street program
provides maintenance on one of your biggest investments that is very expensive to replace.

e Gardner Road intersections at Broadway and Jefferson will have additional work of
$175,000, with the Township grant funding a majority of reconstruction of Gardner Road.

e Parks will see a $30,000 increase in capital for resurfacing the Vets Field tennis courts
($20,000). Please note that this is a different location than was discussed at your Goal
Session when City Administrator Prafke said Minnesota Square Park Tennis courts. The
request is for Vets Field, and a trench drain and sump in the Parks shop ($10,000).

e Members discussed and directed staff to work toward the completion of a gravel trail around
Hallett's Pond. This will be funded out of Parks maintenance budget.

e The Fire Department budget includes $34,001 which will contribute a second year to a
replacement fund of $7,500 per year for equipment items that have certification expiration
needs; provide $15,000 for turn out gear (while we did receive an AFG Grant it will not fund
your entire need), allocate $5,000 to replace five MSA cylinders, $4,751 for confined space
rescue; and $1,750 for a roof saw.

The 2015 budget includes an allocation of $2,500 for The Third Floor youth center.
The insurance fund doesn't have any contributions funding for the 2016 year. The projected
2015 ending fund balance is $270,000. (You may recall our target here is $300,000.)

e General Fund reserves are projected to increase to 57% of expenditures. This includes the
use of $84,236 to fund the projected 2015 operations. The percentage of reserves is higher
than your policy of 35% to 50% of the 2016 year expenditures.
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e The 2016 expenditures reflect the use of $405,000 in reserves to cover the expense of
Magner Subdivision improvements. (This is in addition to the $465,000 you previously
designated for this use.)

¢ Local Government Aid (LGA) has remained the same as 2015.

o There are a number of large building permits that will generate approximately $1,305,000 in
additional revenues in 2016. This revenue is a one-time collection and we do not believe

the dollars should be used to satisfy inflationary operational costs without consideration of
impact to future year levies.

For 2016, we will use the same philosophy we have over the past years. We do not look at the
total levy and then make cuts or additions. We look at the divisional budgets line by line and
think about needs and priorities you have set, make changes, and then look at how that would
influence the total.

The philosophy in the past was to bring you budgets based on the programs and service
standards we have had in place without puffing it up needlessly, simply to be cut later in
October or November to show how great a job we can do budget cutting. That is to say, we
bring a budget that will provide for the operation you have told us you want. In this case, the
service levels are still based on the 2010 and 2011 budget modifications. Reserves are used
for emergencies or efforts that are unknown to us at this time. In some past years we have
used reserves for a deal that is too good to pass up or to pay an unexpected cost like we had
this year for the City Hall HVAC unit. We do not believe that additional information about costs
projected in a month or two will substantially impact our thoughts on needs and/or priorities so
we don't plan to come back to you multiple times between now and December and modify the
budget. It may be important to note that once the legislative session starts in 2016 there is
always the potential for a change in the ground rules. Election results and budget surpluses or
deficiencies at the State level all influence those issues and right now, we do not have any
supernatural ability to predict future outcomes. Councilmembers should note that the State was
in a $1 billion surplus for this biennium and provided no additional money for the LGA formula.

We also believe the results from past budgets speak for themselves and that our budgeting
philosophy has shown very positive results both from a financial and a service perspective. The
positive results are measured by the deviation from budget at the end of each year. That
deviation has been very, very small, as reported by the City's auditors. Further, the Council
does not see a flurry of purchases at the end of each year based on the theory of, “if we don't
spend it we won't get it next year.” We just don't do that.

Lastly, based on State funding changes over the past eleven years, local property taxes are
more heavily depended upon to make your operations go. Also, LGA continues to make up a
large portion of our General Fund budget.

Our Financial Position Today - The City, as reported by our auditors, is in very good financial
shape. The General Fund ended the 2014 year with revenues under expenditures by $42,346
and reserves decreasing to $3,473,648. The projected change to fund balance in 2015 is an
anticipated decrease of $84,236. (This is $68,994 greater use of reserves than expected).
Lower building permit revenue and the City Hall HVAC replacement contributed to this change.
The Fire Department was awarded a $69,000 grant to purchase turn out gear in 2015.

Working Plan Thus far - The 2016 budget is not balanced. Revenues will be greater than

expenditures. This is not a good or bad thing it is just the plan and we are happy that our
understanding of these issues has evolved over the last number of years. Based on your Fund
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Balanpe Policy for the General Fund which says the reserve should be “35% to 50% of the
fol!ovylng years budgeted expenditures”, we believe this is the time to have discussion of what
building replacement or park improvement plans you have for the future. Having fund balance

above the 50% gives opportunity for the City Council to designate a portion of the fund balance
for future priorities.

Based on the proposed budget we will have a projected fund balance of $3,929,495 at the end
of budget year 2016. Based on our current projections, the reserve percentage for the end of
2015 will likely be approximately 49.1%, and in 2016 at 57%.

It could be argued that you really don't need a levy increase this year as your reserves are
growing. Our recommendation comes after much consideration of your projects in the next
couple of years and a philosophy of “one time money in....one time money out.” In addition, it is
important to note that modest wage changes, increases in insurance and small adjustments to
fuel and other consumable items in your budget mean that each year, assuming no other
changes take place, you will see an increase in cost somewhere between $100,000 and
$130,000 in a $6.7 million budget. If the State chooses to provide no additional revenue (LGA)
and you choose no increase in revenue (Levy) or decrease in programs or services in any given
year, you will have to make up that amount in future years. Our belief is that steady, moderate
change over a number of years is better than large increases or decrease from year to year.

General fund expenditures are planned for an increase of $317,309 over the 2015 Budget
driven by personnel costs, Gardner Road, and capital. Alternatives to this increase are
discussed later in the memo. Major changes have been made in the past due to the LGA
reductions and trying to maintain reasonableness in our tax levy, but this year we are again
confident that the State will provide the levy of LGA promised for the 2016 year. The 2016 LGA
has not increased from the 2015 allocation. Again, this budget is premised on your service
level decisions for 2010 and 2011 and the budget modifications that resulted.

Some of the tools used to provide the 2016 budget year include:

¢ Enterprise funds transfers have been estimated based on projected sales for the 2015 year,
assuming rate increases and lower use possibilities in 2016. This is a very conservative
approach, but we have seen consumption reductions after the initial rate increase.
Transfers will remain at 6.5% of sales for the Electric, Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater
budgets. Please know that the transfers are based on percentage of gross revenue, so
even though they are likely to change, we believe this assumption is appropriate as a
starting point.
Health insurance costs are budgeted with an 11.9% increase.
Wage modifications for all union and non-union are about 3%.
New minimum wage laws effective August 1, 2014 thru August 1, 2016 are also reflected in
the budgeted and projected values.
The Streets Division still operates with an Equipment Operator position going unfilled.

¢ We will continue to make operational changes that we hope will reduce overtime and may
mean changes when and how some activities are undertaken. Except for the Police
budget, we budgeted hours of overtime at the levels we have seen for 2011-2013.
Fire Relief Association levy of $8,000 for the 2016 year.
We continue to self-fund a higher deductible for Property/Casualty Insurance coverage
across all funds. We do not plan to transfer any funds to the insurance pool as the budget
premium no longer offers a saving from the initial creation of this fund. After the claim
deductibles are closed, the 2015 fund balance will be approximately $270,000.
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* 2016 Local Government Aid is not planned to be reduced from the certified amount. We

plan to receive the same amount as the 2015 allocation of $2,945,981.

Projects in 2016 that are being planned include:

Equipment Certificate for $415,425. These potential purchases will be discussed closer to
the final budget approval and are not prioritized. The document software cost is still
unknown as we are investigating the process to convert paper documents into an electronic
document management program.

$30,000 - Police Utility Vehicle ($26,000) with Equipment set up ($4 ,000Q)
Replace 13 computers from 2005-2009: $9,425

Scheduling software: $3,000

Body worn video camera system: $15,000 (a place holder)

Bi-direction amplifier $25,000

Hurst tool $35,000 (Fire Department. This is the machine that cuts cars open.)
Replace #16 Loader $175,000

Toro '16 mower for expanded park land $98,000

Ballfield Maintainer $25,000

??? — Document management program software

OO0OO0OOOOOOO0OO

Below are items that we discussed earlier and some items we just think you should have an
opportunity to understand and discuss.

Gardner Road intersections will have $175,000 of improvements.

Additional parks repairs of $30,000 for improvements to facilities.

There is no funding in the budget for Pavilion work as an amount is not known and our
planning, thus far, has been to work to solicit other people’'s money (OPM) once a scope is
determined.

Magner Subdivision development for City/School facilities- includes $405,000 in the 2016
budget to transfer to the parkland dedication fund. This is an amount to add to the 2015
transfer of $465,000 for improvements that we will likely see in 2016 and 2017 of
approximately $1.2 million. Proceeds from the sale of the ponds east of Saint Peter are also
anticipated to fund this project.

There will be other modifications to fees, which are insignificant to the budget, but more
reflective of actual costs.

The budget includes Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities ($15,600).

You have also discussed other long term projects for the future that are not funded as a part
of this budget. Minnesota Square Pavilion, Fire Hall, City Hall, Township Road 361, and
other sidewalk and street improvements.

Enterprise funds may see changes to costs including an anticipated cost of power increase
of 5% in 2016 and 3% in 2017 by Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Agency (SMMPA).
The water fund will see the last of the approved increases effective on 1/1/2016. Our
current projections are that Wastewater will remain steady.

Special Revenue Funds:

The Library fund is allocated the same tax levy as it has for the last three years. The fund
balance is projected at 36.4% and is continuing the same programing as in 2015. The State
requires a minimum maintenance of effort, which means they regulate how much is required to
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be contributed to library systems by cities and counties. The amount for 2016 is $235,561 and
we will be in compliance when in-kind costs are figured. With 2013-2016 showing a planned
decrease in fund balance, we are going have to either make a change to programming or
increase property tax levy to maintain a reasonable fund balance in the future. That future can
be now or sometime before 2018. No increase is planned for the 2016 year.

The Community Center fund has not been receiving any tax levy, but the debt is being covered
100% by tax levy. The “Conduit Agreement’ that is in place to fund Community Center
operations will end May 2017. This decline in revenue along with the decline in leases,
contribute to a negative operations in 2016. With the collection of past due rents or new leases
of the unoccupied spaces, the projected fund balance will improve. However, the Council may
need to make changes from the current plan. Again those changes can come between now
and 2018 when the fund balance is close to negative. Some options may be that there is levy
for operations in 2020 when the debt service is repaid, or revenues from a new conduit
agreement made after the expiration in 2017.

Miscellaneous things to consider -

e We could come to the logical conclusion that you really don’t need a levy increase this year
as your reserves are growing. Please know that our recommendation comes after much
consideration of your projects in the next couple of years and a philosophy of “one time
money in....one time money out." In addition, it is important to note that modest wage
changes, increases in insurance and small adjustments to fuel and other consumable items
in your budget mean that each year, assuming no other changes take place, you will see an
increase in cost somewhere between $100,000 and $130,000. If the State chooses to
provide no additional revenue and you choose no increase in revenue or decrease in
programs or services in any given year, you will have to make up that amount in future
years. Our belief is that steady, moderate change over a number of years is better than
large increases or decrease from year to year.

e As always, our goal is to construct a budget that meets your goals and priorities. We have
provided additional information so that the Council might be able to determine if this budget
does that.

e There are many, many requests that go unfilled; a large number of those are removed at the
Department or the Administrative level. We continue to under-fund depreciation on assets
and road maintenance. That is not only the case in Saint Peter, but in just about every
community in the state.

Our dependence on Local Government Aid remains significant.

e This budget delays some capital equipment wishes that in past years we may have funded.
Some of these reductions are made because our needs have changed and others because
we continue to work to be good stewards of the resources. Some are done with the hope
that we can limp to another year based on cost of money or serviceability. Others are done
because we believe strongly in the idea of budget responding to our customers and the
services you wish to see provided.

e We will be prioritizing things like weed control and repairs throughout our various facilities
and our efforts will be focused on areas with customer needs as the driving force behind the
prioritization.

e You can change how you look at resource balance between Tax driven and Enterprise
Funds. In the past we have maintained a very specific percentage of gross revenues of
Enterprise Fund transfers to the General Fund. This budget anticipates no change in that
balance. The Council could change that area if you wished. We will have the ability to
discuss the general impact of changes in that balance if you wish. A slight twist to that may
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be the additional use of enterprise funds in a more targeted way. We can discuss this now,
but it may be more valuable during your Enterprise funds discussion that will come up in the
near future.

¢ We have also assembled a list of some of the outside the box ideas that may assist us in
our budget balancing. All of these need more discussion prior to any implementation

because most represent a policy change and, frankly, a large shift in what our operations
model has been in the past. Some of those are:

o Additional modification to fees. (Yearly adjustments are always done)

o Payment in lieu of taxes from other entities that are not taxed now.

o Modification to assessment policies that put more burdens on individual taxpayers
rather than the General Fund. The last changes you made put additional cost on the
GenCeraI Fund by transferring alley skirting from being assessable to being paid by
the City.

When to take savings from the Insurance Fund.

Additional Enterprise Funds contributing to the General Fund.

Targeted utility increases.

Franchise fees (as exampled by a natural gas fee).

Use of other funds to transfer in revenues.

Any others you may have or we may come up with.

OO0OOOOO

e |t is important to understand that our reserves have increased due to cost savings
implemented in prior years and one-time permit fee increases, but there are still areas of
volatility that could substantially influence the final 2016 outcome. Those items that are our
highest concerns include:

o State aids; LGA in particular. A bigger picture discussion and plan may be needed in
this area. That discussion could focus on alternative sources of revenue and what
should or could be done to limit our dependence on LGA.

o Natural or manmade events. A great example might be a relatively small natural
disaster or a major crime against persons. These have the potential to tip the budget
off plan with overtime and other costs. Our plan continues to contemplate that
reserve funds will have to meet those needs should a disaster occur. We will
continue to worry about people first and money second.

o Supply costs and, in particular, fuel. This is just a very difficult area to project as are
all energy costs. Energy and fuel affects all aspects of our operations.

Attached are some summary sheets for budgets supported by the property tax levy. These
funds are reviewed and discussed by the City Council during the course of our budget process.

The preliminary tax capacities for the payable 2016 year have been projected at a 2.5%
increase. We will have the actual numbers from the County for the final levy in December.

We have proposed operation budgets for the General Fund of $6,898,334 and a transfer to
Parkland Dedication of $405,000, Special Revenue Funds of $2,099,313, Debt Service Funds of
$1,752,339, Capital Funds of $505,425, and Agency Funds of $33,514. All purchases and
projects must again be approved by the City Council if they exceed the amounts in the purchase
policy.

Another important consideration is reserves. Our General Fund reserves have increased from
37.4% to 49.1% since the end of 2008 to the projected 2015 year. This has been planned so
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that we can meet some of the financial challenges that we face each year. This was done
through cost savings and the budget modifications that you have reviewed and implemented. In
addition, due in part to substantially reduced reserves in your largest enterprise funds, this level
of reserve is needed to meet your cash flow needs.

Generally speaking, an increase in your levy of $10,000 means an increase in your tax rate
of .22. A decrease in your levy of $10,000 means a decrease in your tax rate of .22.

Alternatives and Variations

There are so many variations that we could review and frankly, we would not know where to
start. Here are a few that may help you think in different ways.

Lower the gross levy to meet any Tax Rate or other goals you may wish to put in place.
This provides opportunity to say we are reducing the levy. There may be value to that
symbolism, but that value is a Council decision.

Additional cuts. This would mean changes in service levels compared to the 2015 year.
That is something we can review, but again our mission here has been to tell you the cost to
provide services as you have directed.

Spend down the increase in reserves which lowers the gross levy, but then it may make
future years more difficult. We like the 2016 plan we have illustrated knowing that the high
likelihood of things changing, especially as it relates to projects and cash needs you have
committed to and the variability of State funding beyond 2016. Remember you have some
bigger projects in your future so a measured and gradual increase in reserves to meet these
wishes may be better than a large increase in Levy all at once. Again, this is part of that
Fund Balance and policy discussion.

Put more capital purchases on the equipment certificate, which would lower this year's levy
but increase future year levies. There is $245,611 of capital equipment remaining in the
General Fund budget (includes the $175,000 of Gardner Road intersection improvements).
The converse of that is to spend reserve rather than issuance of Equipment Certificate.
There are some interesting things we could do here, but all certainly fall within the realm of
Council sense of what is best.

Add new or reinstate previously cut services into the budget with additional levy or with the
use of reserves. Again, this is a call for the Council to make. One caution here...if we
believe that changes to LGA and other funding sources is not just a one or two or three year
blip, then changes to service levels or changes in taxes seem inevitable. If that is true, we
are unsure of the value of providing services on a year-by-year basis. By that, we mean it
seems strange to provide a service in 2015 then in 2016 we discontinue it and then in 2017
we provide that service again. It is confusing to our citizens. Again, we are not sure that
helps the quality of life for the members of our community. It is also costly in both money
(start and stop costs) and morale to be on again/off again. Those too are real costs.

Restrict or assign reserves within the fund balance policy to a building fund or further lower

existing debt with higher interest rates. You did this with the Community Center in 2013 and
could do it again or plan for a future project.
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e There are many, many more.

Please let us know if we can provide any additional information or clarify anything before your
goal session on Monday. We will have the usual graphs, charts and other visuals that you have
seen in previous years.

Please feel free to contact us if you have any additional questions or concerns.

TP/PO
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TO: Honorable Mayor Strand DATE: 1 23/15
Members of the City Council

FROM: Todd Prafke
City Administrator

RE: Hallett’'s Pond Trail Development
ACTION/RECOMMENDATION
None needed. For your review and discussion only.
BACKGROUND

Based on previous City Council discussion, the following timeline was put together for
development of a trail around Hallett’s Pond.

Fall 2015:
e Start and do some topographical work including property boundary. On the ground
review as use of the limited space and plotting of potential routes need to meet r s,
MS4 and ADA, maybe others, as this will be the base for any future hard surface and
will need to meet the rules.

Winter 2015:

¢ Review and consideration by the City's Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.

e This is where other groups such as yours might come in. My hope would be to treat any
group like any other association that we work with in that we get together, lay out some
data (map topo, boundary, possible layouts, amenities) talk about phases of project,
tasks, maybe division of labor and schedules.

Early spring 2016:
e Review permitting needs - work through DNR if needed and others
e Cost estimating
¢ Resource need estimating
e V' bundle it up and ask the Council for approval.

Since this is a small community, our goal is to listen for and seek those groups or organizations
that may want to help or lead a project. | think in this instance, as this is a project that requires
some equipment and horsepower, the City being the lead might be appropriate. We then meet

with organizations that have expressed interest and talk about:
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Overall concept

Goals for use

Rules and their impact

Inputs that the community or a group can provide and we make a determination what
group might be the best organizer (City or you or other) work to complete the planning,
tasks, and time frame and then make it go with a Council approval.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns on this agenda item.
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Introduction to living wage model

Analysts and policy makers often compare income to the federal poverty threshold in order to
determine an individual’s ability to live within a certain standard of living. However, poverty
thresholds do not account for living costs beyond a very basic food budget. The federal poverty
measure does not take into consideration costs like child care and health care that not only draw
from one’s income, but also are determining factors in one’s ability to work and to endure the
potential hardships associated with balancing employment and other aspects of everyday life.
Further, poverty thresholds do not account for geographic variation in the cost of essential
household expenses.

The living wage model is an alternative measure of basic needs. It is a market-based approach
that draws upon geographically specific expenditure data related to a family’s likely minimum
food, child care, health insurance, housing, transportation, and other basic necessities (e.g.
clothing, personal care items, etc.) costs. The living wage draws on these cost elements and the
rough effects of income and payroll taxes to determine the minimum employment earnings
necessary to meet a family’s basic needs while also maintaining self-sufficiency.

The living wage model is a ‘step up’ from poverty as measured by the poverty thresholds but it is
a small ‘step up’, one that accounts for only the basic needs of a family. The living wage model
does not allow for what many consider the basic necessities enjoyed by many Americans. It does
not budget funds for pre-prepared meals or those eaten in restaurants. It does not include money
for entertainment nor does it does not allocate leisure time for unpaid vacations or holidays.
Lastly, it does not provide a financial means for planning for the future through savings and
investment or for the purchase of capital assets (e.g. provisions for retirement or home
purchases). The living wage is the minimum income standard that, if met, draws a very fine line
between the financial independence of the working poor and the need to seek out public
assistance or suffer consistent and severe housing and food insecurity. In light of this fact, the
living wage is perhaps better defined as a minimum subsistence wage for persons living in the
United States.

Family Compositions

The living wage calculator estimates the living wage needed to support families of twelve
different compositions: one adult families with 0, 1, 2, or 3 dependent children, two adult
families where both adults are in the labor force with 0, 1, 2, or 3 dependent children, and two
adult families where one adult is not in the labor force with 0, 1, 2, or 3 dependent children.

For single adult families, the adult is assumed to be employed full-time. For two adult families
where both adults are in the labor force, both adults are assumed to be employed full-time. For
two adult families where one adult is not in the labor force, one of the adults is assumed to be
employed full-time while the other non-wage-earning adult provides full-time child care for the
family’s children. Full-time work is assumed to be year-round, 40 hours per week for 52 weeks,
per adult.

Families with one child are assumed to have a ‘young child’ (4 years old). Families with two

children are assumed to have a ‘young child’ and a ‘child’ (9 years old). Families with three
children are assumed to have a ‘young child’, a ‘child’, and a ‘teenager’ (15 years old).
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Living Wage Calculator - Living Wage Calculation for Nicollet County, Minnesota Page 1 of 3

Living Wage Calculation for Nicollet County, Minnesota

The living wage shown is the hourly rate that an individual must earn to support their family, if they are the sole provider and are working full-time (2080 hours per year). All values are
per adult in a family unless otherwise noted. The state minimum wage is the same for all individuals, regardless of how many dependents they may have. The poverty rate is typically
quoted as gross annual i ncome. We have converted it to an hourly wage for the sake of comparison.

For further detail, please refer ence the technical documentation here (/resources/Living-User-Guide-and-Technical-Notes-2014.pdf).

2 Aduits 2 Adults 2 Adults
1 Adult | 1 Adult 1 Adult 2 Adults (One Working) | (One Working) | (One Working) 2 Adults |2 Adults |2 Adults
Hourly Wages 1 Adult | 1 Child | 2 Children | 3 Children | (One Working) | 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 2 Adults |1 Child |2 Children | 3 Children
Living Wage $10.22 ($21.85 | $26.84 $34.25 $16.55 $19.93 $22.56 $24.99 $8.27 $12.04 $14.79 $17.45
Poverty Wage $5.00 ($7.00 |$9.00 $11.00 $7.00 $9.00 $11.00 $13.00 $3.00 $4.00 $5.00 $6.00
Minimum Wage $8.00 $8.00 |$8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00

Typical Expenses

These figures s how the individual expenses that went into the living wage estimate. T heir values vary by family size, composition, and the curr ent location.

2 Adults 2 Adults 2 Aduits

1 Adult | 1 Aduit 1 Adult 2 Adults (One Working) | (One Working) [ (One Working) 2 Adults |2 Adults |2 Adults
Annual Expenses |1 Adult [ 1 Child | 2 Children |3 Children | (One Working) | 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 2 Adults |1 Child |2 Children | 3 Children
Food $3,087 |$4,553 |$6,849 $9,078 $5,659 $7,047 $9,095 $11,068 $5,659 |[$7,047 |$9,095 $11,068
Child Care $0 $7,261 |$12,324 $17,386 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,261 |$12,324 $17,386
Medical $2,243 |$6,048 |$5,836 $5,900 $4,596 $5,836 $5,900 $5,867 $4,596 |$5,836 |[$5,900 $5,867
Housing $5,904 | $8,448 |$8,448 $11,592 $6,756 $8,448 $8,448 $11,592 $6,756 |$8,448 |[$8,448 $11,592
Transportation $4,569 |$8,320 |$9,589 $11,236 $8,320 $9,589 $11,236 $10,735 $8,320 [$9,589 [$11,236 $10,735
Other $2,127 |$3,699 |$4,046 $4,891 $3,699 $4,046 $4,891 $4,569 $3,699 |$4,046 |$4,891 $4,569
Required annu al $17,931 | $38,328 | $47,092 $60,084 $29,030 $34,966 $39,570 $43,832 $29,030 |$42,228 |$51,894 $61,218
income after taxes
Annual taxes $3,330 |$7,118 |$8,745 $11,158 $5,391 $6,493 $7,348 $8,140 $5,391 [$7,842 [$9,637 $11,368
Required annu al $21,260 | $45,446 | $55,837 $71,241 $34,421 $41,460 $46,918 $51,971 $34,421 ($50,069 |$61,530 $72,586
income before
taxes

Typical Annual Salaries

http://livingwage.mit.edu/counties/27103 11/23/2015
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These are the typical annual salaries for various professions in this location.

Occupational Area Typical Annual Salary
Management $97,380
Business & Financial Operations $62,300
Computer & Mathematical $77,880
Architecture & Engineering $71,300
Life, Physical, & Social Science $62,130
Community & Social Service $42,080
Legal $78,930
Education, Training, & Library $46,620
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Medi a $44,760
Healthcare Practitioners & Technical $64,720
Healthcare Support $27,750
Protective Service $39,540
Food Preparation & Serving Related $18,730
Building & Grounds Cleaning & Maintenance $24,480
Personal Care & Servic e $22,600
Sales & Related $26,290
Office & Administrative Support $35,410
Farming, Fishing, & Forestry $29,580
Construction & E xtraction $51,070
Installation, Maintenance, & Repair $44,130
Production $33,950
Transportation & Material Moving $33,100

http://livingwage.mit.edu/counties/27103 11/23/2015



TO: Honorable Mayor Strand DATE: 9/16/ >
Members of the City Council

FROM: Todd Prafke
City Administrator

RE: Unpaid Fire Calls and Assessment
ACTION/RECOMMENDATION
None needed. For your information and discussion.
BACKGROUND

In the mid-2000’s, the City Council put in place a fee for Fire Service calls. This fee was put in
place for a number of reasons, some of which | will discuss elow. You may note that the fees
paid are to go into a fund for capital replacement of future fire trucks.

We continue to bill the services outlined, but in some instances we have had little cooperation
towards payment. Over the last number of years we have billed about $84,000 and have
received payment for about $79,000 in service calls.

My goal for your workshop on Monday evening is to discuss whether this is a fee that sho d be
assessed to property owners receiving the service.

When the fee policy was originally established our goal was to collect those sums, from those
with insurance, based on the idea that the vast majority of insurance companies planned to pay
for service and the cost of that payment was calculated into premiums. (By the way, we were
late comers to this type of policy. Most Cities in our area charged the fees a number a years
before a previous Council decided to.)

Without a mechanism to charge we were “leaving money on the table” that could be used
toward capital purchases in the future. It was also our goal not to collect that fee against
properties that were uninsured or underinsured. The fact of underinsured or no insurance could
be demonstrated through correspondence from the insurer that there was no coverage for these
services. The thought on not chasing them was these folks had aiready suffered a tremen »us
I il 'med callus to now chase them down for payment of the fee.

While | think those thoughts were wise at the time, | believe times have changed, response to
the fees have changed and therefore, maybe then, so should our approach.

We currently have about $5,000 in unpaid fees attributable to a dozen different individuals over
the last seven years. We have a number of these property owners who eitl - have not

as



provided the paperwork from their insurance company (after numerous requests) or just refuse
to pay the fee. My hope is that consideration would be given to modify your policy to allow for
an assessment to the property if payment is not made, regardless of coverage or not.

Assessment of the property is allowed for this purpose under Minnesota Statute 415.015 Subd.
2. The payment could be made within the parameters of your current assessment policy and
Statute that provides for deferment and other payment solutions under certain circumstances.
As an alternative, a new policy could be established as well.

It seems that we are at a stage in evolution of this fee that we attempt to collect it equally (i.e.
everyone pays), or we eliminate it.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns on this agenda item.

TP/bal



Advanced Metering Infrastructure

Eaton's Cooper Power™ series AMI solutions provide utilities the largest feature set, choice of
meter manufacturers, industry leading support and unmatched flexibility to ensure the needs of
all departments, from billing to engineering, are met. Eaton is your Best Fit Partner for Hybrid
Systems and provides utilities with their Gateway to the Intelligent Grid.

Eaton's Yukon Advanced Energy Services Platform gives utilities the opportunity to combine
AMR/AMI with Demand Response, Intelligent Capacitor Control and Distribution Automation, all
on one platform, all from one vendor. Our AMI has the unique advantage of providing utilities
with the tools required for today. Combined with the flexibility to expand into future advanced
functionality, the Yukon platform is designed for the new Smart Grid reality.

Eaton offers a comprehensive portfolio of AMI technologies to meet the needs of all service
territories. Our Blended AMI offering includes RF, PLC, and Cellular solutions—all tied together
to a single head end, which empowers utilities to deliver uniform service levels across their
entire service territory.

AMI offers unlimited flexibility, unmatched transmission capacity, easy-to-use software, and the
industry’s best operational support system. Eaton's Versatile Infrastructure combines
Comprehensive Meter Choice and Capability with the industry’s Lowest Impact AMI Installation
to ensure a Successful System Implementation.

RF Mesh AMI

Eaton's Cooper Power™ series RF Mesh AMI network provides utilities with a single integrated-
mesh network for electric, water and gas data communications with the ability to support all
meter vendors. Best suited in service areas with dense meter populations, the RF Mesh AMI
delivers highly reliable two-way communications across an unlicensed 900 MHz spread
spectrum utilizing radios with 50 channels for frequency hopping.

Platform-ready and flexible, the RF mesh AMI network offers high bandwidth, minimal latency,
superior flexibility and industry leading security architecture making it an increasingly attractive
choice for emerging Smart Grid applications.

Unlike traditional wireless networks, the RF Mesh AMI Solution is 100 percent self-forming and
self-healing. In other words, the nodes in the mesh network automatically establish and maintain
network connectivity, limiting the number of WAN take-out points needed to collect data. This
provides utilities with several key benefits, including low upfront cost, easy network
implementation and maintenance, scalability and reliable service coverage.
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COOPERATIVE EFFORTS (White Sheet)

SCHOOL DISTRICT
o Activity connection Senior Citizens,
recreation, transit
Facilities long term planning
o Athletic Other Facilities,
Drama, performance, arts

. Budgets
o Levy
o Pay
o Others
o Athletic Association Congress 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 Planning
Studies (Housing Demo Others)

NICOLLET COUNTY
Compost funds
Library

1/4 - 1/4 good zone

Criminal Justice Committee
Law enforcement share dispatch

Emergency Planning

Gardner Road/County Rd. 5 Turn
Lanes

Stormwater

G

USTAVUS ADOLPHUS COLLEGE
Parking

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

Transit use

Employees live in City

REGIONAL TREATMENT CENTER/STATE
OF MN DEPT OF HEALTH
. Water distribution
o Future program/land/facilities
o Parks
° Arts Association

BANKS

Modified 06/30/2015

Ay

o Establish regular lunch meetings
with them*

REALTORS

. BFF

. Promotion of opportunities for young
families

. Others

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

e Promotion of Community
¢ Community events
e Communication efforts

GREATER MANKATO GROWTH

o REDA industrial Development
e ICLV InterCity Leadership Visit
e MSA issues

e Housing



MODEL OF NEW GOVERNANCE

Plan for experimentation and expect some failures
Set goals not procedures
- Focus on what works
Treasure ideas. We need to value them.
Manage failure by telling the public (Council and press) that it is an experiment and has
risk. Do this in advance.
Sense of humor can save us even in giant failures
Search out risk takers.
Understand risk levels.

WINNING ENTREPRENEURIAL GOVERNMENT

Peddle little/steer a lot

Empower communities not just deliver services
Encourage competitions (self and others)
Emphasize principals not rules

Fund outcomes (resources follow use)
Customer is #1

Concentrate on earning not spending

Invest in prevention not cure

Leverage the marketplace, not building programs
Decisions made at the appropriate level
Investment in employees

Resources follow planning

STRATEGIC BUSINESS ISSUES

Getting and keeping customers

Improved margins/efficiency/new revenue streams
Customer service

Product improvement

Trust
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BUILDING INCLUSIVE COMMUNITIES

An Action Guide for City Leaders

League of Minnesota Cities’ Cultural Diversity Task Force

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Minnesota has for centuries been home to people of widely varied cultural
heritages. While today the differences between people of Norwegian and
Irish and Czech descent may not seem so stark, each group of new arrivals
to Minnesota has been seen as different and many have felt unwelcome.
Today’s new Minnesotans often have a similar experience.

The cultural composition of Minnesota’s 853 cities has changed significantly
over the past decade. According to the 2000 Census data, the percentage of
Minnesotans of African, Asian-Pacific, and Latino descent—as well as new
immigrants from the former Soviet Union and other regions—increased

119 percent between 1990 and 2000. More than 100 cities experienced
more than 100 percent growth in these “ethnic populations.” Projections from
the U.S. Census Bureau and the Minnesota State Demographer’s office are
for Minnesota cities to continue to become more multicultural in the future.

In response to the release of the 2000 Census data, as well as his own
community’s decade of demographic change, Willmar Mayor Les Heitke, the
2001-02 president of the League of Minnesota Cities, initiated the Building
Inclusive Communities effort. Mayor Heitke’s goal was to provide all Min-
nesota cities with the information they need to begin building communities
that are welcoming and inclusive of all people—no matter how long they
have been Minnesotans, no matter the color of their skin, no matter if they
have yet become fluent in English.

The Building Inclusive Communities Action Guide is the result of Mayor
Heitke’s inspiration and leadership, and the hard work and dedication of the
League’s Cultural Diversity Task Force made up of city officials, academics,
and leaders of organizations that represent and serve Minnesota’s ethnic
populations. The League Board of Directors also unanimously endorsed this
action guide and directed League staff to seek funding for continuation of
the Building Inclusive Communities effort.

A companion document being researched and developed by the Center for
Rural Policy and Development for release in Spring 2003 will also focus on
building inclusive communities. The document will highlight programs and
approaches being implemented by cities throughout Minnesota and the
nation that seem to be effective and that can be modeled.
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CULTURAL DIVERSITY
TASK FORCE

Chair

Les Heitke
LMC Past President
Mayor, City of Willmar

Members
Roger Banks

Research Analyst Specialist
Council for Black Minnesotans

Curt Boganey
Assistant City Manager
City of Brooklyn Center

Joan Campbell
Former City Councilmember
City of Minneapolis

Bob Demuth
Mayor, City of Worthington

Kathy Farris

Human Services Planner/Coordinator
City of Richfield :

Therese Gales

Director of Education, Refugee and
Immigrant Program

Minnesota Advocates for Human Rights

Jack Geller

President, Center for Rural Policy
Development
Miy State L

Vivian Hart A
Councilmember, City of West St.Paul

Kao Ly'ﬂkeén,ng? ¢

MarioHernandez

Rural Liaison R
Chicano Latino Affairs Council
Dan Hoxworth ‘
President; Neighborhood House
Don Rasmussen

Mayor, City of Long Prairie

Jean Soine

Councilmember, City of Paynesville

David B. Zander
Research Analyst
Council on Asian-Pacific Minnesotans

LMC Staff

Mary-Margaret Zindren
Director of Communications
& Strategic Initiatives

Kevin Frazell
Director of Member Services

Stephanie Lake
Public Relations Coordinator

Lourdes Sanchez
Marketing Coordinator

Eric Willette
Policy Research Manager

LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES









u BUILDING INCLUSIVE COMMUNITIES: AN ACTION GUIDE FOR CITY LEADERS

“We hope this action guide
prompts you to explore
how you personally and how
your city government as a whole
can embrace this change
and actively work to become

an inclusive community.”

League of Minnesota Cities
145 University Avenue West
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55103-2044

TEL 651 281 1200

800 925 1122
TDD 651 281 1290
FAX 651 281 1299
WEB www.Imnc.org
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TO: Honorable Mayor Strand DATE: 11/16/2015
Members of the C* 7~~~ -"

FROM: Todd Prafke
City Administrato

RE: APPA/NLC Events

The American Public Power Association Legislative Rally and the National League of Cities
Congressional City Conference schedules have been announced as follows:

APPA March 7-9, 2016 Washington, D.C.
NLC March 5-9, 2016 Washington, D.C.

We had previously discussed the possibility of “divide and conquer” for these events. | hope to
have some more discussion on this topic as part of the November 30th goal session.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns about this.

TP/bal
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American Public Power Association - Legislative Rally Home Page Page 2 of 3

Sponsors

Information on the 2016 Legislative Rally sponsorship opportunities will be posted in August. If you
would like to be notified when this information is available, please contact Pamela Cowen.

Call for Ideas

APPA welcomes your topic and speaker ideas for future APPA conferences and events. To submit your
idea for consideration, complete this form.

Please note, conference topics are generally determined 6-8 months before the event is held. Ideas will
be kept on file for a full year, so if the agenda for the conference has already been determined, your
ideas will be considered for the next year’s event, or in case any space opens up for the upcoming
program. You will be contacted only if your idea is selected for an upcoming conference.

Hotel Reservations Alert

A third party claiming to represent APPA is contacting attendees of upcoming APPA conferences and
offering assistance with hotel reservations. No such third party is affiliated with APPA or authorized to
represent us — please do NOT make hotel reservations through any third party that may contact you by
phone or email.

APPA maintains room blocks with specially negotiated rates at all our conference hotels and attendees

are encouraged to only use the online reservation links, phone numbers, and discount codes available
on the APPA website for each conference under the “Hotel” tab.

Future Dates

March 7 - 9, 2016
Grand Hyatt, Washington, D.C.

February 27 — March 1, 2017
The Mayflower, Washington, D.C.

Febraury 26 - 28, 2018
The Mayflower, Washington, D.C.

February 25 - 27, 2019
The Mayflower, Washington, D.C.

February 24 — 26, 2020
The Mayflower, Washington, D.C.

vq
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10 PRINCIPLES FOR LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

1. Design on a Human Scale — Compact, pedestrian-friendly communities allow residents to walk to
shops, services, cultural resources, and jobs and can reduce traffic congestion and benefit people’s
health.

2. Provide choices — People want variety in housing, shopping, recreation, transportation, and
employment. Variety creates lively neighborhoods and accommodates residents in different stages of
their lives.

3. Encourage Mixed-Use Development — Integrating different land uses and varied building types
creates vibrant, pedestrian-friendly and diverse communities.
4. Preserve Urban Centers — Restoring, revitalizing, and infilling urban centers takes advantage of

existing streets, services, and buildings and avoids the need for new infrastructure. This helps to curb
sprawl and promote stability for city neighborhoods.

5. Vary Transportation Options — Giving people the option of walking, biking, and using public
transit, in addition to driving, reduces traffic congestion, protects the environment, and encourages
physical activity.

6. Building Vibrant Public Spaces - Citizens need welcoming, well-defined public places to stimulate
face-to-face interaction, collectively celebrate and mourn, encourage civic participation, admire public art,
and gather for public events.

7. Create a Neighborhood Identity — A “sense of place” gives neighborhoods a unique character,
enhances the walking environment and creates pride in the community.
8. Protect Environmental Resources — A well-designed balance of nature and development

preserves natural systems, protects waterways from pollution, reduces air pollution, and protects property
values.

9. Conserve landscapes — Open space, farms, and wildlife habitat are essential for environmental,
recreational and cultural reasons.
10. Design Matters — Design excellence is the foundation of successful and healthy communities.
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