




Council 2018 Budget Review

– Budget Workshop, August 2nd at 
6:30 pm: General Fund Overview 
and Discussion

– Budget Workshop, August 8th at 
6:30 pm: Continued General Fund 
Discussion and Presentation of 
Other Funds

– Budget Workshop, August 16th at 
6:30 pm: Finalize 2018 Budget

– Budget Workshop, August 23rd at 
6:30 pm (Optional)



2018 Budget Highlights

 Pay‐as you go capital equipment 
financing

Addressing the last escalation of the 
City Center Debt. 

 Resolving TIF 21 Deficit

Making progress on the Headwater’s 
deficit.

Making progress on the Fenway 
Fields interfund loan (approximately 
$485,000 remaining)

New funding for Fire position and 
economic development





Overview of 2018 Budget

• The General Fund requires a 
tax levy in the amount of 
$7,184,280, which is a 1.9%
decrease over 2017.  The total 
General Fund expenditures 
budget is proposed to 
decrease by $151,128 or 1.6 
percent.  The overall levy is 
proposed to increase by 4.88%
from $9,476,225 to 
$9,938,280. 





Primary Reasons for 4.88% ($462,055) Increase in Tax Levy:

1. City Center debt $ 221,000 

2. EDA Fund 50,000 

3. Capital outlay (26,000)

4. Wages and benefits 56,730 

5. Add new inspector (fire/building) 80,870 

6. Election costs 54,000 

7. Decrease in federal police grants 35,000 

8. Building permit revenue increase (32,400)

9. Plan check fee revenue increase (10,000)

10. Comp plan grant only for 2017 30,000 

11. Decrease in court fines 10,000 

12. Increase in interest earnings (10,000)

13. Removal of canine costs (6,000)

14. Fire protection - Columbus based on budget 16,590 

15. Other miscellaneous changes (7,735)

$ 462,055 





General Fund 2018 CIP Notes:
 A Groundmaster mower, a new piece of 

equipment, is proposed to be purchased.  This 
mower has an 11 foot mowing width and will be 
used to cut the City owned properties including 
the airport and the center medians along 
Highway 61.  This mower is hydraulically driven 
and has the ability to mow at nearly twice the 
speed of a PTO driven pull behind mower.  This 
mower would also make it possible for staff to 
mow the Hardwood Creek Trail, which is 
currently contracted out, in a relatively short 
amount of time.  A savings of $10,000 annually 
would be realized if the City took back this 
activity.



General Fund 2018 CIP Notes:
 The current grader is 12 years old and has 6,802 

hours.  The City’s current replacement policy is 
15 years and/or 5000 hours. Leasing was 
explored, but the cost differential was significant.  



General Fund 2018 CIP Notes: 
Future Senior Center CIP

Project Estimate

Replace Front Entry way doors 

and glass and side Doors $6,500

Retrofit all lighting fixtures to 

LED $18,600

Replace all toilets/urinals and 

sinks $12,800

Upgrade/Replace entire HVAC 

system $60,200

Total $98,100





Summary of Debt Levies and 
City Center Refunding

2018 2019 2020 ‐

Industrial 
Park

$147,500 $0 $0

Equipment 222,500 0 0

YMCA 570,000 570,000 570,000

City Center 1,411,000 1,411,000 1,411,000

TOTALS $2,351,000 $1,981,000 $1,981,000

The above proposed levy amounts are based 
on the City Center debt.  A final increase of 
$221,000 is needed to the levy in 2018 for this 
debt.  

The goal is to utilize the $370,000 of debt levy 
dropping off in 2019 to fund the capital 
equipment replacement reserve fund.



Taxable market value in the City is 
projected to increase 9.1% for taxes 
payable in 2018.  Residential values have 
increased 5.7 percent while commercial 
values have increased 3.6 percent.  As a 
result, a shift in the tax burden will occur.  





Tax capacity is projected to drop given the 
increases in value.  Much of this is attributable 
to increases in value on existing valuation.  
Based on the 2017 Assessment Report Forest 
Lake’s valuation increased by $166,600,500.  
Approximately $16,503,700, or 9.9 percent of 
the increase is attributable to new construction.  



2015 Population

2016 Tax Levy 

w/ LGA

2016 Tax 

Capacity

2016 Average 

City Tax Rate

Amount of City 

Taxes on 

$250,000 Home 

in 2016

White Bear Lake 24,811                   6,469,739         24,679,181       19.69% 463                        

Prior Lake 25,049                   9,993,642         30,452,072       31.95% 752                        

Hugo 14,352                   5,634,070         15,379,900       35.58% 837                        

Rosemount 23,042                   11,039,335       26,219,235       43.15% 1,015                     

Ramsey 25,362                   10,082,665       22,262,546       43.32% 1,019                     

Forest Lake 20,261                   9,034,176         20,200,023       43.39% 1,021                     

Lino Lakes 20,519                   9,058,626         18,440,817       46.02% 1,083                     

Elk River 23,987                   10,437,791       22,235,275       46.17% 1,086                     

Stillwater 19,754                   12,717,970       22,759,800       56.34% 1,326                     

Farmington 22,451                   12,002,908       17,298,609       59.24% 1,394                     

Hastings 22,687                   13,107,834       17,717,432       63.58% 1,496                     

Average 22,025                   9,961,705         21,604,081       44.40% 1,045                     

Peer Group Comparison from 2016.

Other Neighboring Cities from 2016.

2015 Population

2016 Tax Levy 

w/ LGA

2016 Tax 

Capacity

2016 Average 

City Tax Rate

Amount of City 

Taxes on 

$250,000 Home 

in 2016

Scandia 3,896                      2,258,112         6,029,832         36.72% 864                        

Columbus 3,828                      2,720,333         5,283,868         53.29% 1,254                     

Wyoming 7,877                      4,279,274         7,123,758         57.14% 1,344                     









Park Development CIP 2018-2022

2018 2019 2020 TOTAL

Lakeside Memorial Park 
Equipment

150,000 150,000

Cedar Park Parking Lot 50,000 50,000

Beltz Park Redevelopment 200,000 200,000

Fenway Athletic Complex 530,000 530,000

TOTAL 200,000 200,000 530,000 930,000

Moving ahead with projects is dependent on the
availability of funds.  No projects are currently
anticipated for 2021 or 2022.



Policy Discussion Items

– Gravel Roads

– Future Building Maintenance

– Fire‐Building Inspector Position

– Police K9 Program



5 Year Local Street Improvements



5 Year Local Street Improvements



2018 Local Street Improvements
Mill & Overlay 



2018 Local Street Improvements
Seal Coat & Crack Filling



2018 Local Street Improvements
Reclamation & Double Chip Seal



Long Range Street CIP: MSA Funds



Existing Gravel Roads – NW Area



Existing Gravel Roads – NE Area



Existing Gravel Roads – SW Area



Existing Gravel Roads – SE Area



Gravel Road Issues
 Loose Surface Aggregates

 Pot Holes

 Frost Boils

 Wash Boarding

 Snow Plow damage

 Dug up Roads

 Plow Berms

 Lose of Crown

 Dust



Current Assessment Policy
 Assessable Public Street Improvements – Rural 



Current Assessment Policy
 Assessable Public Street Improvements – Urban 



Current Assessment Policy
 Non-Assessable Public Street Improvements 



Gravel Roads



Gravel Roads
Calcium Chloride



Gravel Roads
Phase I – Shape & Pave



Gravel Roads
Phase I – Full Section



Gravel Roads
Phase II – Shape & Pave



Gravel Roads – Scenario's 



Gravel Road – Case Studies



Gravel Road – Case Studies



Gravel Road – Case Studies



Gravel Road – Case Studies



Gravel Road – Urban Road 
Case Study

 5th Ave SW



Gravel Road – Case Studies
 5th Ave SW

 Estimated Total Project Cost $245,000

 4 Property Owners



Current Practice

 Placement of crushed Millings from Local Street Project



Current Practice

 Over time, millings no longer can be graded

190th Street N Forest Road N



Options

 Maintain current approach

 Revise assessment policy to increase 
the city share on gravel to paved 
projects.  Current roads are assessed 
20% at reconstruction.  Increasing the 
City share on gravel to paved 
projects from 25-50% would likely 
encourage some petitioned projects.  

 Funding for an increased cost share 
could come from:

Prioritizing a set amount, for 
example $250,000, of the 
$740,000 annual local road budget 
for gravel projects.  If no petitions 
come forward, it could be directed 
to local streets.  

 Increasing the levy.  



Policy Discussion: 

Budgeting for Future Building Replacement

Building
Date 

Constructed / 
Acquired

Current 
Square 
Footage

 Department of Labor 
and Industry Building 
Valuation Data from 
2014: Construction 

Type 

 Department of 
Labor and 
Industry 

Valuation Data: 
Estimated Cost 

Per Square Foot 
for Replacement 

Estimated 
Replacement 

Cost          
*Assume s Sa me 

Square  Foota ge  as 
Pre vious Fac ility

Grossing Factor 
for Soft Costs, 
Site 
Improvements, 
and Related 
Items (Add 
40%)

Forest Lake City Center 2014 65,000 Business 159.57$             10,372,050$   14,520,870$      
Public Works North Shop #1 ? 14,000 Industrial-Low Hazard 95.60$               1,338,400$     1,873,760$       
Public Works North Shop #2 
(Former Fire) 1970's 6,500 Industrial-Low Hazard 95.60$               621,400$        869,960$          
Public Works South Shop #1 ? 5,000 Storage-Low Hazard 88.58$               442,900$        620,060$          
Public Works South Shop #2 ? 4,800 Storage-Low Hazard 88.58$               425,184$        595,258$          
Senior Center ? 12,600 Assembly 154.29$             1,944,054$     2,721,676$       
TOTAL 107,900 15,143,988$   21,201,583$      



Budgeting for Future Building 
Replacement

Annual Contribution Required 
for a 30 Year Replacement 
Cycle With Grossing Factor 
Included 706,719.44$  
Annual Contribution Required 
for a 40 Year Replacement 
Cycle with the Grossing 
Factor Included 530,039.58$  
Annual Contribution Required 
for a 50 Year Replacement 
Cycle with the Grossing 
Factor Included 424,031.66$  



Policy Discussion: Fire‐Building Inspector Position

YEAR NO. OF PERMITS VALUATION

2012 434 20,616,788

2013 540 37,347,879

2014 495 41,859,459

2015 1064 28,397,658

2016 694 63,566,216



Why do we do fire inspections.

 To protect a business owners property and the 
health and lives of their employees and those 
who visit their business or occupy their 
premises. 

 To gather building data and knowledge.

 To protect firefighters responding to calls for 
service at their properties. 

 To promote good public relations through 
education and code compliance.



Hazards encountered during fire pre-plans.

 A large commercial office building with no 
working fire alarm system.

 An apartment building with exposed foam 
insulation lining 2 walls of their underground 
parking facility.

 A restaurant storing cardboard boxes in their 
small electrical room.

 Emergency lighting inoperable in an apartment 
building.

 Knox box keys that no longer work 30%-50% 
of the time.



Fire department approach to fire inspections.

 Inspections will occur either annually, bi-annually, or tri-
annually depending on occupancy type and hazard.

 Businesses will be exempt from a fire inspection if their 
insurance company provides documentation that the insurance 
company completed an inspection.  A checklist and release form 
will be provided by the fire department.

 1st round of inspections will be educational based and a large 
focus will be on completing fire pre-plans.



Methodology for tracking

 Inspections will be completed using existing I-pads and 
inspection programs.

 Current programs allow for daily, weekly, monthly, and yearly 
activity and task reports.

 Reports can be e-mailed on site from the I-pads.

 Progress reports will be provided to the council and joint 
fireboard at predefined intervals.



Policy Discussion: Police K9 Program

Advantages

 Community policing value
 Public relations value
 Search of evidence
 Criminal apprehension
 Drug detection
 Tracking
 Officer safety
 Deterrent (crowd control)

Disadvantages

 Costs associated with starting and 
maintaining a K‐9 Program.



Policy Discussion: Police K9 Program



Discussion Questions

1. Are there any general comments or 
suggested changes to the proposed 
budget?

2. Currently the levy presented represents 
a 4.88% increase.  Is the Council 
comfortable certifying the preliminary 
levy at this level, or should it be 
something else?

3. Does the Council have any other issues 
it would like to have evaluated?


