CITY OF SHOREVIEW
AGENDA
CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP
OCTOBER 14, 2013
6:00 P.M.

. ROLL CALL

. DISCUSSION REGARDING THE COMMUNITY CENTER
EXPANSION PROJECT WITH BWBR ARCHITECTS

. REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED 2014-2019 CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

. DISCUSSION REGARDING RAILROAD QUIET ZONES

. DISCUSSION REGARDING PROPOSED CLEAN UP DAY PILOT
PROGRAM

. OTHER ISSUES

. ADJOURNMENT



TO: MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

FROM: TERRY SCHWERM
CITY MANAGER

DATE: OCTOBER 10, 2013

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION REGARDING COMMUNITY CENTER EXPANSION PROJECT

BACKGROUND

At its September 3, 2013 meeting, the City Council authorized the hiring of BWBR Architects to
assist in the development of concept plans and cost estimates for an expansion of the
Community Center. As noted in the Request for Professional Services for this project, some of
the key areas that have been identified for potential expansion or renovation include:

e Fitness Center

e Multi-Purpose Activity Rooms

¢ Indoor Playground

e Family Locker Rooms

e Renovation of Outdoor Wading Pool Area
e Banquet Room Expansion/Improvements

One of the critical issues during this planned expansion is how the City will maintain its current
operations during a construction process. Our current membership has grown to a level that it
would be difficult to close the fitness center for any length of time without dramatically
impacting our revenue stream. In addition, our banquet facilities are often booked several
months ahead for major events such as weddings and corporate training. Any major work
within these areas would require cancellation of these events and significant lost revenue.

The proposed Community Center expansion project is scheduled in the 2015 Capital
Improvement Program at an estimated cost of $2.0 million. The outdoor water play area is
scheduled in 2016 at an estimated cost of $500,000. The purpose of this meeting with the City
Council is to receive input regarding the planned expansion project. Some of the key questions
of the Council and the Parks and Recreation Commission include:

1. What improvements/enhancements to the Community Center is the Council most
interested in?

2. Should the improvements be more focused on revenue generating activities or be more
“community” focused?




3. Are there additional facilities/areas that should be considered for expansion beyond
those noted earlier in this report?

Attached is a copy of an agenda for the meeting that was prepared by BWBR. The agenda
includes some information and general themes that were identified by the architect based on a
meeting with Parks and Recreation staff that was held in the last week. Also attached is a copy
of the floor plan of the Community Center that shows the areas that were expanded in 2002-
2003; and the current layout of the various facilities in the building.

SUMMARY

The City Council is being asked for their input during this early “visioning” stage for the
Community Center expansion project. The BWBR will also be meeting with the Parks and
Recreation Commission at their meeting next week to receive their input in this project. They
will then begin to develop some concept plans and cost estimates to review with the City
Council, Parks and Recreation Commission and staff.
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Shoreview Community Center Expansion & Remodeling

City Council Meeting Agenda 10-14-2013 6:00pm

Visioning and Program Discussion

- Introductions
- Recap staff meeting
- Review schedule
- Confirm goals
o Revenue
= Increase
=  Maintain
o  Stay competitive
o Maintain positive member experience
o  Attract corporate membership
- Primary revenue generators
o Agquatics
o  Fitness
o  Summer discovery
- Secondary revenue generators
o Indoor play
o Church
- Areas for expansion/remodeling study

o Fitness
= Cardio
= Weights
= Studio

o Agquatics
= Family change
=  Qutdoor water play
o Indoor play area
o Banguet room/Community room
o Kids
= Preschool
= Summer discovery
- Other
- Next steps

G:A1321500\01-Management\Meetings\2013-10-2 Agenda.docx










TO: Mayor and City Council

Terry C. Schwerm, City Manager

FROM: Jeanne A. Haapala, Finance Director
Fred Espe, Assistant Finance Director
DATE: October 10, 2013
RE: Preliminary Capital Improvement Program and Benchmarks Booklet

Capital Improvement Program

The attached proposed Capital Improvement Program Summary contains an overview that includes cash
flow projections for ongoing capital funds, and six years of proposed capital projects. Projects are not

discussed in detail in this memo.

Property Tax Levy

The table below provides a two-year comparison of the property tax levy, preliminary taxable values,

and estimated tax rates. It should be noted that even though the preliminary 2014 property tax levy

increases 3.28%, the City’s tax rate increases less than 1%.

2013

Impact

2014 Change Over
Adopted Proposed 2013 Adopted Levy on Total
Description Levy Levy Dollars Percent Levy *
General fund S 6,639,567 S 6,790,225 S 150,658 2.27% 1.57%
General fund - contingency 51,929 51,929 0.54%
EDA 60,000 75,000 15,000  25.00% 0.16%
Debt (including Cent Garage) 685,000 732,000 47,000 6.86% 0.49%
Street Renewal fund 850,000 900,000 50,000 5.88% 0.52%
General Fixed Asset Repl fund 1,250,000 1,350,000 100,000 8.00% 1.04%
Capital Acquisition Fund (IT) - 20,000 20,000 0.21%
Capital Improvement fund 120,000 - (120,000) -1.25%
Total City Levy $ 9,604,567 S 9,919,154 | S 314,587 3.28% 3.28%
HRA tax levy S 75,000 $ 90,000 | S 15,000 20.00%
Taxable value (estim for 2014) $23,693,968 $24,079,641 | S 385,673 1.63%
City tax rate (estim for 2014) 36.970% 37.292% 0.322% 0.87%
HRA tax rate (estim for 2014) 0.289% 0.343% 0.054% 18.69%
Fiscal disparity (estim for 2014) S 845000 S 939,450 | S 94,450 11.18%




Residential Property Values

According to the Ramsey County Assessor, “after five consecutive years
of declines in total assessed value; this year we experienced a small
increase in market value”. The March 26 report further states that
“there are many encouraging signs that the real estate market in our
county has stabilized. Apartment markets continue to be very healthy,
and substantial construction of new apartments is underway all across
the Twin Cities metro area. Commercial and industrial markets have
recovered most of the loss in value from the recession. But it was the
residential markets that experienced the most positive improvement
this past year. With inventory of for-sale property low, foreclosure
listings down, and buyer activity increasing, homes are beginning to
command higher list prices, shorter marketing times, and higher sale
prices than recent years.”

In addition, the median home value in Shoreview will increase for the
first time since 2008. Shoreview’s median single family value will
increase from $222,200 for 2013 taxes to $224,500 for 2014 taxes (a
1% increase in value). The table at right shows the change in single
family home values since the year 2000.

After computing the impact of Market Value Exclusion (MVE), the

Median

Home Percent
Year Value Change
2000 S 143,100 5.2%
2001 S 155,200 8.5%
2002 $ 168,400 8.5%
2003 $ 182,700 8.5%
2004 S 207,500 13.6%
2005 $ 236,250 13.9%
2006 $ 265,050 12.2%
2007 S 279,900 5.6%
2008 $ 286,600  2.4%
2009 S 275,600 -3.8%
2010 $ 262,200 -4.9%
2011 S 249,350 -4.9%
2012 S 235,700 -5.5%
2013 § 222,200 -5.7%
2014 S 224,500 1.0%

preliminary tax levy and City tax rate provided in the table on page 1 of this report would result in a
$17.37 increase in property taxes on a median home (from $757.89 in 2013 to $775.26 in 2014). This

equates to a 2.3% increase in the City portion of property taxes.

Change in home values (all residential)
Number Percent | Number
of Parcels of Parcels |of Parcels
Increase more than 20% 8 0.1%
Increase 10.1% to 20% 705 7.5% As shown in the table at left, and in
Increase 5.1% to 10% 1,411 15.0% the graph at the top of the next
Increase .1% to 5% 2,488 26.4%| 4,612 | Page, 4,612 homes experience an
No change , 109 1.2% 109 | increasein value, 109 home values
Decrease .1% to 5% 2,210 23.5% remain the same, and 4,695 home
Decrease 5.1% to 10% 1,497 15.9% values decrease for taxes payable in
Decrease 10.1% to 15% 671 7.1% 2014.
Decrease 15.1% to 20% 209 2.2%
Decrease 20.1% to 30% 98 1.0%
Decrease 30.1% to 40% 7 0.1%
Decrease more than 40% 3 0.0% 4,695
Total Residential Parcels 9,416 100.0% 9,416




Increase more than 20%
Increase 10.1% to 20%
Increase 5.1% to 10%
Increase .1% to 5%
Nochange

Decrease .1% to 5%
Decrease 5.1% to 10%
Decrease 10.1%to 15%
Decrease 15.1% to 20%
Decrease 20.1% to 30%
Decrease 30.1% to 40%
Decrease more than 40%

1,000

Numberof Homes
1,500

Change in Home Value (from 2013 to0 2014)

2,000

2,500

3,000

2,488

Impact on Median Home Property Taxes

The table below provides estimated changes in the City and HRA share of the property tax bill (using the
assumptions on page 2 of this report) for a median value home. No information is available yet about
the tax levies of other jurisdictions. To put this table into perspective, Shoreview is typically between
20% and 25% of the total tax bill. A description of the change in tax for a median home under each

assumption-follows the table.

Market Value City Portion Change in City HRA Portion of Change in HRA
Before MVE Value Change of Property Tax Property Tax Property Tax Property Tax
Before After
2013 2014 MVE MVE 2013 2014 Dollars Percent 2013 2014 Dollars Percent
$264,100 $224,500 -15.0%  -17.2%| $926.47 $773.81| $(152.66) -165%| |$ 7.24 $ 7.12|$ (0.12) -1.7%
$249,440 $224,500 -10.0%  -11.6%| $867.32 $773.81|$ (93.51) -108%| |$S 678 $ 712|S 034 5.0%
$236,320 $224,500 -5.0% -5.8%| $814.45 $773.81| S (40.64) -5.0%| |$ 637 $ 712|$ 075  11.8%
$226,240 $224,500 -0.8% -0.9%| $773.81 $773.81 |5 - 00%||S 605 § 7.12|S 107 17.7%
$222,200 $224,500 1.0% 1.2%| $757.89 $773.811{$ 15.92 21%| |$ 592 $§ 712|S 120 20.3%
$213,800 $224,500 5.0% 6.0%] $723.87 $773.81|S5 4994 69%||$ 566 $§ 712|$ 146 25.8%
$204,100 $224,500 10.0% 12.0%| $684.68 $773.81|S 89.13 13.0%| [$ 535 S 712|S 177 33.1%
$195,220 $224,500 15.0% 18.2%| $648.82 $773.81| S 124.99 19.3%| [ S 507 S 7.12|S 2.05 40.4%

e 15%drop in value — City taxes decrease $152.66 and HRA taxes decrease 12-cents for the year

10% drop in value — City taxes decrease $93.51 and HRA taxes increase 34-cents
5% drop in value — City taxes decrease $40.64 and HRA taxes increase 75-cents for the year
.8% drop in value — City taxes remain the same and HRA taxes increase $1.07 for the year

1% increase in value — City taxes increase $15.92 and HRA taxes increase $1.20 for the year
5% increase in value — City taxes increase $49.94 and HRA taxes increase $1.46 for the year
10% increase in value — City taxes increase $89.13 and HRA taxes increase $1.77 for the year
15% increase in value — City taxes increase $124.99 and HRA taxes increase $2.05 for the year




Benchmarks Booklet

An updated version of the Community Benchmarks booklet is provided for Council review and feedback.
Shoreview continues to maintain favorable tax and spending rankings in this new update of the booklet.

Summary

Staff is seeking input from the City Council on the proposed CIP to ensure that it continues to meet
Council goals and priorities.




Draft
Capital Improvement Plan

2014 through 2019

Distributed for Council Workshop

October 14, 2013
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Community Benchmarks

How does Shoreview compare?

August 2013

City of Shoreview, Minnesota
4600 Victoria Street North
Shoreview, MN 55126




Introduction

Comparisons of taxes and spending among cities are a topic of
interest as the City moves through the annual budget process.
Benchmark comparisons are assembled for metro-area cities
closest to Shoreview in size (using population levels), and for
peer cities that generally receive high quality-of-life ratings from
citizens in their respective community surveys.

The comparisons are useful to illustrate how taxes and spending
compare to Shoreview, as well as to evaluate how Shoreview’s
ranking changes over time. This document provides a summary
of the information in preparation for the annual budget hearing.

Statistical information is derived from two key sources:

1. League of Minnesota Cities (LMC) publishes a report each
fall on City property values, tax levies, tax rates and state aid
for the current year. The most recent report provides 2013
data.

2. Minnesota Office of State Auditor (OSA) publishes a report in
the spring on final City revenue, spending, debt levels and
enterprise activity for two years earlier. The most recent OSA
report provides 2011 data.

Shoreview uses both the LMC and OSA information to assemble
two sets of data:

1. Comparison Cities - to illustrate how Shoreview ranks in
relation to metro-area cities with population levels closest to
Shoreview by selecting 14 cities larger and 14 cities smaller.
These are cities with populations between 20,000 and
50,000.

2. MLC Cities - to illustrate how Shoreview ranks in relation to
cities belonging to the Municipal Legislative Commission
(MLC).



The 16 peer cities represented by the Municipal Legislative
Commission (MLC) provide important comparisons because
these cities have achieved high quality-of-life rankings from their
residents in their respective community surveys, and they are
often recognized as having sound financial management. In fact,
most of the 16 cities have AAA bond ratings, as does Shoreview.

Population

The graph below contains the 2012 population for each of the
comparison cities. By design, Shoreview falls exactly in the
middle. A similar graph with population levels for MLC cities is
presented on page 13.
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City-Share of Property Taxes

The 2013 City-share of property taxes for a $222,200 home
(Shoreview’s median value) is illustrated in the graph below.
Shoreview ranks 6th lowest at $758, and is about 21% below the
average of $960. It should be noted that for property tax
purposes, the home value is reduced from $222,200 to $205,000
due to market value exclusion (MVE).

Brooklyn Center
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Richfield

New Hope
Golden Valley
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Savage
Apple Valley
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Elk River
Fridley
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Inver Grove Heights
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Shakopee
New Brighton
Andover
Roseville |
Shoreview | | $758
Prior Lake S742
Chanhassen $614
Edina $573 | 2013 City I{ax on

$1,561
1,405
313

Chaska $569 $222,200 Home
White Bear Lake S441

S0  $300 S$600 $900 $1,200 $1,500 $1,800




Tax Levy Ranking

Shoreview’s tax levy rank has improved in the last 10 years in
relation to comparison cities. For instance, in the year 2003
Shoreview ranked 18, and has dropped 2 positions to rank 20 in
2013. Shoreview’s tax levy was 22.4% below the average of
comparison cities in 2003, compared to 23.4% below the
average for 2013.

2003 2013
Rank City Levy Rank City Levy

1 Edina $17,236,228 1 Edina $26,134,552
2 Apple Valley 13,698,293 2  Stlouis Park 24,713,766
3 St. Louis Park 13,287,553 3 AppleValley 21,547,993
4 Golden Valley 10,409,110 4 Maplewood 17,835,649
5  Lakeville 10,346,442 5  Richfield 17,745,792
6 Maplewood 10,234,590 6 Golden Valley 16,944,472
7 Blaine 10,213,520 7 Roseville 16,444,831
8 Roseville 8,142,444 8  Shakopee 15,333,211
9 Inver Grove Heiglt 7,945,796 9 Savage 15,056,684
10 Richfield 7,843,960 10 Inver Grove Heigh 14,551,233
11  Cottage Grove 7,548,562 11  Brooklyn Center 13,632,645
12 Brooklyn Center 7,479,709 12 Cottage Grove 12,238,469
13  Savage 7,285,830 13 Hastings 11,981,030
14  Chanhassen 7,139,604 14  Fridley 10,920,942
15 Shakopee 7,045,984 15 Rosemount 10,459,805
16  New Hope 6,277,853 16 Andover 10,446,842
17 Oakdale 5,909,991 17  Elk River 10,175,711
18 Shoreview 5,658,692 18 Oakdale 9,879,444
19 Andover 5,388,512 19 Chanhassen 9,750,535
20 Hastings 5,356,467 20 Shoreview 9,604,567
21  Fridley 5,055,122 21 New Hope 9,570,914
22 New Brighton 4,694,776 22 Crystal 8,713,272
23 West St Paul 4,648,292 23 Champlin 8,323,469
24 Crystal 4,546,157 24  Prior Lake 8,287,277
25  Champlin 4,429,102 25 Lino Lakes 8,215,854
26  South Saint Paul 4,002,653 26 Ramsey 7,998,483
27  White Bear Lake 3,801,762 27 New Brighton 7,392,656
28  Columbia Height: 3,780,960 28 Chaska 5,028,964
29 Chaska 2,040,310 29  White Bear Lake 4,754,998

Average S 7,291,320 Average S 12,540,830

Shvw to Avg -22.4% Shvw to Avg -23.4%




State Aid

Shoreview receives no local government aid (LGA) to help
support the cost of City services. The table below shows the total
LGA received by each comparison city, as well as the amount of
LGA per capita. The highest city (on a per capita basis) is
Crystal at $64.91 of LGA per capita. Most comparison cities
receive no LGA.

Local Govt LGA Per
City Aid (LGA) Capita

64.91
63.66
33.86
27.52
13.46

2.02

1.55

Crystal $1,455,066
White Bear Lake S 1,532,448
Richfield S 1,218,346
Fridley S 759,414
Brooklyn Center S 411,378
New Hope S 41,843
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Tax Rates

Tax rates provide a useful comparison because they measure
both levies and values (the levy is divided by the taxable value to
compute the tax rate). Shoreview’s tax rate has remained
relatively constant in the last 10 years, ranking 6th lowest in both
2003 and 2013. For 2013, Shoreview is about 19.5% below the
average tax rate of 45.94%.

2003 2013
Rank City Tax Rate Rank City Tax Rate
1 Brooklyn Center 52.79% 1 Brooklyn Center 71.07%
2 Hastings 50.08% 2 Hastings 68.55%
3 New Hope 49.87% 3 Richfield 64.06%
4 Golden Valley 46.95% 4 New Hope 58.81%
5 Savage 46.53% 5 Golden Valley 58.20%
6 Columbia Heightt 45.27% 6 Crystal 56.15%
7 Cottage Grove 41.99% 7 Savage 55.51%
8 AppleValley 41.58% 8 Elk River 50.37%
9 Inver Grove Heigl 41.57% 9 AppleValley 49.21%
10 South SaintPaul 41.26% 10 Rosemount 48.86%
11 Crystal 39.46% 11 Maplewood 48.66%
12 Oakdale 39.27% 12 Fridley 47.36%
13 Richfield 39.00% 13 Inver Grove Heigh 46.81%
14 Chanhassen 38.99% 14 Lino Lakes 46.77%
15 West St Paul 38.72% 15 Stlouis Park 46.55%
16 Champlin 38.57% 16 Cottage Grove 44.85%
17 St Louis Park 36.39% 17 Champlin 44.77%
18 Maplewood 36.32% 18 Ramsey 44.29%
19 New Brighton 35.85% 19 Oakdale 44.07%
20 Blaine 35.49% 20 Shakopee 42.00%
21 Shakopee 33.94% 21 New Brighton 42.00%
22 Andover 33.16% 22 Andover 40.88%
23 Lakeville 32.94% 23 Roseville 38.90%
24 Shoreview 28.75% 24 Shoreview 36.97%
25 Fridley 28.69% 25 Prior Lake 31.82%
26 Edina 27.14% 26 Chanhassen 28.42%
27 Roseville 25.73% 27 Chaska 27.76%
28 White Bear Lake 24.20% 28 Edina 27.22%
29 Chaska 19.70% 29 White Bear Lake 21.50%
Average 37.59% Average 45.94%
Shvw to Avg -23.5% Shvw to Avg -19.5%




Total Spending Per Capita

Data obtained from the OSA each year helps Shoreview

compare total spending per capita. The graph below contrasts
the average spending per capita in 2011 for comparison cities
along side the per capita spending in Shoreview. Shoreview’s
total 2011 spending is about $1,076 per capita, which is about

23% below the average of $1,398.
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Spending Per Capita by Activity

When reviewing spending in more detail, Shoreview is below
average in all activities except parks and traditional utility
operations (water, sewer, storm and street lighting).

« Parks and recreation spending is higher in Shoreview due to
the Community Center and Recreation Program operations
(largely supported by user fees and memberships).

« Utility spending is higher due to differences in how cities
account for storm sewer and street light operations. For
instance, some cities support these operations with property

tax revenue.

o Public safety spending in Shoreview is the lowest for all
comparison cities, at $113.67 per capita, due to the
efficiencies gained by contracting for both police and fire

protection.

o Debt payments are 64% below average in Shoreview due to
lower overall debt balances.

Shoreview to Average

2011 Per Capita Spending Average  Shoreview Dollars Percent
General government S 9466 S 79.12 $ (15.54) -16.4%
Public safety 221.24 113.67 (107.57) -48.6%
Public works 95.73 80.49 (15.24) -15.9%
Parks 116.50 240.31 123.81 106.3%
Commun devel /EDA/HRA/Housing 52.64 49.18 (3.46) -6.6%
All other governmental 13.78 - (13.78) -100.0%
Water/sewer/storm/st lights 238.19 274.95 36.76 15.4%
Electric 113.09 - (113.09) -100.0%
All other enterprise operations 23.95 - (23.95) -100.0%
Debt payments 165.01 59.41 (105.60)  -64.0%
Capital outlay 263.27 178.89 (84.38) -32.1%
Total All Funds $1,398.06 $1,076.02 S (322.04) -23.0%




The graph below shows total 2011 spending per capita
(spending divided by population) for all comparison cities.
Spending levels range from a high of $2,716 in Chaska to a low
of $853 in Andover.

Shoreview ranks 6th lowest at $1,076 per capita, and is 23%
below the average of $1,398.

2011 Per Capita Spending
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Revenue Per Capita by Source

Shoreview is below average for every revenue classification in
2011 except charges for service, traditional utility revenue, and
tax increment. Recreation program fees and community center
admissions and memberships cause Shoreview to collect
charges for service revenue well above average. Shoreview is
2nd lowest for special assessments.

Shoreview to Average

2011 Per Capita Revenue Average Shoreview Dollars  Percent
Property tax S 41579 $ 35210 $ (63.69) -15.3%
Tax increment (TIF) 69.63 81.04 11.41 16.4%
Franchise tax 18.53 1143 (7.10) -38.3%
Other tax 1.86 0.58 (1.28) -68.8%
Special assessments 48.62 7.70 (40.92) -84.2%
Licenses & permits 28.71 17.57 (11.14) -38.8%
Federal (all combined) 8.90 0.03 (8.87) -99.7%
State (all combined) 71.10 43.74 (27.36) -38.5%
Local (all combined) 10.87 3.19 (7.68) -70.7%
Charges for service 124.89 222.63 97.74 78.3%
Fines & forfeits 8.33 2.47 (5.86) -70.3%
Interest 21.48 14.02 (7.46) -34.7%
All other governmental 30.22 8.09 (22.13) -73.2%
Water/sewer/storm/street lighting 238.87 289.51 50.64 21.2%
Electric enterprise 124.22 - (124.22) -100.0%
All other enterprise 28.68 - (28.68) -100.0%

Total Revenue per capita $1,250.70 $1,054.10 S(196.60) -15.7%

The combined results for property tax and special assessments
is striking because Shoreview’s long-term strategy for the
replacement of streets shifts a greater burden for replacement
costs to property taxes and utility fees, and away from special
assessments. Shoreview’s Comprehensive Infrastructure
Replacement Policy states that “the City, as a whole, is primarily
responsible for the payment of replacement and rehabilitation
costs”.
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Shoreview’s policy further states “the maximum cost to be
assessed for any reconstruction and/or rehabilitation
improvements is limited to the cost of added improvements”,
meaning property owners pay for an improvement only once via
assessments. This practice is uncommon among comparison
cities.

In order to achieve this result, Shoreview estimates replacement
costs for a minimum of 40 years and identifies the resources (tax
levies and user fees) necessary to support capital replacement
costs well in advance. To comply with the policy requirements,
Shoreview prepares an annual Comprehensive Infrastructure
Replacement Plan (CHIRP).

This practice would seem to suggest that property taxes would
be significantly higher in Shoreview to generate the resources
needed to fund capital replacements, yet the tables and graphs
provided on previous pages in this document illustrate that
Shoreview remains not only competitive but ranks consistently
lower than comparison cities.

e Shoreview’s 2011 spending per capita ranks 6th lowest

o Shoreview’s assessment collections per capita are 2nd
lowest among comparison cities

o Shoreview’s share of the 2012 property tax bill, on a home
valued at $222,200, is 6th lowest

e Shoreview receives no state aid (LGA) to help pay for city
services and reduce the property tax burden

« Shoreview’s tax rate has remained stable and low in relation
to comparison cities, ranking 24th among comparison cities
in 2013 and in 2003 (6th lowest)

In short, Shoreview’s long-term capital replacement planning has
allowed the city to keep pace with replacement needs, and
strongly limit the use of assessments while keeping property
taxes lower than most comparison cities.
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Comparison to MLC Cities

Comparisons for the 16 cities belonging to the Municipal
Legislative Commission (MLC) provide an important comparison
because these peer cities generally achieve high quality-of-life
rankings from their residents in their respective community
surveys, and are often recognized as having sound financial
management (and most have AAA bond ratings, like Shoreview).

Shoreview has the smallest population in the group, and is
roughly half of the average for the group.

= 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000

Bloomington
Plymouth
Eagan
Woodbury
Maple Grove
Eden Prairie
Burnsville
Lakeville
Minnetonka
Apple Valley
Edina
Maplewood
Shakopee
Inver Grove Heights

Savage Populati
Shoreview

o
5

13




Market Value comparisons are most useful when viewed on a
per capita basis, because the geographic size and total market
value of each community can vary greatly. For instance,
Bloomington has the highest total market value at $9.49 billion
followed by Edina with total market value of $8.82 billion. Once
the value is divided by population, Edina ranks highest at
$180,717 of value per resident, while Bloomington ranks 5th at
$110,845.

The graph below presents market value per capita for each MLC
city. Shoreview is near the middle of the group at $94,589 (about
7.2% below the average of $101,900).
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Property Tax by Component Unit comparisons are perhaps the
most revealing because taxes are compared for each type of
component unit (i.e. city, county, school district and special
districts).

The next 5 graphs compare property taxes by the type of taxing
jurisdiction, starting with the city share of the tax bill.

City taxes are presented below for a home valued at $222,200
(Shoreview’s median value). Shoreview ranks 4th lowest at
$758, compared to a high of $1,176 in Savage, and a low of
$573 in Edina. The average City tax for MLC cities is $869.
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School District property taxes are presented in the table below. It
should be noted that the estimate for Shoreview assumes that
the property is located in the Mounds View school district. Since
MLC cities are located throughout the metro area, this illustration
provides a comparison for a variety of school districts.

Property taxes in the Mounds View school district rank about
2.2% above the MLC city average.
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Burnsville $1,167
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Edina $1,040
Maplewood $1,020 2013 School
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Bloomington $993
Minnetonka $989 $222,20
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Special Districts also vary throughout the metro area, depending
on the watershed districts and local housing districts in each
City. In Shoreview, special districts include the Regional Rail
Authority, Metropolitan Council, Mosquito Control, Rice Creek
Watershed and the Shoreview HRA. The special district tax bill
in Shoreview breaks down as follows:

Regional Rail $92
Metropolitan Council 57
Mosquito Control 12
Rice Creek Watershed 48
Shoreview HRA 6

Total Special District Tax $215

The graph below presents an estimate for combined special
district property taxes in each City. In Shoreview, the combined
tax for these districts ranks 20% above the average of $179.
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County property taxes vary the greatest among MLC cities.

Ramsey County taxes are $1,337, the highest for MLC cities.
Cities in Ramsey County include Maplewood and Shoreview.
Hennepin County cities are $1,014, second highest for MLC
cities (including the cities of Bloomington, Eden Prairie,
Edina, Maple Grove, Minnetonka and Plymouth).

Scott County taxes are $834 (including the cities of Savage
and Shakopee).

Washington County taxes are $706 (Woodbury).

Dakota County is lowest at $685 (including the cities of Apple
Valley, Burnsville, Eagan, Inver Grove Heights and Lakeville).
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Total taxes in Shoreview (for all taxing jurisdictions combined)
rank 2nd highest among MLC cities (see graph below).

SO $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $4,000 $5,000
Maplewood W $3/638
Shoreview | ] $3,421
Savage $3,342
Maple Grove $3,243
Bloomington $3,203
Minnetonka $3,036
Shakopee $2,964
Eden Prairie $2,958
Apple Valley $2,957
Burnsville $2,946
Woodbury $2,940
Plymouth $2,932 2013 Total
st sy FlropertyTax
PLy
Inver Grove Heights S2,752 5222'200
Eagan $2,682 Home Value

To further put the difference into perspective, the table below
provides a side-by-side comparison of the total tax bill in
Shoreview compared to the total tax bill in Eagan (the lowest
MLC city). For the same value home, county property taxes are
$652 higher in Shoreview, school district taxes are $47 higher,
special district taxes are $105 higher and City taxes are $65
lower.

Jurisdiction Shoreview Eagan Difference
County S 1,337 S 685 S 652
School District 1,111 1,064 47
City 758 823 (65)
Special Districts 215 110 105
Total S 3,421 S 2,682 S 739
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Summary

Additional information on the City’s budget, tax levy and utility
rates will be made available in late November on the City’s
website and at city hall through two other informational booklets:
e Budget Summary

o Utility Operations

The budget hearing on the City’s 2014 Budget is scheduled for
December 2, 2013 at 7:00 p.m., in conjunction with the first
regular Council meeting in December.

Adoption of the final tax levy, budget, capital improvement

program and utility rates is scheduled for December 16, 2013
(the second regular Council meeting in December).

This document was prepared by the City’s finance department.

20



TO: Mayor, City Council and City Manager
FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

DATE: October 9, 2013

SUBJECT: Quiet Zones - Canadian Pacific Railroad

Pursuant to the City Council’s direction, the Staff has gathered additional information on the
establishment of Quiet Zones for the at-grade rail crossings in the community. Within the City,
there are two main rail lines or corridors owned and operated by Canadian Pacific Railroad with
the first line running parallel to County Road E and the second line being east of Lake Owasso,
Wabasso Lake and Grass Lake. These lines converge at Cardigan Junction which is located
north of Interstate 694, east of Grass Lake. There are four at-grade crossings: Lexington
Avenue, north of County Road E; Victoria Street, at County Road E; North Owasso Boulevard,
east of Rice Street and at Jerrold Avenue, east of Rice Street. Attached is a map identifying
these facilities.

Quiet Zone Process

A quiet zone is a specified section of a railroad corridor, typically %2 mile in length, where train
crews do not routinely sound the hom at railroad crossings. The Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) provides the requirements necessary to establish Quiet Zones. The railroad segments will
qualify for Quiet Zone designation if crossing safety improvements are implemented, such as
crossing closures, one-way conversions, quad gates, medians & signs and pavement markings.
Once the construction is completed, the FRA has the ability to approve/disapprove the
implementation of the Quiet Zone. The Quiet Zone process, from initiation to establishment, can
take approximately 12 months to 24 months.

The first step in the process is to initiate a study which would explore the crossing improvements
needed based on the results of a field review with the key agencies, and analysis using the
Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Quiet Zone Risk Index (QZRI) Calculation. It is
estimated that the feasibility study would take about 2 to 3 months to complete. If there is
support to move forward with the establishment of a quiet zone, funding sources and costs
associated would then be identified, design plans prepared, notice of intent submitted to affected

agencies, improvements completed, then inspected and finally the zone could then be
established.

Rail Corridors

The Staff has discussed the implementation of quiet zones with Dave McKenzie of SEH, Inc.,
who has worked on establishing quiet zones for other communities. Mr. McKenzie did provide
some preliminary comments regarding the two rail corridors located in the City, and Cardigan
Junction.



The east/west rail corridor that runs parallel to County Road E has two at grade crossings:
Lexington Avenue and Victoria Street. Both roadways are under the jurisdiction of Ramsey
County and the east half of Lexington Avenue is in the City of Arden Hills. It appears that the
Lexington Avenue crossing has been designed to comply with the quiet zone requirements, but
additional signage would be required. The Victoria Street crossing, however, does not meet the
minimum requirements and is problematic due to the configuration of the County Road
E/Owasso Street/Victoria Street intersection. Since this crossing would not score well on the
Quiet Zone Risk Index, Mr. McKenzie suggested that the City look at establishing a quiet zone
for this corridor and grouping it with the Lexington Avenue crossing to raise its score.

The north/south line runs east of Lake Owasso, Lake Wabasso and Grass Lake and has two at
grade crossings: North Owasso Boulevard and Jerrold Avenue. North Owasso Boulevard is
under the jurisdiction of Ramsey County. Both of these crossings would need to be upgraded to
comply with the minimum standards for a quiet zone. If considered independently, these
crossing may score low on the Quiet Zone Risk Index due to the due to the configuration of the
road network, therefore, Mr. McKenzie suggested grouping these together to improve the score.

While additional analysis is needed to determine the level of improvements needed,
representatives from Canadian Pacific Rail estimated that improvements for the Jerrold Avenue
and North Owasso Boulevard at-grade crossings would cost a minimum of $250,000 each.
Financial assistance may be available through the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s
Transportation Improvement Program which will finance up to 90% of the improvement costs.
Funding through this program is a competitive process and would take a number of years.

Cardigan Junction

Cardigan Junction consists of the two main lines and some additional siding track lines. Since
there are no at-grade public road crossings, a quiet zone cannot be implemented. Mr. McKenzie
did confirm that there has been an increase in traffic along the north-south line and that Canadian
Pacific is using the Junction as a staging area for their rail traffic.

Railroad Operational Analysis and Quiet Zone Study

To address the current and future issues associated with rail operations, at-grade crossings and
quiet zone feasibility, the City needs to engage professional services to prepare a study to assist
in addressing railroad-related topics. It would be in the City’s best interest to have a resource that
would provide value to the City not only for the current Quiet Zone discussion, but for future
topics that would include improvement of at-grade railroad crossings, programming and/or
funding options, and approaches that may be available to minimize blockage/disruption of public
roadway operations. The City would be better positioned to respond to resident and business
concerns for train noise and operational impacts with a study that included these minimum
elements. As indicated earlier, Staff has been in contact with SEH, Inc. regarding this issue.
SEH, Inc. is qualified to conduct this study which would include the following:



»  Meet with CP and CN Railroad personnel to discuss rail car loads, track conditions,
current and planned operations and proposed improvements to the railroad system in
Shoreview

* Aninventory and review all data relevant to the crossings

» A diagnostic field review of all crossings involving FRA, MnDOT, City, County and
Railroad personnel -

»  Risk index calculation for each crossing

» Development of options and concept drawings for each crossing

»  Preparation of preliminary cost estimates for the improvements

» Evaluation of phasing options

» Prepare background on Federal and State regulations on railroads and what options the
City has to influence railroad operations;

»  Written report and/or presentation of results to City staff or Council

The estimated cost for this study is about $10,000.00 and it would take approximately 3 months
to complete.

Recommendation

This information is being presented to the City Council in response to the Council’s direction
pertaining to rail use and the establishment of quiet zones. If the Council is supportive of the
proposed study, a contract with SEH, Inc. will be drafted and presented to the City Council
within the next month.

Attachments:

1) Train Horn Rule Summary
2) Rail Line Map



THE “TRAIN HORN” FINAL RULE

Summary
1. Overview:

. The Final Rule on Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings,
published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005, is intended to:

= Maintain a high level of public safety;

> Respond to the varied concerns of many communities that have sought relief from
unwanted horn noise; and

& Take into consideration the interests of localities with existing whistle bans.

. Currently, state laws and railroad operating rules govern use of the horn at highway-rail
grade crossings. When this rule takes effect, it will determine when the horn is sounded
at public crossings (and private crossings within “quiet zones™).

. This Final Rule was mandated by law', and was issued by the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) after consideration of almost 1,400 public comments on the
Interim Final Rule (IFR) (68 FR 70586) published December 18, 2003.

. Consistent with the statutory mandate requiring its issuance, the rule requires that
locomotive horns be sounded at public highway-rail grade crossings, but provides several
exceptions to that requirement.

. Local public authorities may designate or request approval of, quiet zones in which train
horns may not be routinely sounded. The details for establishment of quiet zones differ
depending on the type of quiet zone to be created (Pre-Rule or New) and the type of
safety improvements implemented (if required).

. Horns may continue to be silenced at Pre-Rule Quiet Zones, provided certain actions are
taken.
J Intermediate Quiet Zones (whistle bans that were implemented after October 9, 1996 but

before December 18, 2003) may continue to have the horns silenced for one year (until
June 24, 2006), provided certain actions are taken. After which time they must comply
with the provisions for a New Quiet Zone if the horns are to remain silent.

149 U.S.C. 20153.

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



The rule goes into effect on June 24, 2005.

Pre-Rule Quiet Zones in the six county Chicago region are excepted from the provisions
of this rule pending further evaluation of the data.

2. Requirement to sound the locomotive horn:

Outside of quiet zones, railroads must sound the horn 15-20 seconds prior to a train’s
arrival at the highway-rail grade crossing, but not more than 1/4 mile in advance of the
crossing.

Note: Most State laws and railroad rules currently require that the horn be sounded
beginning at a point 1/4 mile in advance of the highway-rail grade crossing and
continued until the crossing is occupied by the locomotive. Under the rule, for
trains running at less than 45 mph, this will reduce the time and distance over
which the horn is sounded. This will reduce noise impacts on local communities.

The pattern for sounding the horn will remain, as it currently exists today (two long, one
short, one long repeated or prolonged until the locomotive occupies the highway-rail
grade crossing).

Locomotive engineers may vary this pattern as necessary where highway-rail grade
crossings are closely spaced; and they will also be empowered (but not required) to sound
the horn in the case of an emergency, even in a quiet zone.

The rule addresses use of the horn only with respect to highway-rail grade crossings.
Railroads remain free to use the horn for other purposes as prescribed in railroad
operating rules on file with FRA, and railroads must use the horn as specified in other
FRA regulations (in support of roadway worker safety and in the case of malfunctions of
highway-rail grade crossing active warning devices).

The rule prescribes both a minimum and maximum volume level for the train horn. The
minimum level is retained at 96 dB(A), and the new maximum will be 110 dB(A). This
range will permit railroads to address safety needs in their operating territory (see
discussion in the preamble).

The protocol for testing the locomotive horn will be altered to place the sound-level
meter at a height of 15 feet above top of rail, rather than the current 4 feet above the top
of the rail. Cab-mounted and low-mounted horns will continue to have the sound-level
meter placed 4 feet above the top of the rail.

Note: The effect of this change will be to permit center-mounted horns to be “turned
down” in some cases. The previous test method was influenced by the “shadow

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



effect” created by the body of the locomotive to indicate a lower sound level than
would otherwise be expected several hundred feet in front of the locomotive
(where the crossing and approaching motorists are located).

The effect of these changes will reduce noise impacts for 3.4 million of the 9.3 million
people currently affected by train horn noise.

. Creation of quiet zones:

The rule provides significant flexibility to communities to create quiet zones, both where
there are existing whistle bans and in other communities that heretofore have had no
opportunity to do so.

The Final Rule permits implementation of quiet zones in low-risk locales without
requiring the addition of safety improvements.

v This concept utilizes a risk index approach that estimates expected safety
outcomes (that is, the likelihood of a fatal or non-fatal casualty resulting
from a collision at a highway-rail crossing).

v Risk may be averaged over crossings in a proposed quiet zone.

v Average risk within the proposed quiet zone is then compared with the
average nationwide risk at gated crossings where the horn is sounded (the
“National Significant Risk Threshold” or “NSRT”). FRA will compute
the NSRT annually.

The effect of this approach is that horns can remain silenced in over half of Pre-Rule
Quiet Zones without significant expense; and many New Quiet Zones can be created
without significant expense where flashing lights and gates are already in place at the
highway-rail grade crossings.

If the risk index for a proposed New Quiet Zone exceeds the NSRT, then supplementary
or alternative safety measures must be used to reduce that risk (to fully compensate for

the absence of the train horn or to reduce risk below the NSRT).

The Final Rule—

v/ Retains engineering solutions known as “supplementary safety measures” for
use without FRA approval.

v/ Retains explicit flexibility for the modification of “supplementary safety
measures” to receive credit as “alternative safety measures.” For instance,

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



shorter traffic channelization arrangements can be used with reasonable
effectiveness estimates.

v/ Adds a provision that provides risk reduction credit for pre-existing SSMs and
pre-existing modified SSMs that were implemented prior to December 18,
2003.

v Continues education and enforcement options, including photo enforcement,
subject to verification of effectiveness.’

. The public authority responsible for traffic control or law enforcement at the highway-rail
grade crossing is the only entity that can designate or apply for quiet zone status.

. FRA will provide a web-based tool for communities to use in performing “what if”
calculations and preparing submissions necessary to create or retain quiet zones. The tool
may be found at http://www.fra.dot.gov.

. In order to ensure proper application of the risk index, the National Highway-Rail
Crossing Inventory must be accurate and complete. In the absence of timely filings to the
Inventory by the States or Railroads, local authorities may file updated inventory
information, and railroads must cooperate in providing railroad-specific data.

. FRA regional personnel will be available to participate in diagnostic teams evaluating
options for quiet zones.

. Once a quiet zone is established (including the continuation of Pre-Rule or Intermediate

Quiet Zones pending any required improvements), the railroad is barred from routine
sounding of the horn at the affected highway-rail grade crossings.

. See below for discussion of Pre-Rule Quiet Zones and New Quiet Zones.

3The rule neither approves nor excludes the possibility of relying upon regional education
and enforcement programs with alternative verification strategies. FRA is providing funding in
support of an Illinois Commerce Commission-sponsored regional program. The law provides
authority for use of new techniques when they have been demonstrated to be effective.

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



Horns may continue to be silenced at Pre-Rule Quiet Zones if-
<  The average risk at the crossings is less than the NSRT; or

=  The average risk is less than twice the NSRT and no relevant collisions
have occurred within the past 5 years; or

=  The community undertakes actions to compensate for lack of the train
horn as a warning device (or at least to reduce average risk to below
the NSRT).

Train horns will not sound in existing whistle ban areas if authorities state their
intention to maintain “Pre-Rule Quiet Zones” and do whatever is required (see
above) within 5 years of the effective date (June 24, 2005) (8 years if the State
agency provides at least some assistance to communities in that State).

A “Pre-Rule Quiet Zone” is a quiet zone that contains one or more consecutive
grade crossings subject to a whistle ban that has been actively enforced or
observed as of October 9, 1996 and December 18, 2003.

To secure Pre-Rule Quiet Zone status, communities must provide proper
notification to FRA and other affected parties by June 3, 2005 and file a plan
with FRA by June 24, 2008 (if improvements are required).

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



New Quiet Zones may be created if—

All public highway-rail grade crossings are equipped with flashing lights and
gates; and either—

v After adjusting for excess risk created by silencing the train horn, the
average risk at the crossings is less than the NSRT; or

v Supplemental Safety Measures are present at each public crossing; or
v Safety improvements are made that compensate for loss of the train horn
as a warning device (or at least to reduce average risk to below the

NSRT).

Detailed instructions for establishing or requesting recognition of a quiet zone
are provided in the regulation.

4. Length of quiet zones:

. Generally, a quiet zone must be at least % mile in length and may include one or more
highway-rail grade crossings.

. Pre-Rule Quiet Zones may be retained at the length that existed as of October 9, 1996,
even if less than % mile. A Pre-Rule Quiet Zone that is greater than %2 mile may be
reduced in length to no less than %2 mile and retain its pre-rule status. However, if its
length is increased from pre-rule length by the addition of highway-rail grade crossings
that are not pre-rule quiet zone crossings, pre-rule status will not be retained.

5. Supplementary and alternative safety measures:

J Supplementary safety measures are engineering improvements that clearly compensate
for the absence of the train horn. If employed at every highway-rail grade crossing in the
quiet zone, they automatically qualify the quiet zone (subject to reporting requirements).
They also may be used to reduce the average risk in the corridor in order to fully
compensate for the lack of a train or to below the NSRT.

v Temporary closure used with a partial zone;
v Permanent closure of a highway-rail grade crossing;
v Four-quadrant gates;

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



v Gates with traffic channelization arrangements (i.e., non-mountable curb or
mountable curb with delineators) at least 100 feet in length on each side the
crossing (60 ft. where there is an intersecting roadway);

v/ One-way Street with gate across the roadway.

Alternative safety measures may be applied such that the combination of measures at one
or more highway-rail grade crossings reduces the average risk by the required amount
across the quiet zone (so-called “corridor approach™).

v Any modified supplementary safety measure (e.g., barrier gate and
median; shorter channelization); or

v Education and/or enforcement programs (including photo enforcement)
with verification of effectiveness; or

v Engineering improvements, other than modified SSMs; or

v Combination of the above.

The rule provides that pre-existing SSMs and pre-existing modified SSMs will be
counted towards risk reduction.

6. Recognition of the automated wayside horn:

~J

The rule authorizes use of the automated wayside horn at any highway-rail grade crossing
with flashing lights and gates (inside or outside a quiet zone) as a one-to-one substitute
for the train horn.

Certain technical requirements apply, consistent with the successful demonstrations of
this technology.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has issued an interim approval for the use
of wayside horns as traffic control devices. Communities interested in employing this
option should contact FHWA to ensure that they comply with the provisions of the
interim approval.

. Special circumstances:

A community or railroad that views the provisions of the rule inapplicable to local
circumstances may request a waiver from the rule from FRA.

A railroad or community seeking a waiver must first consult with the other party and seek
agreement on the form of relief. If agreement cannot be achieved the party may still
request the relief by a waiver, provided the FRA Associate Administrator determines that
a joint waiver petition would not be likely to contribute significantly to public safety.

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.



FRA grants waivers if in the public interest and consistent with the safety of highway and
railroad users of the highway-rail grade crossings.

. Summary of major changes to the Interim Final Rule

The final rule provides a one-year grace period to comply with New Quiet Zone
standards for communities with pre-existing whistle bans that were in effect on December
18, 2003, but were adopted after October 9, 1996. These communities are considered
“Intermediate” Quiet Zones under the final rule.

The final rule addresses quiet zones that prohibit sounding of horns during the evening
and/or nighttime hours. These are referred to as Partial Quiet Zones.

The final rule requires diagnostic team reviews of pedestrian crossings that are located
within proposed New Quiet Zones and New Partial Quiet Zones.

The final rule requires quiet zone communities to retain automatic bells at public
highway-rail grade crossings that are subject to pedestrian traffic.

The final rule extends “recognized State agency” status to State agencies that wish to
participate in the quiet zone development process.

The final rule contains a 60-day comment period on quiet zone applications.

The final rule requires public authorities to provide notification of their intent to create a
New Quiet Zone. During the 60-day period after the Notice of Intent is mailed,
comments may be submitted to the public authority.

The final rule provides quiet zone risk reduction credit for certain pre-existing SSMs.

The final rule provides quiet zone risk reduction credit for pre-existing modified SSMs.

The final rule contains a new category of ASMs that addresses engineering improvements
other than modified SSMs.

Additional information, including the full text of the Final Rule, the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, and background documents, are available at http://www.fra.dot.gov.

Disclaimer: This is a summary of the Final Rule for initial briefing purposes only. Entities subject to the rule
should refer to the rule text as published in the Federal Register on April 27, 2005.
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TO: MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL, AND CITY MANAGER

FROM: CHARLIE GRILL, ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COORDINATOR(.’Fl@
MARK MALONEY, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR "l} M

DATE: OCTOBER 09, 2013
SUBJ: - CLEANUP DAY PROGRAM CHANGES
BACKGROUND

Cleanup Days are annual spring and fall events that are administered as an extension of
Shoreview’s recycling program. For more than 20 years, the events have provided
opportunities for residents to get rid of used or broken appliances, electronics and general
debris. In an effort to improve the efficiency of and participation in the events, staff is
‘proposing changes to the City’s 2014 Recycling budget that reflect assumptions for event
logistics and the way it will be funded.

DISCUSSION

Clean Up Day continues to be held jointly between Shoreview and Arden Hills and is
considered a successful and beneficial service to the residents. In recent years, there have
been State and County initiatives to increase the amount of material collected and the .
number of households participating in these types of events. While these events are highly
appreciated by those attending, on average less than 10% of Shoreview households

actually participate in a given year. Staff is seeking ways to respond to those initiatives
while improving the efficiency of the event; e. g reduce administrative effort, shorten
waiting times for residents, etc. :

Significant changes have occurred to the Clean Up Day events in recent years. Prior to
2010, Cleanup Days were organized and operated by Shoreview’s Curbside Recycling
vendor as a function of their contract with the City. In 2010, when the City recycling
contract was awarded to Allied Waste, all of the administrative responsibilities for Clean
Up Day events moved to Shoreview city staff. The location of the event was also moved to
the Ramsey County/Arden Hills Maintenance Facility to accommodate the remodeling and
site modifications to Shoreview’s Maintenance Facility where the events were previously
held. The move to the Ramsey County site also leverages the County Household
Hazardous Waste Drop-off which is very active during the Clean Up Day events.

To ensure accountability, Shoreview began staffing trained cash handlers and vehicle
inspectors for the event. This increase in staffing and administrative services has raised the
overall cost of the event and it is evident that a significant amount of resources need to be
allocated to handle a relatively small amount of money. Please refer to attached summaries
of vehicle counts and event revenues for recent events. On average the City spends about
$2,500 in extra personnel and administrative costs to process the approximately $15,000




per year collected from Shoreview residents participating 1n the events. Details of added
personnel and adm1mstrat1ve costs include: :

e 6 cash trained hourly City employees the day of the event ,
* Use of I pads and mobile devices to process payments at the remote site
e Purchase/use of event tent for cash and receipt processing

While these Clean Up Days are conducted for the benefit of both Arden Hills and
Shoreview, nearly all of the event planning and administration work is performed by
Shoreview staff. Both cities continue to provide Maintenance staff to assist in the material
processing that occurs after the vehicle inspection and cash handling.

Other factors also have an impact on the event. The customer wait times are typically a
function of the vehicle inspection and cash/credit handling and processing. Further,
weather conditions such as high winds and rain can create issues with the paper tracking
forms, receipts and mobile devices. A simple steady rain has greatly hindered the
efficiency of the event and increased wait times. The Army Reserve has also drilled and
trained near TCAAP during the weekends, so longer lines of waiting Clean Up Day
customers sometimes conflict with the military vehicles trying to use the Jomt access road.

With these reahtles staff is exploring program and funding changes to unprove the event.
The attached draft 2014 Shoreview Recycling budget reflects an increase in the annual
recycling charge of $3.00 per household, from $42 to $45 dollars per household per year.
$2.00 of that proposed increase is necessary to cover increased recycling rates and to build
fund equity. The additional $1.00 of increase reflects paying for Clean Up Day costs
directly through the Recycling Budget, and eliminating the need to collect fees and process
payments on-site during the event. Therefore, staff is preparing a one year pilot program
that will make the spring and fall Clean Up Day a “no fee” event. The added cost
anticipated through increased participation and revenue reduction have been incorporated
into the proposed 2014 recycling budget. The staff still needs to work with the C1ty of

Arden Hills on this concept.

The other significant program change being anticipated is taking e-waste collection out of
Clean Up Day, and directing residents to other (usually cheaper and even free) alternatives.
This change is being pursued because e-waste is the single highest disposal cost to the City
in these events and staff believes that residents would be better served by using other

- alternatives available in our market.

Staff believes that getting the cash handling/processing aspect out of the event will directly
support the State and County initiatives mentioned earlier as well as reduce the rising ‘
administrative costs and potential waiting times for residents. With corresponding public
education and outreach, a “no fee” event would likely increase both volume of material
processed and number of Shoreview household participating in the service. Community

- surveys as well as City efforts in code enforcement recognize an increased concern for the
condition and appearance of residential properties in Shoreview. Efforts to increase
participation in Clean Up Days would be consistent with those efforts.

Staffis seeking council feedback on this proposed Clean Up Day pilot program.
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