City Council Workshop Meeting
Ojibway Park Building, 2695 Ojibway Drive
May 19, 2021 | 6:30 p.m.
Members of the public may attend the meeting but will be required to comply with social
distancing parameters as determined by the City.
Questions regarding the meeting will be taken between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. via
email council@woodburymn.gov or call 651-714-3524 and leave a voicemail message
Please note that all agenda times are estimates.

6:00 p.m.

Dinner – Ojibway Park Building

Workshop Agenda
6:30 p.m.

1.

Woodbury Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

21-120

7:15 p.m.

2.

Central Park Renovation Project Update

21-121

8:00 p.m.

3.

Break

8:10 p.m.

4.

Parks and Trails Replacement Fund (cont.)

9:00 p.m.

5.

Administrator Comments and Updates1

9:05 p.m.

6.

Mayor and City Council Comments and Commission Liaison Updates1

9:10 p.m.

7.

Adjournment

1

21-122

Items under comments and updates are intended to be informational or of brief
inquiry. More substantial discussion of matters under comments and updates should be
scheduled for a future agenda.

The City of Woodbury is subject to Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act which prohibits discrimination
on the basis of disability by public entities. The City is committed to full implementation of the Act to our
services, programs, and activities. Information regarding the provision of the Americans with Disabilities Act is
available from the City Administrator's office at (651) 714-3523. Auxiliary aids for disabled persons are available
upon request at least 72 hours in advance of an event. Please call the ADA Coordinator, Clinton P. Gridley, at
(651) 714-3523 (TDD (651) 714-3568)) to make arrangements.
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Council Workshop Letter 21-120
May 19, 2021
To:

The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From:

Clinton P. Gridley, City Administrator

Subject:

Woodbury Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Summary
The Woodbury Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is to help advance the 2040 Comprehensive Plan’s
vision for pedestrians and bicyclists by providing policy guidance related to bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure implementation. The development of the Plan is guided by existing
policies within the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, Roadway Corridor Design Principles, Capital
Improvement Plan, Neighborhood Traffic Calming Policy, City Ordinances, Metropolitan
Council Regional Bicycle Transportation Network (RBTN), the Washington County MOVE plan,
and the Snow and Ice Control Policy as the backbone for this plan’s implementation.
Council direction at the workshop meeting will guide the development of the implementation
chapter of the Plan.
Recommendation
The work completed to date has informed a set of draft recommendations. These
recommendations will ultimately help guide the implementation of the Future Network Plan
(see Attachment 1). The Planning Commission and Park and Natural Resources Commission
provided policy direction recommendations for implementation within the plan, aggregated
with consultant and staff work resulting in the following recommendations to the City Council:
1. Prioritize projects based on the following rank order:
1.1. Implementation of the City’s Parks and Trails Replacement Fund proposed capital
investment plan and maintenance of existing network.
1.2. Projects aligned with active living, Safe Routes to Schools or Regional Bicycle

Transportation Network initiatives.

1.3. Network gap construction on roadways based on roadway characteristics, a level of
comfort analysis which considers corridor safety, vehicle traffic levels, vehicle speed
and connectivity based on the Network Plan.
1.4. Roadway corridor retrofits to include trails along neighborhood collector roadways
identified in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan with roadway rehabilitation projects.
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Consider application of adopted residential roadway corridor design based on
neighborhood context for all roads when full roadway reconstructions are identified
within the project scope.
2. Continue to develop a future trail and sidewalk network within development areas
according to this Plan and in alignment with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan and
Roadway Corridor Design Principles.
3. Continue to coordinate winter maintenance activities on trails according to the Snow and
Ice Control Policy
4. Program spot safety improvements within future CIP updates including crosswalk
enhancements and intersection improvements with priority given to Primary Routes and
level of stress analysis.
5. Strategically locate trail amenities (i.e. benches, bike racks, lighting, wayfinding signage,
trash receptacles) throughout the network and prioritize these investments with the
City’s Parks and Trails Replacement Plan and CIP updates.
6. Plan a sustainable network to provide transportation equity to meet community
members’ needs and abilities to access parks, employment, education and other
opportunities safely and conveniently by biking or walking.
7. Identify opportunities to create an on-road bicycle network (paved shoulders, bike lanes,
bike boulevards).
8. Engage appropriate stakeholders as private bike and scooter share program
opportunities are proposed within the community to identify appropriate infrastructure,
route and ordinance requirements.
Governance Mode
The Woodbury Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan uses existing policy guidance and considers
fiduciary, strategic and generative governance modes when providing policy guidance in the
development of the Plan.
Fiduciary guidance is provided through operational and efficient application of
resources and a fiscal accountability approach to policy guidance.
Strategic modes within the Plan set strategic priorities in developing a bicycle and
pedestrian network that accomplishes 2040 Comprehensive Plan goals.
A review of future challenges and issues and developing guidance within the implementation
portion of the Plan ensures the City’s values are prioritized within the Plan.
Fiscal Implications
Fiscal impact of plan implementation will be considered with preparation of draft Capital
Improvement Plans.
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Policy
This Plan aligns with previously drafted and adopted policies within the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan, Roadway Corridor Design Principles, Capital Improvement Plan, Neighborhood Traffic
Calming Policy, Gold Line Master Plan (drafted, not adopted), City Ordinances, Metropolitan
Council Regional Bicycle Transportation Network (RBTN), and the Washington County MOVE.
The Plan provides policy guidance on prioritization of the implementation of these policies.
Public Process
Staff will continue to actively engage the public and gather input throughout the planning process.
This will include ongoing stakeholder outreach and the use of online engagement tools.
The initial phase of public engagement prior to drafting the Plan was focused on receiving input
related to the existing bicycle and pedestrian network within the community. Public engagement
included an online meeting providing information related to the plan’s goals. A Social Pinpoint
community survey was prepared to allow public input on an interactive map of the existing
network.
Background
Successfully implementing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure can offer economic, health and
wellness, active living, safety and environmental benefits among others. The overall purpose of
the Plan is to create a livable community offering non-motorized transportation options that are
convenient, reliable, safe and efficient while enhancing our community identity. Successful
implementation will enable safe and comfortable travel to the places they live, work and play
without the use of motor vehicles.
Woodbury’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan will contain five chapters identifying the plan and
process, system existing conditions, system maintenance and preservation practices, network
policy and implementation. The purpose of the plan is to:
1. Establish policies and recommendations for implementing and enhancing the City’s trail
and sidewalk network
2. Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian investments over the next ten to twenty years
3. Identify best practices and guide the City in future facility and network investments
4. Better understand the public’s needs and concerns when walking and biking in the
community
5. Identify financial impacts to system preservation strategies for maintaining the existing
system
6. Plan a sustainable network to provide transportation equity to meet community
members’ needs and abilities
Much work has been done to date to inform the development of the draft Plan. An initial step in
the planning process was to conduct a community-wide survey using online engagement tools
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(Survey Monkey and Social Pinpoint). The community-wide survey provided insight into what
residents enjoy most about Woodbury’s trail network, while identifying issues and barriers that
limit people from walking and biking. Input was also collected through focus group meetings
that targeted bicycle advocates. Initial community engagement efforts resulted in approximately
400 survey responses. Based on this survey, most people identify exercise and recreation as the
primary reasons that people are walking or biking regularly. Very few pedestrian and bicycle
trips were identified as routine travel trips to and from work, school or for running errands. This
may be due to barriers such as longer distances, comfort levels in crossing major roadways, and
characteristics of the existing network. Data also indicated bicycle and foot traffic has
approximately doubled in 2020 compared to 2019 trips consistent with observations by staff
related to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on transportation and recreation within the
community.
In 2017 there were approximately 23,500 employees working in Woodbury with 80.4 percent
living outside of Woodbury. Alternative modes of transportation options for employees other
than personal motor vehicles remains a desire for local employers. Areas where bicycle and
pedestrian commuter presence can be supported include providing bike racks or lockers at
employment centers, improved connectivity between trails and business front doors, improved
intersection crossings, and establishing regional routes between employment centers.
In order to respond to the changing demands of the community, Woodbury needs to consider
how national and local trends will affect trail usage. The study has explored these trends and
their correlation to Woodbury’s demographics. Demographic data from the U.S. Census Bureau
was used to help describe Woodbury’s population and travel behavior. This data helps
determine if there are any trends occurring that may influence transportation needs. Strava
Metro application data was used to analyze pedestrian and bicycle route usage. Strava Metro
data has indicated that bicycle and foot traffic has approximately doubled in 2020 compared to
2019 trips. This finding is consistent with observations made by staff related to the impacts of
the COVID-19 pandemic on transportation and recreation within the community.
In general, residents have indicated Woodbury’s trail system is fairly comfortable across much
of the system based on the extensive off-road trail network. Most people feel less comfortable
adjacent to busy roads and crossing roadways with higher speeds and multiple traffic lanes. The
most common reasons why people felt uncomfortable walking or biking include the destinations
being too far apart, proximity of the network being near motorized traffic, gaps in the trail and
sidewalk network or to destination doors, and poor weather conditions. Mapping within the
draft Plan indicates the areas with very challenging or poor comfort levels mostly exist along or
within the arterial roadway corridors. Crash data suggests most events involving bicyclists and
pedestrians were random events as they are widely distributed throughout the City and most
locations only accounted for one incident. Locations with multiple crash events tend to be major
roadway intersections with wide roadways and speeds at 45 mph or greater.
Not all people have the same level of comfort when it comes to bicycling. Most people can be
categorized into the following four groups:
1. Strong and Fearless: People willing to bicycle with limited or no bicycle-specific
infrastructure.
2. Enthusiastic and Confident: People willing to bicycle if some bicycle-specific infrastructure
is in place.
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3. Interested but Concerned: People willing to bicycle if high-quality bicycle infrastructure is in
place.
4. Not able or Interested: People unwilling to bicycle even if high-quality bicycle infrastructure
is in place.
Attachment 2 depicts the results of a systematic method used to translate how each user group
interprets comfort on the existing system. This evaluation is commonly known as a “Level of
Traffic Stress (LTS)” analysis. While this analysis traditionally focuses on bicyclists, the
outcomes are easily translatable for pedestrian experiences. Level of comfort is influenced by
traffic volumes, traffic speed, separation from vehicles, and crossings.
System preservation is an important factor in considering policy direction related to building,
modifying and maintaining bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Therefore the draft Plan will
acknowledge current and future facility maintenance needs should be adequately funded to
ensure the network remains usable. Most of this work is being informed by the City’s Parks and
Trails Replacement Plan. This Plan has determined the trail system will eventually need to be
replaced by the year 2050, which could cost approximately $38 million dollars. This
replacement need will fluctuate year-to-year as the City actively maintains and replaces it’s trail
system.
Future Network Plan Refinement: The 2040 Comprehensive Plan’s future bicycle and
pedestrian network map (see Attachment 1) has been refined as part of the planning process.
For example, the network map has been broken down into categories (see Attachment 3),
similar to a roadway functional classification map. This classification system helps define the
role that any particular trail plays in serving pedestrian and bicycle trips throughout the entire
network.
There are five classifications identified within Woodbury’s trail network plan which include
Primary Routes, Washington County Corridors, Neighborhood Collector, Residential
Connections and Park Destination trails. This draft system hierarchy provides guidance to the
intended use of network facility, level of amenity, level of maintenance and prioritization for
implementation. Primary Routes are intended to serve as longer continuous routes with paved
surfaces throughout and separate from the roadways where possible. Recreation, tourism and
active living as the main uses for these routes. Washington County Corridors compliment the
Primary Route network and are generally located along both sides of County Roads within the
City, which is consistent with Washington County’s MOVE plan. Neighborhood Collector trails
are proposed along the 2040 Comprehensive Plan’s functional classification map for
Neighborhood Collector roadways. These routes will serve as intermediate bicycle and
pedestrian connections within neighborhoods and connect to the larger bike and pedestrian
facility network. Residential Connections are the sidewalks and trails located throughout
neighborhoods and serve as the primary connections to local parks, schools and other nearby
destinations within neighborhoods. Park Destination trails are internal to Woodbury’s parks and
may include paved trails, sidewalks or natural surface trails with the intended use of recreation,
park access and active living.
In studying public input and existing conditions, there are opportunities to consider for the
future. These opportunities were reflected upon in shaping the Future Network Plan (see
Attachment 1) and the study’s draft recommendations:
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1. There are opportunities to improve transportation equity to better meet community
members’ varying needs and abilities to access parks, employment, education and other
opportunities safely and conveniently by biking or walking.
2. There are opportunities to deliver a trail system that accommodates underserved
populations.
3. There are opportunities to better define the trail network with wayfinding, and
emphasize longer distance trails or connections to popular community destinations.
4. There are opportunities to integrate pedestrian and bicycle amenities (e.g., seating and
wayfinding) to create a more enjoyable experience.
5. There are opportunities to build a trail system that accommodates bicycle (and walking)
commuter needs.
6. There are opportunities to improve the comfort level for people crossing intersections or
at mid-block.
7. There are opportunities to strengthen and create more consistent connections to desired
destinations between neighborhoods, parks, employment centers, activity centers,
commercial nodes, and schools.
8. There are opportunities to continue to maintain and preserve the existing system.
Written By:
Approved Through:
Attachment:

Tony Kutzke, City Engineer
Chris Hartzell, Engineering Director
1. Planned Bicycle and Pedestrian Network
2. Level of Traffic Stress Analysis
3. Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Classification Details
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NETWORK CLASSIFICATION
GUIDANCE

Specific facilities and improvements will primarily
be guided by the Network Plan (see Chapter 3)
and Network Classification. This system is intended
to guide general use and intended facility types
for existing and planned trails. Table 4.1 provides
additional guidance for design, intent, purpose,
amenities, and crosswalks for each of the route
types identified. Where applicable, references to
existing City of Woodbury policy or standards are
noted throughout these tables.

NETWORK
CLASSIFICATION

PRIMARY PURPOSE

LIKELY USERS

PRIMARY TRAILS

Longer routes, recreational rides, tourism,
commuter routes

Commuters, longerdistance riders, families,
visitors, park users

WASHINGTON
COUNTY
CORRIDORS

Longer regional connections through County,
recreational rides, commuter routes

Commuters, longerdistance riders, families,
visitors, park users

NEIGHBORHOOD
COLLECTORS

Local connections and through streets in
neighborhoods, connect to Primary Routes

Woodbury residents
(in-town)

PARK
DESTINATION
TRAIL

Recreation destinations for biking, hiking, special
interest, wildlife/nature viewing

Park users (in-town and
visitors)

INTERNAL
SCHOOL
CONNECTION

Connections within primary, middle, and high
school campuses

Students, teachers,
caregivers

RESIDENTIAL
CONNECTION

Connections within residential neigborhoods,
walking routes, connections to schools and
parks

Woodbury residents
(within in-neighborhood)

Table 4.1 Network Classification: Purpose
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ROUTE FACILITIES
TRAIL
(Separated,
bituminous, 10’
width preferred)

SIDEWALK
(Separated, concrete, 5’
min. width preferred)

PRIMARY TRAILS

Present or Planned

Where existing today;
potential future upgrade to
paved multiuse trail

WASHINGTON
COUNTY
CORRIDORS

Present or Planned

None existing today

NEIGHBORHOOD
COLLECTORS

Present, Planned,
Likely 8’ in width

Where existing
(primarily in Established
Neighborhoods, near
schools)

Option

NETWORK
CLASSIFICATION

PARK
DESTINATION
TRAIL
INTERNAL
SCHOOL
CONNECTION
RESIDENTIAL
CONNECTION

NATURAL SURFACE
TRAIL
(Gravel, aggregate,
cleared)

SIDEWALK / TRAIL
on both sides of
roadway

Not recommended

Not applicable

Option - generally yes
when aligned with a
major arterial or collector
road

Existing paved shoulder
along Military Road;
potential trail connection

None existing today

Option - generally yes as
planned by Washington
County

Not recommended

Not applicable

Option - generally no
when aligned with a
neigbhorhood collector
road

Option

Not applicable

Option

Not applicable

Option

Option

Not recommended

Option

Not applicable

Option

Option

Option - in combination
with sidewalk where trail
does not exist

Option

Option with Sidewalk/
Trail Combination

ON-STREET BIKEWAY
(Paved shoulder,
unsigned bike route)

References: Roadway Corridor Design Principles (2009), Roadway Design Principles (March 2015 Amendment)
Table 4.2 Network Classification: Route Facilities
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ROUTE AMENTITIES
NETWORK
CLASSIFICATION

ENHANCED
WAYFINDING

TRAILHEAD
AMENITIES

SEATING /
INTERPRETATION

PRIMARY TRAILS

Longer routes,
recreational rides,
tourism, commuter
routes

Commuters, longerdistance riders, families,
visitors, park users

Yes, recommended

WASHINGTON
COUNTY
CORRIDORS

Longer regional
connections
through County,
recreational rides,
commuter routes

Commuters, longerdistance riders, families,
visitors, park users

Per Washington County

NEIGHBORHOOD
COLLECTORS

Local connections
and through streets
in neighborhoods,
connect to Primary
Routes

Woodbury residents (intown)

Yes, per Neighborhood
Association / Developer

PARK
DESTINATION
TRAIL

Recreation
destinations for
biking, hiking,
special interest,
wildlife/nature
viewing

Park users (in-town and
visitors)

Yes / Option

INTERNAL
SCHOOL
CONNECTION

Connections within
primary, middle,
and high school
campuses

Students, teachers,
caregivers

Yes / Option

RESIDENTIAL
CONNECTION

Connections
within residential
neigborhoods,
walking routes,
connections to
schools and parks

Woodbury residents
(within in-neighborhood)

Yes, per Neighborhood
Association / Developer

Table 4.3 Network Classification: Route Amenities
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CROSSING TREATMENTS
NETWORK
CLASSIFICATION

CROSSWALK MARKINGS

MID-BLOCK CROSSING
SIGNAL

TRAFFIC CALMING

GRADE SEPARATED
CROSSING

PRIMARY TRAILS

Generally Yes - See Crosswalk
Guidelines

Yes, where applicable

Option: See Neighborhood
Traffic Calming Policy

Option - verify potential future
locations; existing locations
throughout Woodbury

WASHINGTON
COUNTY
CORRIDORS

Per Washington County /
Crosswalk Guidelines

None planned in Woodbury

Not applicable

None planned in Woodbury

NEIGHBORHOOD
COLLECTORS

Generally Yes - See Crosswalk
Guidelines

Option where necessary

Option: See Neighborhood
Traffic Calming Policy

Not likely

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Existing boardwalks / bridges in
Woodbury Parks

Generally Yes - See Crosswalk
Guidelines

Not applicable

Option

Not likely

Option - See Crosswalk
Guidelines

Option where necessary

Option: See Neighborhood
Traffic Calming Policy

Not likely

PARK
DESTINATION
TRAIL
INTERNAL
SCHOOL
CONNECTION
RESIDENTIAL
CONNECTION

References: Neighborhood Traffic Calming Policy (Revised 2011), Crosswalk Guidelines (2020)
Table 4.4 Network Classification: Crossing Treatments
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Council Workshop Letter 21-121
May 19, 2021
To:

The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From:

Clinton P. Gridley, City Administrator

Subject:

Central Park Renovation Project Update

Summary
At its November 19, 2020, Council Workshop, Council reviewed the Central Park Scoping and
Needs Study presented by Lawal Scott Erickson, Architects, Inc. (LSE), and initial concept
plans. Staff received direction from Council to move forward and refine the concept plans. At
the workshop meeting, we will present the revised concept plans and provide Council with an
overall project status update, review next steps, and timelines.
Recommendation
Staff recommends the City Council:
1. Provide feedback and direction related to the updated project options
2. Review and concur with the current project timeline
Governance Mode
•

Generative - Identifying key questions, anticipating future challenges, framing of issues, and
development of options. Problem framing. What to pay attention to, what it means, and
what to do about it. How does it fit with our mission, vision and values?

Fiscal Implications
A variety of combined funding options will be presented for consideration. As the project is
further refined and funding agreements are drafted, staff will bring a proposal to Council for
feedback. After the design and documentation process, a preliminary project budget will be
presented and request to move forward with the bid process.
We continue to work with our legislative counsel on the below three state considerations for the
project:
1. $15 million state bonding request for Central Park project (primarily for multipurpose
room)
2. Sales tax exemption for capital building materials
3. Lodging tax for recreational facility capital use
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Policy
Critical Success Factor, Quality of Life
Welcoming and Inclusive Community
Schedule
Below is an updated anticipated timeline for the project.
1. Q2 2021 Washington County Service Center direction
2. Q2 – Q3 2021 ISD 833/City Lease renewal finalization
3. Q2 – Q3 2021 Funding agreement with the County
4. Q2 - Q3 2021 Professional services contracts – Request for Proposal and contract for
schematic, design, design development, construction documents development, project
management
5. Q3 2021 Commence schematic design, design development
6. Q4 2021 Community engagement
7. Q4 – Q1 2022 Central Park capital funding plan and business operation financial plan
8. Q2 - Q4 2022 Construction documents development
9.

Q1 - Q2 2023 Public bidding, bid awards

10. Q2 - Q3 2023 Construction commencement
11. TBD Substantial completion, grand re-opening
Public Process
In November of 2014, Council directed staff to complete an analysis of Central Park. This
analysis began in 2015 and included a public process as staff met with facility partners one on
one, and as a group, conducted a Central Park Users Survey from February to April of 2016, and
analyzed data from the 2015 Community Survey. This study identified the facility’s most
remarkable asset: its unique combination of partners and its ‘hub’ environment. It also outlined
the building concerns, including everything from parking to safety and security, and the
partnerships themselves. The report recommended engaging an architect to look at how spaces
could be changed or expanded.
In early 2017, the City contracted former Eagan City Manager Tom Hedges to provide an
additional evaluation of the level of collaboration and identify opportunities for improvement.
The key takeaways highlighted a critical need for enhanced communication, accountability, and
commitment to a shared partnership mission and vision. It was recommended to improve these
things before engaging an architect along with a comprehensive facility governance agreement.
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In 2017, RSP Dreambox facilitated a six-month process, which concluded with the shared
partnership vision statement, that “At Central Park, we will work together to create and deliver
one experience so that all community members feel included, connected, and recharged.”
Following that process, an Operations Committee continues to meet regularly to advance RSP’s
proposed plan for moving forward towards a building remodel by 2023.
In late 2020 staff presented the scoping and needs study conducted by Lawal Scott Erickson,
Architects, Inc. (LSE), and reviewed the initial concept plans with City Council and Parks and
Natural Resources Commission, receiving feedback and initial direction.
Staff will establish engagement opportunities for community members and facility users to give
feedback on elements of the site design and programming development opportunities.
Additional check-ins with the Parks and Natural Resources Commission and Council will also
occur through 2021 and 2022, as the designs and pricing estimates are further refined.
Background
Central Park is a multi-use indoor park constructed in 2002 and provides a focal point that
establishes the City Center area as the heart of Woodbury. The park links to the Washington
County R.H. Stafford Branch Library and the YMCA, and hosts School District 833 Early
Childhood Family Education, the Great Rivers Adult Education Consortium and the Lookout
Ridge indoor playground. Additionally, there is a well-used skyway link to the Stonecrest
Community Living facility.
Nearly 18 years for Central Park have passed without any significant facility updates. During
that timeframe, the population has increased significantly, and the City, its resident, and area
needs continue to grow and change. Frequently, there are conflicting needs for gathering space,
programming, and rental opportunities.
Written By:
Approved By:
Attachments:

Michelle Okada, Parks and Recreation Director
Clinton P. Gridley, City Administrator
Updated Concept Options
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Council Workshop Letter 21-122
To:

The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From:

Clinton P. Gridley, City Administrator

Subject:

Parks and Trails Replacement Fund (cont.)

Summary
As directed by Council, staff presented information to the Parks and Natural Resources
Commission and the Audit and Investment Commission seeking their recommendation on the
financing approach and timing for the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund. Council was
presented their recommendations at two workshop meetings. In February 2021, Council
authorized staff to proceed with a public engagement process on those recommendations, which
is currently ongoing.
In preparation for the June 16, 2021 Council Workshop meeting, staff will review the process to
date, review the draft policy on the Fund as initially reviewed by the Audit & Investment
Commission, and provide Council with a brief update of the community engagement completed
to date.
Recommendation
Staff recommends:
1. The Council review the draft Council Directive and provide any preliminary direction or
questions to the Audit & Investment Commission for their final review at the next
meeting of June 28, 2021.
2. Provide staff with any specific direction or requested additional information in
preparation for direction setting at the June 19, 2021, Council Workshop.
3. Provide any further framing of the primary question presented to the City Council
regarding agreement with the staff, Audit & Investment Commission and Parks &
Natural Resource Commission recommendations (see attached report presented at
January 2021 workshop) regarding:
• Funding need
• Funding methodology
• Multi-source funding approach
• 25/75 property tax/franchise fees split
• Fixed versus percentage franchise fees
• Proposed franchise fee schedule
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Governance Mode
•

Fiduciary - Stewardship of tangible assets, oversees operations and ensures efficient and
appropriate use of resources, legal compliance and fiscal accountability.

•

Generative - Identifying key questions, anticipating future challenges, framing of issues,
development of options. Problem-framing. What to pay attention to, what it means, and
what to do about it. How does it fit with our mission, vision and values?

Fiscal Implications
Within the 2020 Budget, $500,000 from property taxes was allocated to begin seeding the
replacement fund. The 2021 Budget includes $686,000 in the fund. The total funding goal is
approximately $2.9 million per year to sustain the fund. As reviewed at the April workshop, the
Capital Improvement Plan for the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund currently has a negative
fund balance in 2022 of approximately $2.56 million up to $10.5 million by 2026 if there are no
changes to expenditures.
Policy
2019-2021 City Council Strategic Initiative, Parks and Trails Replacement Plan
Critical Success Factor, Quality of Life
Public Process




Parks and Natural Resources Commission and Audit and Investment Commission
meetings August-November 2020.
Council Workshop meetings in January and February, 2021.
Public engagement process on-going through end of May, 2021.

Background
Woodbury’s parks and trails are essential assets that enhance the quality of life in our
community. The City maintains 3,386 acres of park and recreation land, 76 sport courts, 152
miles of paved trails, 55 named parks, 19 irrigation systems, 123 athletic fields, 31
buildings/structures, and 46 play structures. Unfettered access to quality parks and trails
support health and well-being, equity, economic development, and preservation and protection
of the natural environment.
The age of individual assets and continued growth of the system necessitates a robust plan for
maintenance and eventual replacement. The plan that is being developed recommends the
replacement of specific park and trail amenities, based on professional and safety replacement
standards and standard life expectancy. Staff will continue to evaluate each area of the system
regularly and as items are due and requiring replacement, they will be moved from the asset
plan to the Capital Improvement Plan, and eventually presented with the annual budget request.
With increasing asset-liability, the time to respond is now, to avoid severe depletion of the
overall system. A long-term funding plan is needed to support the Council Strategic Initiative
and the Replacement Plan for the parks and trails system.
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Written By:
Approved Through:
Attachment:

Michelle Okada, Parks and Recreation Director
Angela Gorall, Assistant City Administrator
Clinton P. Gridley, City Administrator
1. DRAFT Council Directive - Parks and Trails Replacement Fund
2. Parks and Trails Replacement Plan: Funding Recommendations from
the Parks and Natural Resources Commission & Audit and Investment
Commission

Adopted: TBD
Revised:

Number: CD-FIN-5.___

Mayor:

City Administrator:

For: Finance

COUNCIL DIRECTIVE
DRAFT

Subject: Parks and Trails Replacement Fund

PURPOSE
The purpose of this policy is to provide guidelines for the management of the Parks and Trails
Replacement Fund as established by the adoption of the 2020 City of Woodbury Annual Budget.
Planned expenditures from the Fund will be identified annually as part of the Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP) process. The first year of identified Fund expenditures in the CIP will be incorporated into the
annual budget process.
USE OF FUNDS
Park and Trails Replacement Fund specific purposes for which funds are restricted or committed are as
follows below. Committed fund balances are amounts that can only be used for specific purposes
pursuant to constraints imposed by the City Council through resolution.
Fund
Park and Trails
Replacement Fund

Revenue Sources
Property Tax Levy
Franchise Fees
Project Specific Grants

Committed For
Replacement 1 of park
and trail assets 2 as
identified in the Parks
and Trails Asset
Replacement Plan

Restricted For
Grant specified use
restrictions

The revenue source and commitment and restriction of those sources is stated above and it is known
there will be other residual revenue streams, and it is the intention that these funds be committed or
restricted for the same purpose specified for the Fund.
MAINTENANCE OF PARKS AND TRAILS ASSET REPLACEMENT PLAN
The Parks and Trails Asset Replacement Plan provides the listing of assets for which the Fund is
established and committed and it establishes the annual average funding need. Staff will update the plan
at least every three years with updates including, but not limited to, new assets, deleted assets, cost
assumptions, asset life spans.
Replacement is defined as the complete removal, elimination, or substantial replacement of an asset for installation and
professional services needed for implementation of the capital assets.
2
A parks and trails asset supported by this fund is defined as any park or open space amenity including, but not limited to,
physical structures, buildings, landscapes, trails, fishing piers, irrigation systems, play structures and ballfield fencing.
1

FUND BALANCE
Fund balance reserves are an important component in ensuring the overall financial health of the City
and specifically, the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund by giving the City the ability to meet the needs
of the long-term Park and Trails Asset Replacement Plan; avoid short-term borrowing from other City
funds; and address cashflow timing needs.
Fund balance for the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund will be guided by estimated fund balances as
listed in the adopted CIP as follows:
Year of CIP for the
Parks and Trails
Replacement Fund
Year 1 (most current
year)
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5 and forward

Minimum Fund
Balance
100% of CIP
expenditures
100% of CIP
expenditures
100% of CIP
expenditures
100% of CIP
expenditures
100% of CIP
expenditures

Maximum Fund Balance
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Two (2) times the Annual average funding need as
provided in Parks and Trails Asset Replacement
Plan
Three (3) times the Annual average funding need as
provided in Parks and Trails Asset Replacement
Plan

As identified in an adopted CIP, if the maximum estimated fund balances are exceeded for three
consecutive years, a review of the fund by the Audit and Investment Commission will occur thereafter.
The Audit and Investment Commission may provide a recommendation to the City Council to return the
fund to within established parameters or provide justification for allowing the fund to be outside
established parameters.
FRANCHISE FEES
Revenue from franchise fees are a significant overall funding component for the Parks and Trails
Replacement Fund. With no changes to established franchise fees, rates or other determinations,
community growth will modestly increase the franchise fees contribution to the Fund. Changes to the
Franchise Fee will be less regular compared to the property tax portion of the funding plan.
PROPERTY TAX LEVY
The property tax levy has been identified as the second revenue source to be credited to the Fund. As
identified in an adopted CIP for the most current year (Year 1), property tax levy contribution to the
total fund revenues will be between 20 – 25 percent of total Fund sources, excluding grants. Adjustment
of the property tax levy to address the depreciation growth of the Fund will be annually considered by
the City Council to keep the Fund fully solvent.
2

GRANTS
The Parks and Trails Replacement Fund will be entrusted with the administration, accountability and
specific expenditures or uses of the grant sources as defined by the grantor. The City Council will accept
the grant by resolution expressing the terms prescribed by the donor in full in compliance with Minn.
Stat. §465.03. All grant source revenues deposited or credited to the fund, less grant qualifying
expenditures shall be classified as restricted fund balance as originally defined by the grant. This
provides City accountability to the grantor for the proper use of grant proceeds.

3

Parks and Trails
Replacement Plan
Funding Recommendations from the
Parks and Natural Resources Commission &
Audit and Investment Commission
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November 4, 2020
The Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council
City of Woodbury
Subject: Parks and Trails Replacement Plan, Funding Recommendation Report
Dear Mayor Burt and Council Members:
In December 2019, the City of Woodbury City Council approved a strategic initiative focusing on
development of a parks and trails replacement plan with the intent to ensure our parks and
trails meet the needs of a growing and changing community. City staff were already in the
process of a developing a comprehensive asset management plan for these facilities and also
recognized the growing issue of not having a sustainable funding plan for replacing these assets.
City Council then approved the creation of a Park and Trails Replacement Fund as part of the
2020 budget to begin to address the initiative and seeded the Fund with approximately
$700,000.
A key missing component to connect the strategic initiative goals, staff’s asset management
planning and a new Fund was a sustainable revenue plan. The City Council asked two of its
standing advisory bodies, the Parks and Natural Resources Commission and the Audit
Investment Commission, to take on this challenge and jointly provide a funding
recommendation to sustain a currently underfunded Parks and Trails Replacement Fund.
This report is a summary of that work and includes a recommendation for Council’s
consideration. The Commissions commend the forward thinking planning of the City Council
and its staff in seeking to address what could become a significant liability to the City if not
addressed. These assets of the City are a significant contributor to the City’s overall success and
high quality of life and are thus prioritized to be replaced with the funding recommendation as
provided herein.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Parks and Natural Resources Commission and the Audit
and Investment Commission,

Angela Gorall
Assistant City Administrator

Michelle Okada
Parks and Recreation Director

“Long range planning does not deal with future decisions, but
with the future of present decisions.”

Peter F. Drucker
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Background
Woodbury’s parks and trails are essential assets that enhance the quality of life in our
community. The City maintains approximately 3,386 acres of park and recreation land, 76 sport
courts, 152 miles of paved trails, 55 named parks, 19 irrigation systems, 123 athletic fields, 31
buildings/structures, and 46 play structures.
Unfettered access to quality parks
and trails support health and
well-being, equity, economic
development, and preservation
and protection of the natural
environment. The City Council
has identified six strategic
initiatives (shown right) as keys
to the community’s overall
success. Quality parks and trails
are a notable contributor to many
of those initiatives.
As outlined in the 2019-2021 City
Council Strategic Initiative, Parks
and Trails Replacement Plan (Appendix A), the initial acquisition or development of many
park, recreation and trail amenities were tied to the City’s growth and have been developmentdriven. Modest operating funds have been utilized to support the still young system that has
developed. This system, however, is now reaching toward maturity.
The age of individual assets and continued growth of the system necessitates a robust plan for
maintenance and eventual replacement. The plan that has been developed recommends the
replacement of specific park and trail amenities based on professional and safety replacement
standards and standard life expectancy. Staff will continue to evaluate each area of the system
regularly and as items are due and require replacement, they will be moved from the asset plan
to the Capital Improvement Plan, and eventually presented with the annual budget request.
As of 2020, there is
approximately $72 million in
parks and physical recreation
assets in our system; this
breaks down to an
approximate annual average
need of $2.9 million to support
the prescribed replacement of
these amenities. Included are
park buildings and structures,
courts, fields, playgrounds,
irrigation systems, parking
lots, trails, and other
miscellaneous items.
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See Appendix B for an initial presentation as provided to the Audit and Investment
Commission for further background.
Staff has recommended and the City Council approved a dedicated fund to support the
replacement of park and trail amenities as outlined by the Parks and Trails Replacement Plan
(summary provided in Appendix C), which is a comprehensive asset and depreciation plan.
Staff and the City Council also recommended the evaluation of a sustainable funding source to
support the fund, one of the tools which is the use of franchise fees.
As directed by Council, staff has presented information to the Parks and Natural Resources
Commission and the Audit and Investment Commission seeking input on the financing
approach and timing for the Parks and Trails Replacement Plan. Both Commissions were asked
to work jointly to provide a recommendation to the City Council for their further review and
consideration.

Commission Members and Meetings
Commission members that have participated in this process and contributed to the
recommendations include are as follows:
Audit and Investment Commission Members
Aileen Lyle (Chair)
John Lehman
Heidi Conrad
Blake Darsow

Ken Johnson
Ross Dahlin
Richard Osborn
Jeanine Kuwik

Parks and Natural Resources Commission Members
Greta Bjerkness (Chair)
Karin Freymann
Bruce Montgomery
Rachel Nelson

Timothy Brewington II
Arin Kurtilla
Deborah Musser
Jakob Neau (student)

A series of meetings were completed by the Commissions both independently as well as jointly
to develop the recommendations as provided in this report. All meetings were held publicly and
several were also completed virtually to allow for further Commission and public participation
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Meetings completed at which the Parks and Trails replacement
fund/plan or franchise fees were discussed were as follows:








February 4, 2020: Parks and Natural Resources Commission meeting
March 4, 2020: Parks and Natural Resources Commission meeting
August 13, 2020: Audit and Investment Commission meeting (PowerPoint provided in
Appendix B)
August 18, 2020: Parks and Natural Resources Commission meeting
September 1, 2020: Joint Parks and Natural Resources Commission/Audit and
Investment Commission meeting
October 6, 2020: Joint Parks and Natural Resources Commission/Audit and Investment
Commission meeting (PowerPoint provided in Appendix D)
November 4, 2020: Joint Parks and Natural Resources Commission/Audit and
Investment Commission meeting
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Funding Options
Evaluated
The task charged to both the Parks and Natural Resources Commission and the Audit and
Investment Commission was to identify and recommend a sustainable funding source for the
newly created Parks and Trails Replacement Fund. After eliminating potential non-sustainable
funding options such as grants, user fees, donations, etc. there remained essentially two funding
options under consideration, including property tax and franchise fees.
Commissions met jointly over the course of three meetings to evaluate these two primary
funding options. The Commissions agreed that any option to be recommended would need to
fund the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund fully. In other words, an option that left a funding
deficit would not be recommended or would require additional guidance on how to eliminate
that deficit in a timely manner.
This section will summarize franchise fees, a review of comparison cities that was completed by
the Commissions, advantages and disadvantages of the funding options, options reviewed and
estimated customer impacts.

Franchise Fees 101
Cities have broad gas and electric franchise rights
under state law. In Minnesota, these franchises are
negotiated and take the form of a contract detailed
in an ordinance. Cities have the right to require
franchises and to include certain terms, such as
franchise fees. There is little case law guidance on
what specific franchise terms may be required by
the City. Accordingly, a franchise can incorporate all
reasonable terms within the limits of a City’s
statutory franchise and police power authority.
These rights are extensive and can be found in state statute and case law.
Franchise fees are typically either flat fees or percentage fees (based on utility usage) placed on
utility bills by utility providers at the City's direction. Utility bills will have a line item on a
customer’s bill that would state something similar to “City Fee” and the fee to be charged. These
fees are collected by the utilities and redistributed back to the City with no additional
administrative charge. The utility passes on 100% of the franchise fee to its customers. While
fees are collected monthly from utility customers, the utilities would distribute those revenues to
the City quarterly.
The issue of potential delinquent utility bills and the impacts on the City’s revenue projections
was reviewed as part of this process. Xcel confirmed that they address delinquencies and the
City would receive 100% of its franchise fees.
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Woodbury Utilities
There are two utility providers in Woodbury for
which franchise fees were considered. Xcel Energy
provides both electric and gas services and
CenterPoint Energy provides just gas services.
While not required, the Commissions evaluated
applying franchise fees to both gas and electric
services.
All utility customers that have a premise, as defined
by the utility, would be charged the franchise fee.
Franchise Ordinances
The City of Woodbury currently already has franchise ordinances in the City Code, Chapter 9 –
Franchises, however these franchises are expired and while the code included the necessary
provision for franchise fees they were not negotiated and implemented. Proceeding with the
implementation of franchise fees will require these ordinances to be updated and renegotiated
with utility providers. Model ordinances are available from the League of Minnesota Cities.
It should also be noted that ordinances adopted which change an established franchise fee take
approximately 90 days to implement fully. After such approval, the City would be required to
notify the Minnesota Public Utility Commission and then allow time for the utilities to
implement into their billing processes. These timeframes would need to be accounted for in an
implementation process by the City.

Comparison Cities
A notable portion of the review completed by the Commissions was on comparable cities that
currently utilize franchise fees. Franchise fee information is publicly available via posted rate
books by utility providers. Note that the fees, as presented in this analysis, are a snapshot in
time based on rate book information and may be subject to change at any time.
Comparison cities for analysis purposes, 22 total, were identified as follows:




Member cities of the Municipal Legislative Commission (MLC)
Geographically adjacent cities
Cities in the metro area with a population over 40,000, not including Minneapolis and
St. Paul

Of these comparison cities, six currently do not utilize franchise fees at the time of the analysis.
These included Apple Valley, Eagan, Lakeville, Maple Grove, Savage and Blaine. For the 16
cities remaining for comparison purposes, two had implemented a percentage based franchise
fee (Shakopee, Coon Rapids) while the remainder implemented a flat fee. The Commissions,
therefore spent the majority of their review on comparison cities with flat fees.
The following chart is a summary of comparison cities with a flat franchise fee as applied to
residential gas and electric customers. For the cities shown, 11 have implemented a franchise fee
that is the same for both gas and electric for residential customers. Inver Grove Heights,
-6-

Plymouth and Shoreview have implemented fees that are different for gas and electric. The
average of these fees for electric is $3.59 and the average for gas is $3.46.

The Commissions also examined the franchise fees in place by comparison cities for commercial
and industrial customers. This review is notably more complex as customer types used by Xcel
and CenterPoint are not consistent when it is necessary to compare gas franchise fees.
Appendix E includes a detailed spreadsheet of all comparison city franchise fees including
those for commercial and industrial customers.
Comparison Fee Summary, Average and Range
The following chart summarizes fees for comparable cities for both gas and electric including
commercial and industrial customers. The average of fees are shown as well as the lowest fee
and highest fee to provide a range.
There is a fairly small range of fees (highest fee to lowest fee) for residential customers, while the
fee range for commercial and industrial businesses can vary significantly from one community
to the next. For Woodbury at this stage in the analysis, Xcel's recommendations for fees relied
on informing the options considered by the Commissions.
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Comparable Cities with Franchise Fees: MLC, Adjacent Cities and Cities over 40,000
(except St. Paul and MSP) with Flat Fees
Average
Lowest
Highest
Electric Service
Residential $
3.59 $
1.50 $
7.00
Small C&I Non-demand $
5.36 $
1.65 $
14.00
Small C&I Demand $
23.95 $
8.25 $
46.50
Large C&I $
113.18 $
8.00 $
310.00
Public Street Lighting $
4.43 $
3.30 $
6.00
Municipal Pumping Non-demand $
4.25 $
0.75 $
10.00
Municipal Pumping Demand $
14.25 $
4.00 $
46.50
Gas Service

Residential
Xcel
Commercial Firm-Non-Demand
Commercial Firm-Demand
Small Interruptible
Medium & Large Interruptible
Firm Transportation
Interruptible Transportation

CenterPoint
Com-A Less than 1,500 therms/yr
Com/Ind B 1,500 > or < 5,000 therms/yr
Com/Ind C >5,000 thems/yr
Small Volume Dual Fuel A < 120,000 therms/yr
SVDF B > 120,000 therms/yr
Large Volume Firm & Duel Fuel > 1,999 therms
Peak Day

$

3.46

$

1.30

$

7.00

$
$
$
$
$
$

8.09
55.65
59.70
70.35
31.85
31.85

$
$
$
$
$
$

4.95
8.00
16.50
17.00
2.50
2.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

12.00
112.00
100.00
110.00
100.00
100.00

$
$
$
$
$

5.84
13.72
52.45
68.57
68.57

$
$
$
$
$

3.44
5.00
8.00
16.50
16.50

$
$
$
$
$

12.00
40.00
180.00
180.00
180.00

$

68.86

$

17.00

$

180.00

Advantages and Disadvantages of
Funding Options
In addition to an extensive review of comparison
cities, the Commissions spent time considering the
advantages and disadvantages of the two primary
funding options, property tax and franchise fees.
There are some similarities to both options as
follows:


Either option will provide transparency
through fund accounting. Since an established fund has been created, both franchise fees
and property taxes would be allocated to this fund allowing for clear accounting of
revenues in as well as expenses out.



It has been recognized by the Commissions that the use of funds will not benefit all
payers equally, regardless of the funding source, however this is not uncommon for
many of the services provided by the City.
-8-



It is expected there will be a general ease of collection by City staff for the administration
of property taxes or franchise fees. The City already collects and has processes in place
for addressing property taxes and adjustments. While collecting franchise fees would be
new to the City, staff is confident it is a rather straightforward process and can be
adjusted with relative ease administratively if revenue needs change over time.



Applicability of a property tax increase or franchise fees to tax exempt parcels was
viewed somewhat equally as an advantage and disadvantage depending upon individual
perspective on if these entities should or shouldn’t contribute to the fund.

Provided is a summary of key points as reviewed by the Commissions unique to each funding
option.
Franchise Fees
Advantages
 Sustainable source of revenue and
revenue diversification
 Local control over fee amounts and
future changes
 Utilities address delinquencies, strong
collection
 Better aligns Woodbury’s property tax
rate with the cities that use franchise
fees
 Opportunity cost if not used now for a
Council strategic initiative

Disadvantages
 Raises utility costs to customers




May be viewed as “just another tax”,
not a true fee
Disconnect between the use of the
funds and method of collection
Increasing franchise fee for fund
needs may be more politically
challenging

Property Tax
Advantages
 Has an existing relationship to fund
citywide priorities and/or quality of life
projects
 The value of a property has a
congruence to ability to pay
 May be deductible against Federal
income taxes
 MN property tax relief programs are
available based on eligibility

Disadvantages
 Property tax increases compete with
other City funding priorities; which
can change year to year
 Increases may be limited if levy
limits are reinstituted
 Not utilizing an available method to
diversify revenue streams
 Not utilizing an available method
used by many other cities

Options Reviewed
The Commissions reviewed essentially four primary options in making their final
recommendation to the City Council.
 Option 1, Blended (low end fee): This option included a blending of both property tax
and franchise fees. Franchise fees were generally on the low-end in comparison to other
cities. This option however, resulted in a funding deficit of achieving the $2.9 million
annual goal.
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 Option 1A, Blended (mid-end fee): This option also included a blending of both
property tax and franchise fees. Franchise fees were generally in a mid-range in
comparison to other cities. This option resulted in achieving the funding goal of $2.9
million annually.
 Option 2, Franchise Fees (high-end fee): This option included only utilizing franchise
fees with no property tax contribution. Franchise fees were generally on the high end in
comparison to other cities. This option resulted in achieving the funding goal of $2.9
million annually.
 Option 3, Property Tax: This option included only utilizing property tax with no
franchise fee contribution. This option resulted in achieving the funding goal of $2.9
million annually.
Note that option 1A and option 2 did result in a surplus over the funding goal, however both
were considered negligible. The following is a summary graphic of the options as reviewed by
the Commissions.

Each option reviewed also included a review of the potential franchise fees that would be
recommended to achieve the revenues as indicated if such fees were part of the option. The
following spreadsheet details the fees that were reviewed.
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For residential customers, a fee of $1.25 for electric and $1.25 for gas plus the commercial and
industrial fees as shown would result in the estimated revenue for Option 1. Option 1A and
Option 2 then increase franchise fees as shown to achieve their estimated increased revenues
under those options. Options 1A and 2 both considered having a higher residential fee for
electric than for gas as an average residential customer bill for electric is generally higher than
gas. Therefore, resulting in a fee that is more proportionate to the overall customer’s bill. Since
Option 3 is fully funded by property tax, there are no franchise fees to be applied.
Proposed Franchise Fees
Electric Service

Option 1A:
Blended (Mid
End Fee)

Option 2:
Franchise Fees
(High End Fee)

NA

Residential
Small C&I Non-demand
Small C&I Demand
Large C&I
Public Street Lighting
Municipal Pumping Non-demand
Municipal Pumping Demand
Gas Service

Option 1:
Blended (Low
End Fee)

Current Fund
Financing

NA
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1.25
2.00
20.00
40.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
3.50
23.00
90.00
8.00
1.00
1.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4.00
4.50
26.00
135.00
10.00
1.00
1.00

$

1.25

$

1.75

$

2.50

$
$
$
$

5.00
30.00
40.00
40.00

$
$
$
$

10.00
100.00
90.00
55.00

$
$
$
$

15.00
110.00
100.00
70.00

NA

Residential
Xcel
Commercial Firm-Non-Demand
Commercial Firm-Demand
Small Interruptible
Medium & Large Interruptible
Firm Transportation

NA

NA

CenterPoint (Estimated)
Com-A Less than 1,500 therms/yr
Com/Ind B 1,500 > or < 5,000 therms/yr
Com/Ind C >5,000 thems/yr
Small Volume Dual Fuel A < 120,000 therms/yr
SVDF B > 120,000 therms/yr
Large Volume Firm & Duel Fuel > 1,999 therms
Peak Day

Option 3:
Property Tax

$
$
$

NA

5.00
30.00
40.00

$
$
$

NA

10.00
100.00
90.00

$
$
$

15.00
110.00
100.00

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

Estimated Customer Impacts
A vital component of the Commissions evaluation included understanding Woodbury's
residential and commercial customers' impacts with each option. The following provides an
estimated annual impact for each option for a median value home in Woodbury. Note that
franchise fee impacts are exact, but property tax impacts are estimates and not as precise.
Annual Impacts
Median value home property tax impact
Residential home impact for Franchise Fee
Total Est. Median Value Home Impact

Current Fund
Financing
$
$
$

20.58
20.58

Option 1:
Blended (Low
End Fee)
$
20.58
$
30.00
$
50.58

Option 1A:
Blended (Mid
End Fee)
$
20.58
$
60.00
$
80.58

Option 2:
Franchise Fees
(High End Fee)
$
$
78.00
$
78.00

The Commissions were also provided some average billing information from Xcel to assist in
understanding the potential impacts of franchise fees in relation to a customer’s total annual
bill. An average residential customer is estimated to have an annual electric bill of
approximately $1,190 and $500 for gas. Again, these are average estimates and can vary
significantly based on household size, energy efficiency and residential square footage.
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Option 3:
Property Tax
$
$
$

88.22
88.22

Understanding the impacts on commercial and industrial customers for each option is
significantly more challenging due to protecting customer data by the utilities and the variation
in each customer type. Xcel indicated that an average small commercial/industrial customer
averages approximately $1,120 for electric and $4,000 for gas annually. Again, these are
estimated figures and it is not uncommon for large energy users to see bills for gas or electric in
excess of $5,000 per month. Overall, the Commissions noted that fully understanding impacts
to such users would need to be part of our business community's public engagement process.
Utility Customer Counts
The City was provided the number of utility customers in Woodbury from each utility. Some
figures were limited, however, to protect private customer data particularly for commercial or
larger users. The provided pie charts detail the number of customers for both electric and gas in
the City of Woodbury by residential
and other customers.
Staff questioned the accuracy of this
information as it seemed inconsistent
with the known number of nonresidential parcels in the City. The
information was verified as accurate
and is likely a result of how multitenant buildings are established with
the utility provider. For example, it is
likely that some multi-tenant buildings
have a single premise (which would
receive the franchise fee) and are submetering on their side of the service
connection. This is more common with
gas than electric, which is reflected in
the figures with approximately 800
more electric premises than gas.
Tax Exempt Impacts
Each option reviewed by the
Commission has a varying impact on
property tax exempt parcels. While
such parcels would remain exempt
from any property tax contribution to
an option, these parcels would be
charged a franchise fee if they have
electric or gas service.
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Staff evaluated Washington County tax records and found 124 parcels currently identified as
exempt from property taxes that are listed as having an improvement value on such parcel. The
assumption being that a parcel with an improvement value is then most likely to also have gas or
electric service, but there may be exceptions. For example, a property tax-exempt parcel may
have a pole barn on site creating an improvement value, but there may only be electric service to
such site. In that case,
that customer would
receive an electric
franchise fee only.
As presented at a meeting
of the Commissions, the
124 property tax exempt
parcels are broken down
as shown at the right.
Parcels owned by the City
of Woodbury were not
included in this analysis.
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Recommendation
The Commissions are pleased to present their funding recommendation as well as additional
policy guidance to the City Council. Throughout the process the Commissions were asked to
keep considering the key
questions as shown to the
right. With consensus, the
Audit and Investment
Commission and the Parks and
Natural Resources
Commission are able to jointly
answer “Yes” to the five
questions provided and as
presented in this report.
At the joint Commissions
meeting on October 6, 2020 a
recommendation for City
Council’s consideration was
developed (PowerPoint presentation from that meeting is in Appendix D). This
recommendation was finalized and this report was reviewed by the Commissions at their
November 4, 2020 meeting.

Final Recommendation
Commissions recommend that the City Council implement Option 1A (blended, midend fee) as presented in the previous section. Commissions came to a full consensus on this
recommendation. Key findings as to why this recommendation is supported include:


Provides a
combination of
property tax and
franchise fees in a
proportion viewed as
most desirable by the
Commissions. A
property tax
contribution of 20%25% is recommended
currently and
recommended to be
maintained in the
future. This
recommendation also
results in tax exempt
parcels having a contribution to the fund through franchise fees which is recommended.
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Franchise fees proposed for this option are in a mid-range in comparison to other cities.
For residential fees, the proposed gas and electric fee are under the comparable cities
average, allowing for potential increases to fees as necessary over time as liabilities grow
within the parks system. There is also an overall simplicity with a monthly flat fee for
customers and communications with the public.



Development of an Administrative Directive or Council Directive is recommended to be
developed providing guidance for staff on the new Parks and Trails Replacement Fund if
franchise fees are approved. Parameters should be established on when franchise fees
are reviewed, guidance on when increases or adjustments should be considered, fund
balance guidelines, what projects should or should not be paid from the fund, etc. The
guidance used by the Audit and Investment Commission in reviewing Council salaries
was noted as a good example to consider for establishing a directive.

General Policy Guidance
The following is a summary of overall policy guidance as part of and supplemental to the final
recommendation to the City Council from the joint Commissions review process:
 Implementation of a funding solution which results in a deficit (not achieving the $2.9
million goal) is not recommended. Should Council pursue an option that results in a
deficit, a plan to address the deficit within the next annual budget process would be
recommended.
 Property tax should be used, and continue to be used in the future, as a component of
funding the Parks and Trails Replacement Fund. Options that were 100% either property
tax or franchise fees is not recommended.
 Implementation of a flat franchise fee set at different amounts based on customer types
is recommended. Utilization of a percentage fee, based on utility usage, was reviewed
and discussed by the Commissions and is not recommended at this time.
 The Parks and Natural Resources Commission shall continue to advise and work with
staff on evaluating other revenue options such as new or adjusted user fees to further
supplement the maintenance and operations necessary for park facilities.
 Staff should continue to monitor the Parks and Trails Replacement Plan (asset
management plan) with ongoing analysis to ensure underlying assumptions remain
accurate over time and to monitor for changes to the current established annual funding
goal of $2.9 million.
 As feasible, the Commissions encourage the City Council to make a long-term
commitment to sustaining this fund for its intended use including the commitment of
using franchise fees solely for this fund.

Community Engagement
A robust community engagement process is recommended as part of the evaluation process to
be conducted by the City Council. While not under the purview of the Commissions to provide a
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detailed community engagement process, it will be an essential part of the process to ensure
community education and support for franchise fees.
The Commissions jointly recommend that City staff advise the City Council further on the best
means and methods for community engagement.

Overall Timeline & Next Steps
The overall timeline for major milestones for the implementation of this recommendation are as
follows:

Timeline

Milestone Actions

August, 2020 –
November,
2020

•
•

Audit & Investment Commission and Parks and Natural
Resources Commission joint meetings
Formation of recommendation to City Council

January, 2021

•

Council workshop and presentation of recommendation

January, 2021
– August, 2021

•
•
•
•

Council evaluation
Potential public involvement process
Potential franchise ordinance negotiations with utility
providers
Potential initial Council actions

January, 2022

•

Potential first collection of franchise fees

2023

•

Potential use of funds commences
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Appendix A
2019-2021 City Council Strategic Initiative Parks and Trails
Replacement Plan

2019-2021 STRATEGIC INITIATIVE
PARKS AND TRAILS REPLACEMENT PLAN
Ensure Our Parks and Trails Meet the Needs of a
Growing and Changing Community

I.

ISSUE AND BACKGROUND

The City is responsible for the management of 3,386 acres of park and recreation land, 76 sport
courts, 152 miles of paved trails, 55 named parks, 19 irrigation systems, 123 athletic fields, 31
park buildings, 46 play structures, and 17,134 inventoried park trees. These built and natural
assets are no different than our fleet of vehicles, roadway system or pipes in the ground. The
quality of these assets is also directly linked to our continued high performance as a City, as a
community of choice, and maintaining our high quality of life ratings (92% of 2019 community
survey respondents rating excellent or good). Our success as a leading community in which to
live, work and thrive means that these quality of life amenities be provided, preserved,
maintained, upgraded and expanded when required.
In June 2017, the City Council reviewed Critical Success Factors for the City and renewed
support for Environmental Stewardship and Quality of Life as two of the six factors as critical to
our success as a City and a community. Council supported the following guiding statements in
support of Environmental Stewardship:
Understanding that environmental health, economics and human well-being are
interconnected and interdependent, Woodbury is committed to the responsible use
and protection of all resources. To preserve our environment for future
generations, the City will foster environmental stewardship through focused
conservation, social responsibility and best management practices.
Council supported the following guiding statements in support of Quality of Life:
Woodbury maintains a high quality living environment characterized by attractive
neighborhoods that offer a variety of housing options for people in all stages of life
and that are linked through the City’s parks and trails system.
The City provides open spaces that allow active and passive uses by the public.
Residents have convenient access to essential private sector goods and services such
as health care, as well as to high quality year-round leisure and recreational
services.
The City directly implements those aspects of the physical and service environment
for which it is responsible and promotes the provision of desired services by private
and other governmental agencies in areas outside its own responsibility.
As anticipated for a community growing into maturity, the initial acquisition or development of
many of these amenities was tied to our growth and development-driven. To this time, modest
operating funds have been needed to support the still young system that has developed. This
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system, however, is now reaching maturity, similar to the life cycle of any roadway, requiring
additional preservation and resources before the spiral of decline whereby maintenance
becomes futile and only replacement is cost effective. The City has also recently experienced
fiscal challenges in funding planned park facility improvements requiring projects to be scaled
back from original goals. Staff is anticipating that these challenges are expected as well for
upcoming projects.
There is approximately $69 million in parks and recreation physical assets. Included are park
buildings/structures, courts, fields, playgrounds, irrigation systems, parking lots, trails and
miscellaneous items. This does not include the value of tree inventory nor current or future
development. Maintenance of and improvements to these assets are NOT included in this
replacement plan or financial analysis.
Funding needs for every department face a prioritization and competitive process with each
annual budget cycle. Proceeding with this issue as a City Strategic Initiative will provide the
necessary research, detail and focus on these assets to ensure the City Council can make
informed, long-term and strategic decisions regarding preserving and enhancing our parks,
forestry and recreation system through a financial plan to sustain them into the future.
II.

ISSUE URGENCY

As with any City Strategic Initiative, there should be a notable timing component as to why it
reaches the priority of being a Strategic Initiative. The urgency of the issue to rise to being a
priority City focus for the next two to three years include the following factors:


The City’s objective for any issue, fiscal or not, is ideally to be proactive rather than
reactive. This topic is at a critical point of soon moving into a reactive position if no
action is taken. Life cycles of current assets range from 15 to 50 years.



The City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan parks and trails chapter was just updated as well as
the parks focused comprehensive outdoor recreation plan; however neither document
provides for a funding plan.



In addition to parks and trails asset replacements, the City needs to provide the financial
resources to pay for public improvements that are parks and trail resource
enhancements that are presently partially or fully unfunded.



Gaps have been identified in our asset management systems for parks. For example, not
having as-built drawings of key infrastructure leading to management challenges of that
asset and missed opportunities for good planning.



Currently the Roadway Rehabilitation program and MSA funding mechanisms have paid
for trail improvements. These funding sources are increasingly under pressure and may
not be able to continue funding trails.
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III.



Close to half (47%) of 2019 respondents to the Community Survey supported increasing
property taxes to maintain City services at their current level and levels of support have
been increasing since 2015. Woodbury residents have also supported previous park and
open space referenda. In addition, if a referendum is a selected financial mechanism
then significant advance planning is necessary.



The City has previously completed thorough reviews and funding analysis for streets and
utilities infrastructure. Parks and trail resources should be the next priority.



Top tier and high performing local governments have strong, diverse, resilient park, trail
and natural resource assets that support quality of life and sustain the community’s
wellbeing and health long into the future and are critical to maintain our current high
performance goals.
SCOPE AND SCHEDULE

March - April, 2019

Issue framing and internal initiative scoping by staff.

April, 2019

Financial options internal review by staff (high-level).

May - June, 2019

Issue framing and scoping review

July – August, 2019

Staff finalization of park asset and depreciation plan (may
continue through end of the year as needed).

August, 2019

Consideration as a Strategic Initiative.

November, 2019

Staff preliminary report to Council on full scope of project.

Dec., 2019 – July, 2020

Development, review and analysis of plan and financial
recommendation by staff under the guidance and input from the
Parks and Natural Resources Commission.

August, 2020

Presentation of plan and recommendations to Council.

September-Dec., 2020

Public engagement.

December, 2020

Council consideration of funding action.

January, 2021

Funding plan in place and plan implementation commencement.

IV.

IMPLEMENTATION TEAM

To implement the current proposed scope of work in the schedule presented, a team of
resources is required. The Parks and Natural Resources Commission will provide the necessary
review, input and vetting process for the majority of this project in coordination with City staff.
The City staff team will be led by Michelle Okada, Park and Recreation Director, with direct
reporting to the City Administrator. The following additional City departments and divisions
will also have a key role in this initiative: Administration, Finance, Community Development,
Communications Division, Parks Division of Public Works and Engineering.
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Appendix B
PowerPoint Presentation from August 13, 2020 Audit and
Investment Commission Meeting

10/15/2020

Parks and Trails
Replacement Plan & Fund

Main Discussion Points
• Why this fund is important?
• Framework of the fund
• Funding options and franchise fees 101
• Next steps

1

10/15/2020

Importance of Parks and Trails
Replacement Fund
• Important contributor to the quality of life
• Insufficient ongoing funding
• Growing liability of aging parks system
• Equity of quality assets
• Average yearly replacement need is ~$2.9Million
(plus future inflation, plus additions)
• Competition for operating funds
• Council strategic initiative

Framework
• This fund will support the replacement of park
and trail amenities as outlined by the
comprehensive asset and depreciation plan.
• The plan recommends replacement of specific
park and trail amenities based on standard life
expectancy
• The fund covers only replacement, not new or
maintenance items

2

10/15/2020

Assumptions
• Actual expenses and prioritization of
replacement will be presented as part of annual
CIP process
• Where appropriate, funding for replacement
items will be shifted from operating budgets (i.e.
playground replacement)

Assumptions
• Plan updated annually with new assets and
replacements, and updated replacement costs
• This plan does not change the CIP, budget and
project process

3
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Replacement timeline
Amenity

Life Span

Ballfields

30 Years

Buildings

50 Years

Courts

20 Years

Irrigation Systems

20 Years

Parking lots and trails

25 Years

Play structures
Other: dugout covers, boardwalks,
fishing piers, security, etc.

15 Years
Various

Liabilities vs. Funding

$686,000

Current Available
Funding

$2.9 Million
Current Average
Yearly Need

4
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Next Steps

January 2020December 2020

• Additional plan development incorporating
funding options with actuals/CIP development
• Franchise Fee research and analysis
• Seek recommendation from Parks and Natural
Resources Commission and Audit and
Investment Commission

January 2021

Council Workshop- Seek direction from Council
Financing Plan

Discussion
• Questions about:
• Assumptions
• Replacement timeline
• What additional information do you need to
help you make an informed decision?

5

10/15/2020

Franchise Fees 101

What is a Franchise?
•Any public utility …
occupying streets,
highways, or other public
property…may be
required to obtain a
license, permit, right or
franchise…
•Non-City services

6

10/15/2020

Franchise
Ordinance

• ROW management
• Street restoration
• Relocation for utilities
• Performance bonds
• Mapping information
• Street vacation
• Removal of abandoned facilities
• Indemnification
• Construction standards
• Coordination requirements

Franchise Statute
•Cities have gas and electric franchise
rights under State law (Minn Stat.
§216B.36)
•Franchises are negotiated taking the
form of a contract in an ordinance

7
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Franchise Statute
•Cities have the right to require franchises
include certain terms, such as fees.
• Fees to raise revenue
• Fees to defray costs as a result of utility
operations
• Or Both

Woodbury Utilities
•Xcel Energy
• Gas and electric

•CenterPoint Energy
• Gas only

8
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Franchise Ordinances
• Existing Woodbury Code Chapter 9 Franchises
• Northern States Power Company-Electric & Gas
franchise
• Minnegasco Inc-Gas franchise

• Both Expired
• Both included section on Franchise Feesnot implemented

Franchise Fees
•Flat fee or a
percentage fee
•Fee amounts can
vary between
customer types
•Several options to
be evaluated

9
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Franchise Fees
•Utility passes 100% of fee to its
customers
•Could be for just gas, just for electric, or
both
•City decides when to consider fee
increases and how often

Franchise Fees
• Model franchise ordinances available from
League of MN Cities
• Attorney assistance specializing in franchises

10
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Who has Franchise Fees?
2020 Final Certified Tax Rates for Metro Cities - Populations Over 40,000
(excludes Minneapolis & St. Paul)

Brooklyn Park
Maplewood
St. Louis Park
Burnsville
Coon Rapids
Bloomington
Apple Valley
Minnetonka
Blaine
Eagan
Lakeville
Shakopee
Maple Grove
Woodbury
Eden Prairie
Edina
Plymouth

48.862
44.646
43.398
43.148

Community

40.199
39.557
38.782
36.574
35.842
35.262
34.615
33.965
32.756
32.489
31.513
27.945
25.796
0

5

10

15

20

25

Rate

30

35

40

45

50

55

Chanhassen, Inver Grove Heights, Shoreview,
Cottage Grove, Oakdale

Franchise Fee Pro’s
•Sustainable source of revenue
•Easy to administer
•Local control
•Transparency through fund accounting
•Applicable to all customers, including
non-profits, tax-exempt
•Will diversify City’s revenue sources
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Franchise Fee Con’s
•Raises utility costs to customers
•Use of funds will not benefit all payers
equally
•Viewed as another fee/tax

Options for Evaluation
•Funding Options (examples)
Property Tax
9%
Property
Tax
23%
Franchise
Fees
77%

Franchise
Fees
100%
Franchise
Fees
91%

12
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Options for Evaluation
•Timing Options
$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$-

Year 1

Year 3

Year 5

Year 8

Options for Evaluation
•If Franchise Fees, Structure Options

13
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Public Process
• Recommendation from Parks and Natural
Resource Commission
• Recommendation from Audit and Investment
Commission
• Prescribed public process if collection and
utilization of franchise fees move forward

Discussion
• Questions about Franchise Fees?
• What additional information do you need to
help you make an informed decision?
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Appendix C
Parks and Trails Replacement Plan, Asset Management Needs
Summary

Parks &Trails Replacement Plan - Working Document
Inflated Need by Year

2019
Average Yearly Need Before
Inlation (Based on Current
Value)

Current Asset Total
Before Inflation

Description

Total Need for Replacement Fund of
Existing Assets (Current Value)

$

72,292,720

$

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

2,940,542

Ballfields (Fencing)
Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life -30 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

5%
$

2,517,400
$

83,913
88,100

92,500

97,100

5%

5%

102,000

5%

107,100

5%

112,500

5%

118,100

5%

124,000

5%

130,200

5%

136,700

5%

143,500

5%

5%

Buildings
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 50 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

7,400,000
$

148,000
152,400

157,000

3%

161,700

3%

166,600

3%

171,600

3%

176,700

3%

182,000

3%

187,500

3%

193,100

3%

198,900

3%

204,900

3%

3%

Courts
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 20 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

6,200,000
$

310,000
319,300

328,900

3%

338,700

3%

348,900

3%

359,400

3%

370,200

3%

381,300

3%

392,700

3%

404,500

3%

416,600

3%

429,100

3%

3%

Irrigation
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 20 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

2,400,000
$

120,000
123,600

127,300

3%

131,100

3%

135,100

3%

139,100

3%

143,300

3%

147,600

3%

152,000

3%

156,600

3%

161,300

3%

166,100

3%

3%

Parks Lots
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 25 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

8,481,070
$

339,242.80
349,400

359,900

3%

370,700

3%

381,800

3%

393,300

3%

405,100

3%

417,200

3%

429,700

3%

442,600

3%

455,900

3%

469,600

3%

3%

Playgrounds
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 15 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

5%
$

4,390,000
$

292,667
307,300

322,700

5%

338,800

5%

355,700

5%

373,500

5%

392,200

5%

411,800

5%

432,400

5%

454,000

5%

476,700

5%

500,600

5%

5%

Rinks
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value
Replacement Life - 30 years
Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

1,100,000
$

36,667
37,800

38,900

3%

40,100

3%

41,300

3%

42,500

3%

43,800

3%

45,100

3%

46,400

3%

47,800

3%

49,300

3%

50,800

3%

3%

Trails
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

38,016,000

160 miles

Replacement Life - 25 years

$

1,520,640

Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

1,566,300

1,613,200

3%

1,661,600

3%

1,711,500

3%

1,762,800

3%

1,815,700

3%

1,870,200

3%

1,926,300

3%

1,984,100

3%

2,043,600

3%

2,104,900

3%

3%

Miscellaneous (Boardwalks, Fishing Piers, Signage)
2020

Inflation Rate
Current Asset Value

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

3%
$

1,788,250

Replacement Life - 20 years

$

89,413

Inflated Need by Year
% Change by Year

92,100

94,900

3%

97,700

3%

100,600

3%

103,700

3%

106,800

3%

110,000

3%

113,300

3%

116,700

3%

120,200

3%

123,800

3%

3%

Parks and Trails Replacement Fund Totals
Total Value of Infratructure Replacement (before inflation)

$

72,292,720

Average Need by Year (before inflation)

$

2,940,542

Inflated Need by Year
2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

Total Need by year for Replacement
Fund of Parks Existing Assets (with
Inflation)

$ 3,036,300

$ 3,135,300

$ 3,237,500

$ 3,343,500

$ 3,453,000

$ 3,566,300

$ 3,683,300

$ 3,804,300

$ 3,929,600

$

4,059,200

$

4,193,300

Contingency - 10%

$

303,630

$

313,530

$

323,750

$

334,350

$

345,300

$

356,630

$

368,330

$

380,430

$

392,960

$

405,920

$

419,330

$

82,770

$

86,190

$

89,730

$

93,435

$

97,320

$

101,355

$

105,570

$

109,980

$

114,570

$

119,370

$

124,395

$

3,422,700

$

3,535,020

$

3,650,980

$

3,771,285

$

3,895,620

$

4,024,285

$

4,157,200

$

4,294,710

$

4,437,130

$

4,584,490

$

4,737,025

150,000

Enhancement (Buildings, Playgrounds, Misc - 15%)

Subtotal (need by year with inflation, contingency and enhancement)
Deducts for Current Funding Sources

2029

2030

Average Funding Before
Inflation

Parks and Forestry Budget

150,000

$

-

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

150,000

$

Capital Improvement Plan

36,000

$

-

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

$

36,000

General Tax Surplus

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

Subtotal of Deducts

Funding Shortfall (Surplus)
% Covered by Funding

$

686,000

$

686,000

$

686,000

$ 3,422,700

-

$ 2,849,020

$ 2,964,980

$ 3,085,285

$ 3,209,620

$ 3,338,285

$ 3,471,200

$ 3,608,710

$ 3,751,130

$

3,898,490

$

4,051,025

0.0%

24.1%

23.1%

22.2%

21.4%

20.5%

19.8%

19.0%

18.3%

17.6%

16.9%

Assumptions of Parks and Recreation Replacement Fund
1. Projects and general fund adjustments will commence in 2021.
2. This is a "like for like" living document to identify replacement costs of Parks and Trails Infrastructure.
3. The plan will be updated annually in time for the next CIP cycle with prior year projects as well as proposed projects within next CIP cycle.
4. All assets listed as to when their replacement life is expected, unless on the CIP plan.
5. If an asset is demolished, it will be removed from the asset list and replaces with the new asset.
6. Enhancement of 15% added to Buildings, Playgrounds, Misc features
7. Full plan is a 50 year plan
Updated 10/26/20

Appendix D
PowerPoint Presentation from October 6, 2020 Joint
Commissions Meeting

10/5/2020

Parks and Trails
Replacement Plan & Fund
Audit and Investment Commission
Park and Natural Resources Commission
October 6, 2020

Agenda &
Main
Discussion
Points

•Last Meeting Recap
•Q&A Review
•Further Options Review
•Property Tax vs. Franchise
Fee Pro’s/Con’s
•Key Questions for
Commissioners

1

10/5/2020

Last Meeting Recap
•Reviewed overall timeline
•Reviewed comparison cities with
franchise fees
•Focused on average yearly replacement
need ~$2.9 Million
•Initial options review

Liabilities vs. Funding

$686,000

Current Available
Funding

$2.9 Million
Current Average
Yearly Need

2

10/5/2020

$20.58

$3,500,000

Total Median Value Home Impact
$88.22
$50.58

$81.00

$3,000,000

$2,500,000

$1,071,201

$2,000,000

$2,254,542
$1,500,000

$2,957,445

$2,940,542
$1,183,341

$1,000,000

$500,000

$686,000

$686,000

$-

$(16,903)

Current Fund Financing

100% Property Tax Fund
Financing

Option 1 Fund Financing
(Low End Fee)

Option 2 Fund Financing
(High End Fee)

$(500,000)

Property Tax Contribution

Franchise Fees Contribution

Funding Deficit

Overall Timeline
Timeline

Actions

August, 2020 – November, 2020

• Audit & Investment and Parks and
Natural Resources joint meetings
• Formation of recommendation to City
Council

- 9/1/20 Joint Meeting
- 10/6/20 Joint Meeting
- 11/4/20 Joint Meeting

January, 2021

• Council workshop and presentation of
recommendation

January, 2021 – August, 2021

• Council evaluation
• Potential public involvement process
• Potential initial Council action

January, 2022

• Potential first collection of franchise fees

2023

• Potential use of funds commences

3

10/5/2020

Q&A Recap

•Summary of key answers
from last meeting
•Additional info from staff
and utilities

Q&A Recap
•Fees are collected monthly from
customers, distributed quarterly (for
Xcel) to the City
•Xcel does not charge any administrative
fee to customers or to the City

4
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Q&A Recap
•Xcel deals with delinquencies, City is
paid 100% of its franchise fee amount
•Changing a fee takes approximately 90
days from when City requests it
• 60 days for MN Public Utilities Commission
• 30 for Xcel to implement

Q&A Recap
•Non-users or “off-the-grid”
• If a premise for buying/selling will still get fee
• Full disconnection rare, most will maintain a
premise

5
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Q&A Recap
•Average residential Xcel customer
• ≈ $99/month; $1,190/year for Electric
• ≈ $41/month; $500/year for Gas

•Average small commercial/industrial Xcel
customer
• ≈ $93/month; $1,120/year for Electric
• ≈ $333/month; $4,000/year for Gas

Q&A Recap
•Property Tax Exempt; Per Washington
County tax records
• 124 parcels that have an improvement value
• Unable to verify if gas or electric serviced
• Does not include any City of Woodbury
parcels

6
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Q&A Recap
• 36 Washington County CDA
• 27 Church, Church
residences or Church
related
• 24 Townhome or
Homeowners Association
properties
• 13 Public Schools
• 11 Charitable Institutions
• 3 Washington County

• 2 Metropolitan Council
• 2 Private Schools
• 2 Federal
• 2 Nursing Homes

• 1 Hospital
• 1 Municipal services,
other

Q&A Recap
Woodbury Electric Premises

Woodbury Gas Premises or Meters

Other,
2,000, 7%

Residential,
27,615, 93%

Other,
1,223, 4%

Residential,
26,625, 96%

7
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Further
Options
Review

•Handout

Further Options Review
Annual Median Value Home Impact
$20.58

$50.58

$80.58

$78.00

$88.22

$3,500,000

$3,000,000

$2,500,000

$1,043,934

$2,000,000

$2,322,282

$2,254,542
$1,500,000

$3,029,442

$2,940,542

Option 2: Franchise Fees (High
End Fee)

Option 3: Property Tax

$1,210,608
$1,000,000

$500,000

$686,000

$686,000

$686,000

Current Fund Financing

Option 1: Blended (Low End Fee)

Option 1A: Blended (Mid End
Fee)

$-

$(500,000)

$(67,740)

Property Tax Contribution

Franchise Fees Contribution

$(88,900)

Funding Deficit
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Property
Tax vs.
Franchise
Fees

•Property Tax Pro’s/Con’s
•Franchise Fees Pro’s/Con’s

Property Tax vs. Franchise Fees
• Common to Both
• General ease of collection for the City
• Can adjust to revenue needs

• Fund accounting transparency
• Use of funds do not benefit payers equally
• Applicability to tax exempt parcels
• Pro and/or Con under both options

• Fee structure (flat vs. %) can affect pro’s and
con’s

9
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Property Tax vs. Franchise Fees
Property Tax Pro’s
• Property tax relationship to
fund citywide priorities
(quality of life)
• Value of property relationship
to ability to pay
• May be deductible against
federal income taxes
• MN property tax relief
programs available based on
eligibility

Property Tax Con’s
• Property tax increases
compete with other funding
priorities
• Increases may be limited if
levy limits are reinstituted
• Not utilizing an available
method to diversify revenue,
used by many other Cities

Property Tax vs. Franchise Fees
Franchise Fees Pro’s
• Sustainable source of revenue
and revenue diversification
• Utilities address delinquencies,
strong collection
• Better aligns Woodbury’s
property tax rate with the cities
that use the franchise fee
• Opportunity cost if not used now
for a Council strategic initiative

Franchise Fees Con’s
• Raises utility costs to customers
• May be viewed as “just another
tax”, not a true fee
• Disconnect between the use of the
funds and method of collection
• Increasing franchise fee for Fund
needs; increasing a specific fee to
users politically challenging

10
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Property Tax vs. Franchise Fees
Property
Tax

•Discussion
•Policy guidance
consensus
Franchise
Fees

No

Yes

Key

• Strategic Initiative, Establishment of Fund
• Comprehensive Asset & Depreciation
Planning

Questions
No

1) Recommend this overall pursuit?

Yes

2) Recommend this overall approach?
• Evaluating options by Commissions
• Making a recommendation to Council

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

3) Support the financial options under
consideration?
4) Support the timing for
implementation of the selected
recommendation?
5) Support the final recommendation
to Council?
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•Next Joint Commissions
Meeting November 4

Next
Steps

• Staff review and analysis of
questions from tonight
• Finalization of
recommendation

12

Appendix E
Franchise Fees of Comparison Cities

Municipal Legislative Commission (MLC) Member Cities, Adjacent Cities & Cities Over 40,000, Franchise Fee Comparisons
Electric Franchise Fees

Cities

MLC Members
Apple Valley
Bloomington
Burnsville
Chanhassen
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Edina
Inver Grove Heights
Lakeville
Maple Grove
Minnetonka
Plymouth
Savage
Shakopee*
Shoreview
Woodbury

Residential
Electric

Small C&I
Nondemand

Small C&I
Large C&I
Demand

Gas Franchise Fees

Com/Ind B
Public
Municipal Municipal
Commercial Commercial Com-A Less
Com/Ind
Residential
1,500 > or <
Street
Pumping
Pumping Utility
Firm-NonFirmthan 1,500
C >5,000
Gas
5,000
Lighting Non-demand Demand
Demand
Demand
therms/yr
thems/yr
therms/yr

$
$
$

3.75
4.00
5.00

$
$
$

7.50
3.00
14.00

$
$
$

40.00
10.00
40.00

$ 115.00
$ 45.00
$ 290.00

$
$

$
$
$

4.00
2.90
2.75

$
$
$

5.00
4.90
3.00

$
$
$

12.50
13.68
25.00

$ 55.00
$ 58.32
$ 95.00

$
$
$

-

$
$
$

-

$
$
$

$
$

4.50
2.18

$
$

4.50
3.28

$
$

13.50
10.93

$ 45.00
$ 43.71

$
$

-

$
$

4.50
-

$
$

3%

$

-

$

-

$

-

Xcel

-

$

-

$

-

Xcel

$

1.30

$

8.00

$

112.00

3%
$

3%

3%

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

-

4.50
-

Small
Interruptible

Small Volume
Dual Fuel A <
120,000
therms/yr

Large Volume
SVDF B > Medium &
Interruptible
Firm & Duel Fuel
Firm
120,000
Large
Transportatio
> 1,999 therms Transportation
therms/yr Interruptible
n
Peak Day

Xcel
Xcel
Xcel

$
$
$

3.75
4.00
5.00

$
$
$

7.50
12.00
5.00

$
$
$

7.50
40.00
9.00

$ 40.00
$ 180.00
$ 20.00

$
$
$

40.00
180.00
90.00

$ 40.00
$ 180.00
$ 90.00

$

Xcel
Xcel
Xcel

$
$
$

4.00
2.90
2.00

$
$

5.00
4.90

$
$

12.50
13.68

$ 55.00
$ 58.32

$
$

55.00
58.32

$ 55.00
$ 58.32

Xcel
Xcel

$
$

4.50
2.29

$

10.50

$

50.00

$

$
$

3%

3%

3%

2.50

$

3.00

$

30.00

$ 310.00

$

$

1.65

$

1.65

$

8.25

$ 33.00

$

3.30

$

0.75

$

8.25

Xcel

$

1.65

$

4.95

$

8.25

$

3.00

$

4.75

$

30.00

$ 180.00

$

4.00

$

4.00

$

4.00

Xcel

$

3.00

$

12.00

$

100.00

$

1.50

$

3.00

$

10.00

$

8.00

$

6.00

$

2.00

$

8.00

Xcel

$

1.50

$

5.00

$

8.00

Additional Cities over 40,000
Blaine
Brooklyn Park
$
7.00
Coon Rapids**
4.0%
St. Louis Park
$
5.50

$

7.50
4.0%
$
10.00

$

45.00
4.0%
$ 46.50

$ 160.00
4.0%
$ 146.50

$
$
$

$
$
$

10.00

$
$
$ 46.50

Xcel
Xcel
Xcel

$

AVERAGE

$

$

$ 113.18

$

$

4.25

$ 14.25

4.50
3.44

$
$

3%

13.50
11.48

90.00

$ 45.00
$ 45.90

3%

$

$
$

3%

3%
$

100.00

$

16.50

$

75.00

$

17.00

45.00
45.90
3%

$

115.00
3%
90.00

CenterPoint
CenterPoint
CenterPoint

$
$

55.00
58.32

CenterPoint
CenterPoint
Xcel

100.00

$ 45.00
$ 45.90

$

$
$

3%

3%
$

100.00

$

24.75

$

110.00

$

17.00

Utility

15.00

$

15.00

45.00
45.90
3%

CenterPoint
CenterPoint
$

-

$

-

$

100.00

$

100.00

$

24.75

$

24.75

$

2.50

$

2.50

$

17.00

$

17.00

CenterPoint,
Xcel
Xcel

Additional Adjacent Cities
Cottage Grove
Maplewood
Oakdale

$

3.59

5.36

23.95

4.43

7.00
4.0%
$
5.50
$

3.46

$
$

4.95

8.09

$

55.65

8.25

6.50
4.0%
$
5.50

$

20.00
4.0%
$
10.00

$ 70.00
4.0%
$ 46.50

$

$

$ 52.45

13.72

$

8.25

$

5.84

5.00

$

5.00

$

$

$

8.00

$

59.70

*For Electric: The fee collected shall total three percent (3%) of the Company's gross revenues from its operations within the City collected from each customer
of each class. For customers in the Large C&I class, the three percent franchise fee is applicable to the first $950,000 of calendar year gross
*For Gas for CenterPoint: Percents are calculated on percent of revenue.
revenues. The franchise fee is reduced to on-half percent (0.5%) for the remaining amount of annual gross revenues exceeding $950,000.
**For Gas for CenterPoint: Percents are calculated on percent of revenue.
**For Electric: The franchise fee excludes rate schedules for highway lighting, municipal street lighting, municipal water pumping, municipal fire sirens, and
municipal sewage disposal service. For all customers, the four percent franchise fee is applicable to the first $950,000 of calendar year gross operating
revenues. The franchise fee is reduced to one half percent (0.5%) for the remaining amount of annual gross operating revenues exceeding $950,000.

$

16.50

$ 16.50

$

17.00

$ 17.00

$
$

160.00
4.0%
46.50

$ 160.00
4.0%
$ 46.50

$

68.57

$ 68.57

$

70.35

$

24.75

$

17.00

$
$

160.00
4.0%
146.50

$

68.86

CenterPoint,
Xcel
Xcel
CenterPoint,
Xcel

CenterPoint
CenterPoint
CenterPoint
$

31.85

$

31.85

