AGENDA
City Council Workshop
Workshop
October 25, 2022
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
5:00 PM
Amended
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:45 PM
5:55 PM
6:10 PM
6:25 PM
6:50 PM
6:55 PM

Glenbrook Small Area Plan
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Chapter Discussion
Possible Use of Special Projects Fund Monies – Mayor Reinke
Proposal for Engineering Services; 2022 Water Meter Feasibility Study
Hail Damage to City Vehicles and Buildings
Conversation with Susan Vento, Commissioner Metropolitan Council
Management Discussion – Finance Director
Recess for Regular Meeting

Continued Workshop after Council Meeting
Council Topics

COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Luke McClanahan, City Planner
October 25, 2022
Glenbrook Small Area Plan

BACKGROUND
The City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan identifies the need for small area redevelopment plan for the
Glenbrook Avenue North and Upper 51st Street North area (per Chapter 2, Goal 1, Policy 2.a and
Chapter 3, Goal 3, Policy 4). The scope of the study was discussed with Council at their March 8, 2022
workshop. Further, the City obtained a grant from the Washington County Community Development
Agency (CDA) in May 2022 towards the cost of preparing the small area plan.
The study area is located in the northern/northwestern area of Oakdale. More specifically, it is bounded
to the west by Highway 120, to the southeast by Highway 36, and to the north by I-694. The main focus
of the study area, however, is the neighborhood south of 54th Street North and Golfview Avenue North.
Many existing uses in the subject area do not align well and result in competing visions for
development. These uses result in conflicts, particularly between residential and industrial properties.
Other concerns in the area include poor automobile and pedestrian circulation, as well as limited open
space/park access. A major concern is the impacts that will occur from future improvements along
Highways 36 and 120. Despite the challenges that exist in the study area, there has been significant
interest for development and redevelopment by developers for a variety of uses.
A task order, through the Master Service Agreement between the City and Stantec Consulting Services
Inc., has been approved for the Glenbrook Small Area Plan. Stantec will assist the City with preparing
this study. Stantec will lead the project by gathering input/data, conducting analysis, and authoring the
majority of the plan. The City will work closely with Stantec to ensure that the plan will be an effective
guiding document. Erin Perdu and Phil Carlson (Stantec) will present an overview of the project at the
Council workshop.
COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
In the attached memo from Stantec, there are several questions that the City Council should provide
direction upon. The feedback provided by the Council will help inform Stantec and city staff on the
priorities of this plan.
Attachments
Memo from Stantec on the Glenbrook Small Area Plan
Inventory and Market Context Exhibits
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Memo
To:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Members

From:

Erin Perdu
Minneapolis

City of Oakdale
Project/File:

Glenbrook Small Area Plan

Date:

October 14, 2022

Reference: Glenbrook Small Area Plan – City Council Workshop
Introduction and Purpose
The Glenbrook Small Area Plan (SAP) was authorized by City Council earlier this year to: a) respond to
development interests in the area and b) address issues with the interface between industrial and
residential properties. The City applied for, and received, a Predevelopment Finance Grant from
Washington County Community Development Agency in May 2022 which helps finance this project.
The Glenbrook area of Oakdale is a neighborhood of mixed commercial, industrial, residential and
institutional uses in the northwest corner of the city, a triangle bounded by Highway 36 on the southeast,
Geneva/Century Avenue on the west and I-694 on the north. There are many issues that connect the
Glenbrook neighborhood with the larger area surrounding it to the north and east. Therefore, our study
area is shown below and includes the core Glenbrook Neighborhood (for which most of the actions in the
plan will apply), and the larger study area which is important for context.
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Reference: Glenbrook SAP - City Council Workshop

Schedule
The overall project schedule is below. Note that final approval may extend beyond this timeline depending
on meeting schedules. We are currently in Phase 1 and will complete that in early November.

Inventory
To provide some context to our conversation, attached to this memo is our initial information gathering for
the study area. Materials include:
x

Land Use: existing and future (from the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan)

x

Zoning

x

Existing conditions maps: Parks and Trails, Utilities, Water and Wetlands

x

Property values (land and buildings) by square foot

x

Market Context: demand indicators for multi-family, office, and industrial; recent developments;
recent sales; multi-family properties; retail map; market context map.

October 14, 2022
Honorable Mayor and City Council Members
Page 3 of 4

Reference: Glenbrook SAP - City Council Workshop

This information will be used as context for both engaging with the community as well as developing goals
and alternatives in the next phases.
Upcoming Engagement Plan
At the workshop we are seeking your feedback on our plan to engage the community in planning for the
Glenbrook Area. Please note that to engage typically underrepresented groups in this process, we are
looking at demographic data to get an idea of what outreach methods will work best. These will likely
include invitations and materials translated to Spanish, providing food and kids activities at workshops, and
more.
For Phase 1, our goal is to understand the issues and wishes of those closely connected to the Glenbrook
Area. To that end, there are several key stakeholders that we are in the process of reaching out to. During
these initial meetings and interviews we will identify key issues and, in some cases, plans for the future.
Each listed below will have one meeting:
x
x
x

Washington County
MNDOT
Business owners and major Property owners

Our meetings with Washington County and MNDOT have taken place (October 11th and 14th respectively).
Staff has provided contact information for business owners, and we are currently working on a mailing for
them along with major property owners in the area. The mailing will invite business and property owners to
a virtual meeting during the day.
In addition to these targeted meetings, we will engage the larger community both online and with one
neighborhood meeting. The online engagement will include creating a dedicated webpage for the project
which will include as “quick poll” survey questions (released one at a time, to sustain interest and
engagement) and an interactive map for people to add ideas, assets and concerns in the area.
Phase 1 concludes with a meeting with the Planning Commission at their November regular meeting to get
their input on the plan. Other advisory committees will receive updates throughout the process.
During Phase 2, we will meet again with the City Council to review draft goals for the Glenbrook area (target
date is December 13). That will be followed by a similar meeting with the Planning Commission on January
5th. One additional stakeholder meeting will be held during this time, to review the draft goals, and the
website will be updated so that people can provide input on the goals there as well.
Phase 3, where we will be developing and soliciting feedback on alternatives, also includes another City
Council meeting (target date Feb. 28th), three meetings with stakeholders, and a Planning Commission
meeting where they will review a summary of the alternatives and make a recommendation to City Council.
A final City Council review of the recommended alternative will take place in March or April.
Finally, in Phase 4, we will hold a community open house to review the draft plan. The plan will also be
posted online for feedback. The preferred alternative and draft report will be shared in a community open
house with special invitations to neighborhood residents, property owners, business owners, and
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Reference: Glenbrook SAP - City Council Workshop

developers to gather their input. One separate meeting may be held with developers and major property
owners if needed. Before the plan is shared with the public, it will be presented at a City Council workshop.

Key Questions for Consideration
In addition to confirming our direction, we would like to hear from you on the following questions:
x

What goals do you have for this plan or outcomes you are seeking?

x

What are the most critical issues that you want us to pay attention to regarding this area?

x

What are the most pivotal opportunities do you see for this area?

Respectfully,
STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC.

Erin Perdu
Senior Urban Planner
Phone: (612) 712-2006
erin.perdu@stantec.com
Attachment: Background maps and market information
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COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Andrew Gitzlaff, Community Development Director
October 25, 2022
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Chapter Discussion

BACKGROUND
Through a series of nine Council workshops from February through August, 2022, staff has been providing
a chapter-by-chapter overview of the Comprehensive Plan while facilitating a discussion with Council
based on the following questions:
• Are the policies identifying the appropriate course of action to achieve the goal?
• Is anything missing, inaccurate or in need of further evaluation?
• Are there some policies that should be prioritized?
Chapters from the Comprehensive Plan were sent out with the agenda packet for review in advance. Staff
is tracking language changes that will be made as part of a future Comprehensive Plan amendment. See
attached comment tracker form for reference.
At the August 23, 2022 workshop, Council reviewed the Implementation Chapter and directed staff to
provide additional research on the following housing tools.
4d Housing Agreements
To preserve some lower naturally occurring (unsubsidized) rentals or to extend affordability contracts, a
few cities have created 4d agreement programs where the city puts a small amount of funding into the
bricks & mortar improvements of lower-cost rentals that currently have no public subsidy, and helps them
apply for 4d tax status with Minnesota Housing. 4d is a tax classification in state statute sometimes
called the Low-Income Rental Classification (Minn. Stat. § 273.13 Subdivision 25 and § 273.128) that
allows the owner of a rental property that is affordable to low-income households (making 60% average
Area Median Income (AMI) or less) to pay a lower property tax rate. Minneapolis and St. Louis Park have
been running their program for a few years. Other cities have done one off agreements for specific
projects. 4d agreements can be as detailed or as simple as you like, and you can adjust years of
participation in the program or depth of affordability to meet your housing market.1
Additional Resources:
• Family Housing Fund https://www.fhfund.org/report/4d-incentive-programs/
• Minneapolis https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/government/programs-initiatives/housingdevelopment-assistance/rental-property/4d/
• St. Paul https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-and-economicdevelopment/housing/housing-trust-fund/4d-affordable-housing
• St Louis Park https://www.stlouispark.org/government/departmentsdivisions/housing/property-owners/4d-affordable-housing-incentive-program
• MN Housing
https://www.mnhousing.gov/sites/Satellite?c=Page&cid=1364120490987&d=Touch&pagena
me=External%2FPage%2FEXTStandardLayout

•

1This

background information was provided by Hillary Lovelace at the Metropolitan Council.

Inclusionary Zoning
Adopting an Inclusionary Zoning Policy establishes a mixed-income requirement for new multi-family
residential developments. The goal of inclusionary zoning is to create mixed-income neighborhoods and
properties where residents benefit equally from public investment. Many cities in the Twin Cites metro
(and nationally) have inclusionary zoning polices. This approach typically requires that any development
receiving local funding or needing local approvals include a specified amount of housing affordable to
low- and moderate-income households, often 20% of units (but can range between 5% and 40%).
Mandatory inclusionary zoning has come under intense scrutiny from those who believe it detracts from
future development. The pushback in many jurisdictions has led to an increasing desire to achieve greater
income diversity through voluntary measures. Examples of voluntary measures include:
• Adjusting or waiving certain local controls or fees
• Giving incentives (ex. Density bonus)
These are provided in exchange for including units that are affordable to lower-income residents into the
unit mix in development plans.
Additional Resources
• Metropolitan Council Proposed 2040 Housing Policy Plan. https://metrocouncil.org/CouncilMeetings/Committees/Community-Development-Committee/2014/December-1,2014/Proposed-2040-Housing-Policy-Plan.aspx
• Minneapolis https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/government/projects/cped/inclusionaryzoning/#:~:text=Guided%20by%20the%20Minneapolis%202040,units%20within%20new%20ho
using%20developments.
• Fed Reserve Bank of Minneapolis https://www.minneapolisfed.org/article/2019/expert-insightson-inclusionary-zoning
R-6 Manufactured Homes Zoning District
Manufactured housing provides an affordable source of housing for very-low and extremely-low income
residents, enabling homeownership for economically disadvantaged families. Manufactured homes
differ from traditional homes in terms of the ownership of land on which the building sits. Manufactured
home owners often do not own the land, but instead rent it from a park owner. The park owner provides
a foundation along with utilities such as water, sewer, electricity, and storm shelters. The region’s
manufactured home park stock has declined steadily over the last 25 years. No new parks have been
built since 1991 while 10 parks have closed. There is one manufactured home park remaining in Oakdale.
Redevelopment pressures, aging infrastructure, and locations near anticipated transportation
investments are putting manufactured home parks at risk. A Manufactured Homes Zoning District creates
an added layer of protection to manufactured home parks. Any potential redevelopment would require a
zoning amendment, which gives the City a higher level of discretion when considering an application.
Additional Reource
• Metropolitan Council Data
https://metrocouncil.org/getattachment/e15d9472-0cb3-4ecf-933c-de37c9764af6/.aspx
Conformance with Regional Plan
Staff has also been in contact with our Metropolitan Council sector staff representative to receive informal
feedback on the proposed amendments and identify if any of the changes considered would be in conflict
with the regional plan or state statutes. Overall, Metropolitan Council was supportive of the City’s efforts
to update the Comprehensive Plan to provide additional clarity and better reflect the current City Council’s
intent. Areas of potential conflict with the regional plan are identified in the comment tracker.
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COUNCIL DIRECTION
At the workshop, staff will walk through the tracker with a focus on the recommended actions columns to
get confirmation from Council on the text changes to include in the amendment. Council Members are
encouraged to bring their copies of the Comprehensive Plan to the meeting. The next steps include a
public hearing at the Planning Commission prior to approval by the City Council in accordance with City
Code Section Sec. 25-3-300. Once approved by the City Council, the amendment will require review and
approval by the Metropolitan Council before it can be enacted. The requirement for adjacent jurisdiction
review will likely be waived by Metropolitan Council staff (because the amendment would not impact the
future land use plan).
Attachment
Comment Tracker
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CITY OF OAKDALE
Comprehensive Plan City Council Comment Tracker – 10/25/2022
Yellow Highlighted Text – Confirmation or additional direction desired from Council
Date Received
2-8-22
Workshop

Chapter
Chapter 2 –
Land Use

2-8-22
Workshop
2-8-22
Workshop

Chapter 2 –
Land Use
Chapter 2 –
Land Use

2-8-22
Workshop

Chapter 2 –
Land Use

2-22-22
Workshop

Chapter 2 –
Land Use

Comment
Concerned about the preciseness of some of the
policy statements in the Comprehensive Plan
including Goal 2 Policy 4 establishing an annual
EDA levy to fund predevelopment and
rehabilitation activities.
Council emphasized that the words that are
used are important.
Council wanted more information on the specific
parcels listed under Goal 1 Policy 1 and more
clarity on the Council’s role in preparing
redevelopment plans considering many of these
properties are privately owned.

Council expressed a concern about references
to public financing in Goal 2, Policy 5 and how it
creates a perception that the City will provide
public financing for every project without
additional evaluation of the merits. Staff noted
that the Comprehensive Plan is not the last
word. It provides overall guidance but the City
Council can direct staff to conduct additional
study and craft more specific policies and
programs to better define and interpret the
current Council’s position.
Our current TIF policy doesn’t separate
residential and commercial and is outdated.
Council would like to see a comparison and

Recommended Action / Text Amendment
Revise statement to say “Consider the establishment
of an annual EDA levy or other funding mechanisms to
support predevelopment and rehabilitation activities
that meet the City’s economic development or housing
goals
Noted.
Periodically update the list of potential redevelopment
sites based on needs and/or interest from landowners,
along with adding more clarity to the City’s role in
preparing redevelopment plans. Note that tasks may
include, but are not limited to: coordination with
property owners and other stakeholders; background
research; financial analysis; and planning, visioning
and exploration of various redevelopment scenarios.
Add more clarity in the Land Use Chapter as to where,
when, how and why public financial assistance would
be appropriate to consider. Specifically, by revising
Policy 5 to include the following statement: Consider
financial assistance on a case-by-case basis for
redevelopment and development projects that meet
the City’s economic development or housing goals, that
also would not happen but for the financial assistance.

Review the Baker Tilly TIF Summary and update the
City’s TIF Policy as a separate effort. Reference the
updated TIF Policy in the Comprehensive Plan. Council
may also consider developing a separate business
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3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 6 –
Housing

3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 6 –
Housing

3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 6 –
Housing

3-29-22
Workshop
3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 6 –
Housing
Chapter 6 –
Housing

3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 6 –
Housing

contrast of how it is now and recommendations
from staff for how it could be improved.

subsidy policy. Any benefit provided to a business
worth over $150,000 is legally considered a business
subsidy and requires annual reporting to the State. A
best practice is for communities to adopt and
reference a business subsidy policy to help guide
decisions around public assistance and subsidies to
businesses. Business subsidy is regulated by State
Statute Sec. 116J.993

There are a lot of other subsidies such as
housing choice vouchers and mortgage
assistance programs that are not captured as
publicly subsided housing units in the existing
local condition chart.
The Comprehensive Plan Area Median Income
(AMI) numbers listed in the plan are outdated.

Note other programs available to Oakdale residents
such as housing choice vouchers and mortgage
assistance. Note the program’s contribution towards
meeting the City’s affordable housing goals.

Desire to take a closer look at the Neighborhood
Preservation and Enhancement Initiative’s
Housing Rehabilitation Strategic Framework
(NPEI).
What does it mean to develop plans under Goal
1 Policy 2?
What happens if you do not meet the
Metropolitan Council requirements? Ultimately it
could end up in legal challenges or the City may
become ineligible to receive future grants under
the Livable Communities Act.
How was the 791 units of affordable housing
established? Staff clarified these numbers
came directly from Metropolitan Council based
on a regional allocation formula. The
Metropolitan Council does not require a City to
meet this number. The Metropolitan Council
does require (through review of the land use
plan conformity) that there is sufficient land use
and allowable densities programmed within the
City so that these units can feasibly be built.
The Metropolitan Council also will make sure

Reference that AMI income levels are set by
Metropolitan Council and include a link for current
amounts.

https://metrocouncil.org/Communities/Services/LivableCommunities-Grants/Ownership-and-Rent-AffordabilityLimits.aspx

Staff will review the NPEI, the process for previous
approvals and discuss with Council if changes should
be made to better reflect the Comprehensive Plan and
current Council direction.
Add clarity to the type of plans referenced (i.e. finance
plan, management plan).
Ensure the Comprehensive Plan remains legally
defensible, is not in conflict with regional plans, and
fulfills our requirements to be eligible for available
funding mechanisms.
No change since the number is established by the
Metropolitan Council. Add an explanation to how the
need was calculated and include a link to the formula.
https://metrocouncil.org/Housing/Planning/HOUSINGPOLICY-PLAN-2040/2040-Housing-PolicyPlan.aspx#page=170

3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 9 –
Neighborhoods

3-29-22
Workshop

Chapter 9 –
Neighborhoods

3-29-22
Workshop
4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 9 –
Neighborhoods
Chapter 3 –
Transportation

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 3 –
Transportation

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 3 –
Transportation

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 3 –
Transportation

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 7 –
Economic
Development
Chapter 7 –
Economic
Development

4-26-22
Workshop

that the City has identified tools (within the
housing chapter) that could be used to
accomplish the goal.
There are multiple references to the City’s
emergency home rehabilitation loan program.
City Council provided direction to consider
adopting MN State Statutes 65A.50 Trust or
Escrow Accounts: Insured Real Estate Property
Fire or Explosion Loss Proceeds into the City
Code
How will our progress be tracked to meeting the
adopted goals?
Goal 2 – Some of the policies seem outside the
City’s ability to control such as burying
powerlines along Highway 120
Goal 3 – Policy 5 states support for jurisdictional
roadway transfers, Council discussed whether
we really wanted to support future jurisdictional
transfers. It is unclear what the benefit would
be to the City for taking on the additional
roadway responsibilities.
Goal 4. Consider adding a policy to support the
addition of a pedestrian walkway adjacent to the
40th Street bridge over I-694 improving access
from existing neighborhoods on the west side to
the Willowbrooke neighborhood on the east side
Goal 5. Question about the City’s role in
collaborating with Metro Transit. Clarification
was provided that Metro Transit operates the
regional system but the City can provide input
on where routes can go
Goal 2. Question about whether this should be
two separate Goals, one focused on jobs and
other on quality of life
Goal 1 – Concern about the term Living Wage
and how it might be misinterpreted as the city
supporting a mandatory minimum wage

Remove references to this particular program since it
has been suspended. Reference other active program
partnerships.
Staff will work on adopting as a separate effort from
the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional detail is provided in the implementation
chapter, which will be discussed at a future workshop.
For additional clarity, use words such as “coordinating
with”, “advocating” or “supporting the work of others”.
Consider removing Policy 5 entirely, or adding
additional explanation that the transfer must be in the
financial interests of the City and to the benefit of
residents.

Add this policy to the Comprehensive Plan. Having this
policy in place will help support future funding requests
at the state and federal levels.
Policy Statement 3 should specify that Metro Transit is
the service provider.

Unless causing harm, suggest leaving as one goal
recognizing that these goals were the result of a public
engagement process.
Adjust the goal to remove the word “shall” and replace
with “encourage.” Define the term “living wage” as an
“an income level that allows individuals or families to
afford adequate shelter, food and other necessities.”

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 7 –
Economic
Development

4-26-22
Workshop

Chapter 7 Economic
Development
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Chapter 7 Economic
Development
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Chapter 7 Economic
Development
Chapter 7 Economic
Development
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5-24-22
Workshop
5-24-22
Workshop
6-28-22
Workshop
6-28-22
Workshop
6-28-22
Workshop
7-28-22
Workshop

Chapter 7 Economic
Development
Chapter 7 Economic
Development
Chapter 4 –
Water
Resources
Chapter 4 –
Water
Resources
Chapter 4 –
Water
Resources
Chapter 5 –
Parks and
Trails

Policy 3 – ensuring adequate supply of land for
new and expanding commercial and industrial
development may be out dated with the limited
amount of land remaining in the City
Goal 1 - Policy 1 – Question about if the City
really want to be spending a lot of resources
attracting specific businesses?
Goal 2 – Policy 2 concern with the phrase
“provide financing options” general consensus
from Council that we do not want to be in the
business of being a financial lender but are
open to being a funding conduit in certain
circumstances
Goal 2- Additional clarity needed between
purpose of Policy 1 and Policy 2
Goal 2 – Policy 4 consensus remove reference
to affordable daycare because the City has no
control over affordability of daycare
Goal 2 – use of the word shall for this goal is not
appropriate since the City does not have direct
control over the outcomes
Goal 4 – Policy 2 concern that the Oakdale First
Policy is actually enforceable by the City or if it
places too much burden on employers
Goal 1 (Water Supply) – Policy 1 what is
included in a wellhead protection plan?

Rephrase to “adequate supply of remaining land
guided for new and expanding commercial and
industrial development.”
No change. Recommended reevaluating business
attraction strategies after first year of Business
Retention and Attraction Program is complete and
needs are better identified.
Clarify that the City will not be a lender, but will explore
other conduit financing options.

Clarify in the text that Policy 1 focuses on resources
that others provide and Policy 2 focuses on resources
potentially provided by the City.
Remove the word affordable. Staff recommends
changing “daycare” to “child care” to keep in line with
industry terminology. Child care is now also provided
for evening shift workers, making the term daycare
outdated.
Use “encourage” instead of “shall,” to soften language
where the city does not have direct control over
outcomes.
Revisit the Oakdale First Policy as part of a separate
discussion with Council.
Staff provided a summary, no changes requested.

Goal 1 (Water Supply) – Policy 2 why do we only
reference MN Dept. of Public Health standards?

Staff clarified that those standards are the most
restrictive, no changes requested.

Goal 3 (Water Supply) – Policy 2 some concern
that utility rate differential is not great enough to
encourage conservation
Goal 1 Policy 3 – discussion on feasibility of
park development

Continue to evaluate utility billing rate structure.
Rephrase to remove word “acquisition.” Work with
property owner “to develop the defunct par 3 golf
course into a passive public park.”

7-28-22
Workshop

8-23-22
Workshop

Goal 2 – Policy 2 – should open space be open
to all pedestrian and bicyclists or should some
be limited to walking only?
Goal 1 – questions about how well the State and
the City is doing at meeting GHG goals and
concern expressed about the use of word shall
because the City has influence but not have
direct control over outcomes
Chapter 5 –
Goal 1 Policy 4 – concern about requiring zoning
Resilience
standards for renewable energy technologies,
guidelines may be more appropriate in some
situations
Chapter 5 –
Gola 2 – Policy 8 – concern that the City is not
Resilience
meeting this policy because the City does not
fund the installation or maintain any community
gardens
Chapter 10 Housing Implementation Chart Identified Need 2
Implementation and 10 – Emergency Loan Fund reference

8-23-22
Workshop

Chapter 10 Housing Implementation Chart Identified Needs
Implementation 4-5 – question if TIF should still be an option

8-23-22
Workshop
8-23-22
Workshop

Chapter 10 Housing Implementation Chart Identified Need 6
Implementation – consider removal of consideration of
establishing a 4D agreement with apartments to
extend affordability contracts
Chapter 10 –
Housing Implementation Chart Identified Need
Implementation 10 – Consider removal of exploring the
development of an inclusionary housing policy
because it essentially states that you have to do
‘this’ if you want to build in our city and it could
be a barrier to developers

8-23-22
Workshop

Chapter 10
Housing Implementation Chart Identified Need
Implementation 10 – consider removal of reference to R-6

7-28-22
Workshop

7-28-22
Workshop
7-28-22
Workshop

Chapter 5 –
Parks and
Trails
Chapter 5 –
Resilience

No consensus to change policy, however could further
explore this item in the Bike and Pedestrian Plan
Update process.
Change “shall” to “strive to.”

Change “standards” to “guidelines.”

Change language from “support” to “encourage.”

Remove reference from chart, since program has been
suspended. Add reference to the Minnesota Housing
City Partnership Program (MCPP) and the Washington
County Community Development Agency (CDA) Home
Improvement Loan Program.
Majority of council indicted a desire to leave TIF as an
option. Add a reference to "but for" test as a
prerequisite for TIF consideration. Before creating a TIF
district, or providing any public assistance, the City
must find that the development cannot occur “but
for” the public assistance.
Staff was directed to prepare additional research (see
Council memo dated 10/25). According to
Metropolitan Council staff, removal would not cause
inconsistencies with the regional plan.
Staff was directed to prepare additional research (see
Council memo dated 10/25). According to
Metropolitan Council staff, removal would not cause
inconsistencies with the regional plan. As an
alternative to “removal,” the word “voluntary” could be
added before “inclusionary housing policy,” if the issue
is with a perceived mandate.
Staff was directed to provide additional research (see
Council memo dated 10/25). According to
Metropolitan Council staff, removal of the reference

manufacturing homes zoning district which
could result in a barrier to future redevelopment

would not cause inconsistencies with the regional
plan.If the reference is removed, alternative ways to
preserve and enhance manufactured homes parks
should be identified in the plans.

COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Christina M. Volkers, City Administrator
October 25, 2022
Possible Use of Special Projects Fund Monies – Mayor Reinke

BACKGROUND
In a recent workshop under council topics, Mayor Reinke asked for consideration to use the Special
Projects Fund for future capital projects and requested further discussion at an upcoming workshop.
Mayor Reinke will lead this discussion with his thoughts for possible opportunities to use the remaining
funds.
City staff will be prepared with an update on the current balance in the Special Projects Fund.

COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Jim Romanik, Public Works Manager
Mike Kothe, Utilities Superintendent
October 25, 2022
Proposal for Utility Engineering Services; 2022 Water Meter Feasibility Study

BACKGROUND
The City of Oakdale provides water, wastewater, surface water, and street light utility services to
residents and businesses in Oakdale. The city’s finance department bills approximately 9,100 water
customers a base/fixed charge and a consumption-based fee.
• Base service charge is based on customer class (e.g. residential, apartment, or commercial).
• Consumption charge is based on rates applied by customer class and water usage tier.
The city utilizes Neptune water meters and transmitting devices, the majority of which were replaced
city-wide in 2010 to 2011 by Northern Water Works Supply, which was awarded the contract for this
meter reading system at the August 10, 2010 City Council meeting. The system relies on a battery
powered radio transmitter to communicate consumption information to either a fixed network point or
via utility personnel using handheld devices that collect this data as they drive through the community.
In the spring of 2020, staff began to identify several meters with unread consumption data, as a result
of failed internal batteries located within the transmitter. Because this device is affixed to the water
meter, which is usually installed in the basement of residential properties, staff was unable to replace
the failed transmitting devices during the Covid-19 pandemic.
As of September 2022, now two full years later, approximately 8 percent of water meters are not
communicating usage. In order to bill these accounts with failed readings, finance staff is required to
manually estimate consumption, which is inaccurate and time intensive.
Due to staffing limitations in the Public Works utility division, failed transmitters are only being replaced
on a case-by-case basis. Staff is recommending the City engage TKDA to complete a Water Meter
Feasibility Study. TKDA was assigned as the contracted engineer in 2010 when the current system was
implemented and staff believes this institutional knowledge will improve the results of the proposed
analysis. Outcomes of the study will include:
• Obtain information on meter radio failures and replacements
• Obtain information on original project costs and considerations including existing warranties
• Identify alternative locations for installation of radio receivers
• Review the replacement options and costs including ways to enhance the customer experience
• Review and determine the Client time and expenses associated with the failed meters
• Estimate expenses for upgrading the metering system and determine a schedule for
replacements
Upon conclusion of the analysis, representatives from TKDA will attend a City Council Workshop to
review the study. The study is not to exceed $9,500 and is proposed to be charged to the Water Utility
Fund.
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COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
It is requested that Council decide if they would like to proceed with the proposal as presented. If the
City Council supports this proposal, staff would like to bring this forward for formal approval at the
November 7, 2022 City Council meeting. Alternatively, if Council prefers to adjust the scope of the
proposal, staff will bring the proposal back to Council for an additional workshop prior to seeking formal
approval.

COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Jim Romanik, Public Works Manager
Nick Newton, Police Chief
Kevin Wold, Fire Chief
October 25, 2022
Hail Damage to City Vehicles and Buildings

BACKGROUND
On Thursday, May 19, 2022, Oakdale experienced a severe weather event. The cause of damage to city property was
large hail and high winds. Additionally, on September 20, 2022 a smaller hail event occurred. Many city vehicles
either were in use or parked outside at the time both storms passed through the city. The vehicles that were outside
sustained various degrees of hail damage. Several City owned buildings also suffered hail damage.
Staff (a team effort between Public Works Manager, Fire Chief, and police department) contacted the League of
Minnesota Cities Insurance Trust to report the damage to city vehicles and buildings, and to initiate an insurance
claim. Two separate adjusters were assigned to our claim. One adjuster evaluated vehicles, the second adjuster
evaluated buildings. It was determined that eight Public Works vehicles, four Building Inspection/Engineering
vehicles, one Fire Department Ambulance, and 18 Police Department vehicles had hail damage. Further, 24 city
owned buildings were damaged. Most of the buildings sustained cosmetic hail damage to the existing steel roofs and
some buildings sustained hail or wind damage to the shingle roofs.
The City of Oakdale, per our insurance policy with the League of Minnesota Cities, is responsible for a $2,500
deductible for the insurance claim. This deductible covers the repairs to the vehicles as well as the buildings. Any
repairs that the city has made would require the city to pay the cost of the repairs up front then submit the invoice to
the League of Minnesota Cities for reimbursement. Prior to any work being started, the city is required to seek
multiple bids for repairs and submit the bids to insurance for approval to proceed.
The city is in the process of gathering bids. When we receive the bids, we will proceed with the work and inform
Council of the result.

MAY 19, 2022 EVENT

Public Works vehicles damaged:
#305 2012 Chevrolet Pickup
#306 2014 Chevrolet Van
#3003 2017 Chevrolet Pickup
#3004 2018 Chevrolet Pickup
#3007 2018 Ford F550
#3016 2021 Chevrolet Pickup
#2004 2017 Chevrolet Pickup
#3504 2020 Chevrolet Pickup
Building Inspection/ Engineering vehicles damaged:
#501 2015 Chevrolet Pickup
#5000 2018 Toyota RAV 4
#5001 2018 Toyota RAV 4
#4000 2016 Chevrolet Pickup
Fire Department Ambulance:
# Ambulance 1 - 2014 Ford
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Police Department vehicles damaged:
Not repaired:
#1577 2015 Ford Utility
#1578 2015 Ford Utility
#1616 2016 Ford Utility
#1617 2016 Ford Utility
#1619 2016 Ford Utility
#0954 2009 Chevrolet Suburban
#1131 2011 Dodge Charger
#1758 2017 Jeep Cherokee
#1455 2014 Ford Transit
Repaired:
#1903 2019 Chevrolet Tahoe
#2079 2020 Ford Utility
#2025 2020 Ford Utility
#2026 2020 Ford Utility
#2157 2021 Ford Utility
#1776 2017 Ford Fusion
#1879 2018 Ford F150
#1831 2018 Chevrolet Pick Up Truck
#1618 2016 Ford Utility
All Public Works and Building Inspection/Engineering vehicles have been repaired. Nine Police vehicles will be
repaired. The remaining nine Police vehicles will not be repaired at this time and will receive a settlement from the
League of Minnesota Cities.
City owned buildings include; City Hall, Public Works buildings, Discovery Center, North and South Fire Stations, and
various picnic shelters and other structures in the park system.
The following picnic shelters have cosmetic hail damage to the existing steel roofs:
• Northdale Park
• Oakdale Nature Preserve shelter near the Discovery Center
• Eberle Park
• Eastside Park
• Tanners Lake Park
• Three picnic shelters at Richard Walton Park
The following picnic shelters have wind damage to the existing shingle roofs:
• Oakdale Park picnic shelter
• Guthrie Park
The following well house structures have damage:• Well 1
• Well 5
• Well 9
• Well 10

SEPTEMBER 20, 2022 EVENT (vehicles have not been evaluated yet by the League of Minnesota Cities)
Police Department vehicles damaged:
#1132 2011 Dodge Charger
#2079 2020 Ford Utility
#2026 2020 Ford Utility
#2157 2021 Ford Utility
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(continued)
#2024 2020 Ford Utility
#1903 2019 Chevrolet Tahoe
#1618 2016 Ford Utility
#2158 2021 Ford Utility
#1760 2017 Chevrolet Pick Up
Public Works Vehicles damaged:
#3016 2021 Chevrolet Pick Up
#3004 2018 Chevrolet Pick Up
#3024 2023 Chevrolet Pick UP
#3007 2018 Ford F550
#206 2015 Ford F550
COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
None. Informational purposes only.
Attachment
May 2022 Hail Storm Map
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COUNCIL MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Jason Zimmerman, Finance Director
October 25, 2022
Management Discussion – Finance Director

BACKGROUND
Discussion will be held with Finance Director Jason Zimmerman to discuss items of interest and current
happenings with an opportunity for Council to ask questions regarding the Finance Department.
Suggested Topics as time allows:
1. Incode 10
a. Incode 10 implemented in Dec 2021/Jan 2022 for general financials
b. Imaging financial documents (accounts payable, journal entries, accounts receivable)
c. Proposal to move utility billing from BillMaster to Incode 10; target go-live Nov 2023
2. OpenGov
a. Budgeting, Workforce and Stories reporting modules are live
b. Direct integration with Incode being configured/validated
c. Dashboards and additional reporting to be developed
3. Truth-in-Taxation Supplement
a. 2021 amendment to Minnesota State Statutes 275.065
b. Information sheet included with parcel-specific notice of proposed property taxes
c. Required to contain levy change expressed as a percentage and summary budget data
4. Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB)
a. Independent organization that establishes accounting and financial reporting standards
b. GASB Statements 100 & 101 are effective for periods ending after June 15, 2023
c. From Feb ‘16 to Apr ‘22 GASB released 28 statements; 13 statements in prior six years
d. Statements tend to be very technical and not taught in post-secondary institutions
5. EMS Billing Provider
a. Transitioned billing provider to LifeQuest on April 1, 2022
b. Expert-T to continue processing claims initiated prior to transition date
6. 2022 Audit
a. Council approved audit proposal for years ending 2022, 2023, & 2024
b. Engagement begins in December to map accounts and build 2021 financial statements
c. Reduction in costs assumes city staff completes majority of entries/work papers
7. Policy Changes
a. Three new policies (Federal Awards, Purchasing Cards, and Conduit Debt)
b. Two re-written policies (Cash & Investments and Purchasing)
8. Interest Rate Environment – US Treasuries
Treasury Term
6 Month
1 Year
3 Year
7 Year
10 Year
30 Year

6/30/19
2.09%
1.92%
1.71%
1.87%
2.00%
2.52%

12/31/19
1.60%
1.59%
1.62%
1.83%
1.92%
2.39%

6/30/20
0.18%
0.16%
0.18%
0.49%
0.66%
1.41%

12/31/20
0.09%
0.10%
0.17%
0.65%
0.93%
1.65%

6/30/21
0.06%
0.07%
0.46%
1.21%
1.45%
2.06%

12/31/21
0.19%
0.39%
0.97%
1.44%
1.52%
1.90%

6/30/22
2.51%
2.80%
2.99%
3.04%
2.98%
3.14%

10/18/22
4.39%
4.50%
4.43%
4.12%
4.01%
4.04%

