












CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP 
NOVEMBER 13, 2012 

7:00 P.M. 
 
 
 

1. ROLL CALL 
 

2. REVIEW OF PROPOSED 2013 BUDGET AND TAX LEVY 
 

3. DISCUSSION REGARDING FIRE STATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT 
 

4. REVIEW OF SANITARY SEWER ASSET MANAGEMENT 
INITIATIVE 
 

5. OTHER ISSUES 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
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7:00 p.m. December 3, 2012 
City Hall Council Chambers 

 

 

 

4600 Victoria Street N 
Shoreview, MN 55126 
(651) 490-4600 
www.shoreviewmn.gov 



November 2012 
 
 
Dear Citizens: 
 
In preparing our 2013 Operating Budget and Capital Improvement 
Program the City Council is committed to maintaining the services, 
programs and facilities that make Shoreview one of the premier 
suburban communities in the Twin Cities Metropolitan area. 
Accomplishing this goal is a continuing challenge in these difficult 
economic times, and we believe it is critical because these City services 
have a direct impact on our citizens.  
 
Despite the obvious challenges in the last few years, Shoreview has 
managed to: 
 Hold the two-year increase in the tax levy to 2.9% (an annual 

increase of 1.4%) 
 Maintain the City’s AAA bond rating, the highest rating awarded 
 Preserve quality services and programs for our residents 
 
As we look to the future, the City must ensure that our limited 
financial resources continue to be used to provide services such as 
police and fire protection; maintenance and snowplowing of streets; 
water and sewer services; and recreational programs and facilities 
(including parks and trails) in an effective manner. We are also 
committed to maintaining and updating our infrastructure such as 
streets, trails and our utility systems to ensure their reliability for our 
residents. 
 
We hope you find the information included in this 2013 Budget 
Summary helpful in explaining how the City puts your tax dollars to 
work in our community. If you have questions about the City’s budget, 
please contact us at 651-490-4600.  
 
Sandy Martin 
Mayor 
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Budget Objectives 
 
The two-year Operating Budget and five-year Capital Improvement 
Program are developed based on long-term projections, resident 
feedback during the year, periodic community surveys, and City 
Council goals. Primary budget objectives for 2013 include:  
 Balance the General Fund budget 
 Maintain existing services and programs through efficient use of 

tax dollars 
 Recover utility costs through user fees 
 Fund infrastructure replacement 
 Continue five-year financial planning for operating funds 
 Meet debt obligations 
 Maintain the City’s AAA bond rating 
 Amend the second year of the City’s two-year budget 
 Protect and enhance parks, lakes and open space areas 
 Position the City to effectively address future challenges and 

opportunities (revitalize neighborhoods, encourage reinvestment, 
assist redevelopment opportunities, and utilize technology to 
improve services and communications) 
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Executive Summary 
 
The following listing provides a summary of key information discussed 
in this document: 
 No major service level changes for 2013 despite the continued 

elimination of the Parks and Recreation Director position 
 Proposed 3.4% increase in the combined City and HRA levy, which 

is $77,470 lower than planned in the biennial budget 
 Total taxable property value drops 6.6% due to a combination of 

value reductions and continuation of the Homestead Market Value 
Exclusion (HMVE) program 

 City tax rate increases 11% due to the combined impact of the levy 
decrease and declining taxable value 

 City receives approximately 22% of total property taxes in 2013, 
and other taxing jurisdictions collect the remaining 78%  

 City share of the tax bill ranks 5th lowest among comparison cities 
in 2012 (24% below the average)  

 About 29 cents of each property tax dollar goes to support public 
safety, followed by replacement costs at 22 cents, parks and 
recreation at 20 cents, general government at 9 cents, public 
works and debt service at 8 cents each, community development 
at 3 cents, and all other costs at 1 cent 

 About 77% of home values decline for 2013 taxes, and 12% of 
home values remain the same   

 The change in individual property tax bills varies depending on the 
change in property value 

 

 

Budget Process 
 
The budget process starts in May with the distribution of budget 
materials to departments, followed by a series of staff budget 
discussions. Council budget workshops are held from early August 
through November, followed by a budget hearing the first regular 
Council meeting in December and budget adoption at the second 
regular Council meeting in December. The budget is published, posted 
to the City’s website, and distributed to the County Library in January. 
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 Proposed Tax Levy 
 
The table below provides a two-year comparison of Shoreview’s tax 
levy, taxable values, tax rate and the metro-wide fiscal disparities 
contribution. Key changes for 2013 include: 
 Combined City and HRA levy increases 3.4%  
 Taxable value decreases 6.6% for 2013 (to $23.7 million) due to a 

combination of declining residential values and the continued 
impact of the Homestead Market Value Exclusion (HMVE) program 

 City tax rate increases 11.1% for 2013 due to the combined impact 
of the levy increase and declining property values 

 Fiscal disparities contribution from the metro-area pool 
increases .8% 

The majority of the General Fund levy increase for 2013 is related to 
public safety costs. Police and fire costs alone increased $161,181, 
which is only $11,326 less than the change in the General Fund levy. 
Replacement funds account for $100,000 of the levy increase, followed 
by $26,974 for debt payments, $10,000 for the EDA and HRA, and 
$10,000 for capital improvements. Additional information is provided 
on the next page. 
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2012 2013

Adopted Proposed

Levy Levy Amount Percent

General Fund 6,467,060$    6,639,567$    172,507$   2.67%

EDA and HRA Funds 125,000         135,000         10,000       8.00%

Debt Funds (all combined) 658,026         685,000         26,974       4.10%

Replacement Funds 2,000,000      2,100,000      100,000     5.00%

Capital Improvement Funds 110,000         120,000         10,000       9.09%

Total Tax Levy 9,360,086$    9,679,567$    319,481$   3.41%

Taxable Value (millions) 25.418$         23.726$         (1.691)$      -6.65%

Tax Rate-City 33.252% 36.953% 3.701% 11.13%

Tax Rate-HRA 0.254% 0.289% 0.035% 13.78%

Fiscal Disparities Contribution 838,214$       845,000$       6,786$       0.81%

Change



 
 
The listing below provides a summary of  items causing either an 
increase or a decrease in Shoreview’s proposed 2013 tax levy, followed 
by a brief discussion of each item: 
 
 Public safety contracts (police and fire) $ 161,181 
 Capital replacements 100,000 
 Debt payments 26,974 
 EDA and HRA 10,000  
 Capital improvements 10,000 
 All other changes combined (net)     11,326     
     Total Levy Changes  $ 319,481 
 
 Public safety provides for police (patrol, investigations, dispatch 

and animal control) and fire (continued duty-crew implementation 
and overall fire protection costs) 

 Capital replacement levies support replacement of streets and 
other assets as needed 

 Debt payment levies have been structured to minimize the impact 
on current and future tax levies by setting aside $378,064 of 
General Fund surplus from the year 2010 and $311,728 from 2011. 

 EDA and HRA levies support economic development and housing 
related programs and activities 

 Capital improvement levies provide funding for park 
enhancements 

 Other significant expense changes include a 2% wage adjustment 
for full-time staff, health insurance costs, forestry program 
changes for the Emerald Ash Borer infestation, a community 
survey and equipment charges. These costs are mostly offset by 
projected revenue changes in the operating budget (license and 
permits, tree sales, administrative and engineering charges, and 
transfers).  
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All Operating Funds Combined 
 
Shoreview prepared a Biennial Budget, a Five-Year Operating Plan 
(FYOP) covering all operating and debt service funds, and a 5-year 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) last year. As a result, the budget 
cycle this year focuses on amending the 2013 budget and CIP rather 
than preparing a new comprehensive document. The table on the next 
page summarizes the total proposed 2013 budget in comparison to 
prior years. The following funds are included in the table: 
 
 General Fund 
 Special Revenue Funds 

- Recycling 
- Community Center 
- Recreation Programs 
- Cable Television 
- Economic Development Authority 
- Housing and Redevelopment Authority 
- Slice of Shoreview 

 Debt Funds 
 Enterprise Funds 

- Water 
- Sewer 
- Surface Water Management 
- Street Lighting 

 Internal Service Funds 
- Central Garage 
- Short-term Disability 
- Liability Claims 

 
The above list, and the table on the next page include funds that 
receive tax dollars as well as funds that receive no tax support. For 
instance, the Recycling, Community Center, Recreation Programs, 
Cable Television, and Enterprise Funds cover the majority of operating 
costs through user charges and outside revenue. 
 
Capital Project Funds (for the construction and replacement of major 
assets) are not included in the table on the next page. 



Total operating and debt service costs (excluding transfers between 
funds) are expected to increase 3.5% for 2013.  

The anticipated increase in fund equity for 2012 and 2013 occur 
primarily in special revenue, utility and internal service funds. These 
changes in fund balance are consistent with the fund balance goals 
established in the 2012-2016 Five-year Operating Plan (FYOP). 
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2011

Revised Revised

Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue

Property Taxes 2,954,659$     7,250,086$    7,250,086$    7,459,567$    

Special Assessments 175,849           115,865         115,865         107,971          

Licenses and Permits 441,243           292,750         422,450         314,050          

Intergovernmental (545,313)         400,247         400,250         366,152          

Charges for Services 5,565,789       5,473,175      5,513,111      5,809,731       

Fines and Forfeits 62,135             62,000            62,000            62,500            

Util ity Charges 7,100,858       7,540,762      7,789,730      7,993,640       

Central Garage Chgs 1,060,926       1,137,680      1,137,680      1,153,020       

Interest Earnings 164,100           208,550         181,550         163,350          

Other Revenues (331,652)         81,860            81,860            80,740            

Total Revenue 16,648,594$   22,562,975$ 22,954,582$ 23,510,721$  

Expense

General Government 2,330,860$     2,307,905$    2,350,137$    2,345,660$    

Public Safety 2,697,842       2,721,227      2,708,944      2,882,693       

Public Works 3,765,611       1,889,483      1,878,599      1,979,986       

Parks and Recr. 6,122,520       5,294,174      5,278,849      5,470,139       

Community Devel. 647,268           637,832         645,147         680,735          

Enterprise Oper. 5,290,104       5,409,730      5,335,170      5,705,039       

Central Garage 537,045           576,564         567,700         593,566          

Miscellaneous 156,808           48,000            50,000            40,000            

Debt Service 7,563,067       2,333,436      2,333,436      2,277,782       

Depreciation 1,636,971       1,861,000      1,861,000      1,907,000       

Total Expense 30,748,096$   23,079,351$ 23,008,982$ 23,882,600$  

Other Sources (Uses)

Sale of Asset-Gain 63,705             20,000            20,000            41,000            

Debt Proceeds -                    -                  -                  20,000            

Debt Refunding 4,620,000       -                  -                  -                   

Contrib Assets 17,281             -                  -                  -                   

Transfers In 417,104           2,056,090      2,056,090      2,359,186       

Transfers Out (4,106,563)      (1,149,840)     (1,149,840)     (1,340,320)     

Net Change (13,087,975)$ 409,874$       871,850$       707,987$        

2012 2013



Utility charges (water, sanitary sewer, surface water and street 
lighting) provide 34% of operating fund (the largest share), followed by 
32% from property taxes, 25% from charges for service , 5% from 
central garage charges, 2% from intergovernmental revenue, 1% from 
licenses and permits and 1% from all other revenue. 

Public works accounts for 32% of operating expense (24% for 
enterprise operations and 8% for engineering, streets, trails and 
forestry). Parks accounts for 23%, followed by public safety at 12%, 
general government and debt at 10% each, depreciation at 8%, 
community development at 3% and central garage at 2%. 
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General Fund 
 
The General Fund is the City’s primary operating fund. As such, it 
accounts for costs associated with basic government activities not 
already accounted for elsewhere, including: police and fire, street 
maintenance and snow plowing, community development, park and 
trail maintenance, city hall operations, and general government 
services. 
 
Contractual costs account for 53% of General Fund expense, followed 
by personal services at 44%, and supplies at 3%. 
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Actual Budget

2011 2012 Original Revised

Revenue

Property Taxes 6,265,673$ 6,467,060$ 6,717,037$ 6,639,567$ 

Licenses and Permits 441,243       292,750       279,750       314,050       

Intergovernmental 188,521       183,002       184,302       185,622       

Charges for Services 1,198,357    1,164,450    1,205,680    1,284,970    

Fines and Forfeits 62,135          62,000          62,500          62,500          

Interest Earnings 79,714          45,000          45,000          45,000          

Other Revenues 40,264          35,160          25,600          24,040          

Total Revenue 8,275,907$ 8,249,422$ 8,519,869$ 8,555,749$ 

Expense

 General Government 1,839,812$ 2,085,610$ 2,107,075$ 2,134,062$ 

 Public Safety 2,556,068    2,721,227    2,884,628    2,882,693    

 Public Works 1,298,219    1,400,009    1,461,077    1,475,820    

 Parks and Recreation 1,716,548    1,588,453    1,625,645    1,611,293    

 Community Devel. 530,288       534,323       547,944       558,381       

Total Expense 7,940,935$ 8,329,622$ 8,626,369$ 8,662,249$ 

Transfers In 471,450       481,000       519,000       519,000       

Transfers Out (751,145)      (400,800)      (412,500)      (412,500)      

Net Change 55,277$       -$                   -$                   -$                   

Proposed 2013 Budget



Property taxes account for 78% of General Fund revenue, followed by 
15% from charges for services, 4% from licenses and permits, and 3% 
from all other sources combined. 

Public safety accounts for the largest share of the General Fund budget 
at 33%, followed by 25% for general government, 19% for parks and 
recreation, 17% for public works and 6% for community development. 
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Special Revenue Funds 
 
The City operates seven special revenue funds, as follows: 
 Recycling accounts for the bi-weekly curbside program. 
 Community Center accounts for operation/maintenance of the 

facility. Admissions/memberships provide about 62% of revenue, 
while rentals, concessions and other fees provide 26%. Inter-fund 
transfers include $232,000 from the General fund (to keep 
membership rates affordable and offset free or reduced room 
rental rates for community groups), and $80,000 from the 
Recreation Programs fund for use of the facility. 

 Recreation Programs accounts for fee-based recreational and 
social programs, and receives $70,000 from the General fund for 
playground and general program costs. 

 Cable Television accounts for franchise administration (through 
North Suburban Communications Commission) and City 
communication activities. The primary revenue is cable franchise 
fees. 
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Community Recreation Cable

Recycling Center Programs Television

Revenue

Property Taxes -$                 -$                     -$                    -$                   

Intergovernmental 67,000        -                        -                      -                     

Charges for Services 480,980     2,323,755      1,400,926     288,400       

Interest Earnings -                   9,000               4,800             1,800            

Other Revenues -                   -                        -                      1,200            

Total Revenue 547,980     2,332,755      1,405,726     291,400       

Expense

General Government -                   -                        -                      153,398       

Public Works 504,166     -                        -                      -                     

Parks and Recreation -                   2,561,724      1,297,122     -                     

Community Development -                   -                        -                      -                     

Total Expense 504,166     2,561,724      1,297,122     153,398       

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers In -                   312,000          70,000           -                     

Transfers Out -                   -                        (80,000)         (116,920)      

Net Change 43,814$     83,031$          98,604$        21,082$       



 

 
 EDA accounts for Economic Development Authority activities, 

including:  business retention  and expansion, targeted 
redevelopment, employment opportunities, and efforts to 
strengthen and diversify the City’s tax base. 

 HRA accounts for Housing Redevelopment Authority efforts to 
preserve housing stock, and maintain quality neighborhoods 
through programs and policies designed to promote reinvestment 
and improvements to homes. 

 Slice of Shoreview accounts for donations, sponsorships, revenues 
and expenses associated with the Slice of Shoreview event. The 
General fund provides $10,000 in support to help defray costs of 
the event. 
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Slice of

EDA HRA Shoreview Total

Revenue

Property Taxes 60,000$ 75,000$ -$                   135,000$   

Intergovernmental -               -               -                      67,000       

Charges for Services -               -               23,000          4,517,061 

Interest Earnings -               -               -                      15,600       

Other Revenues -               -               25,000          26,200       

Total Revenue 60,000    75,000    48,000          4,760,861 

Expense

General Government -               -               58,200          211,598     

Public Works -               -               -                      504,166     

Parks and Recreation -               -               -                      3,858,846 

Community Development 52,547    69,807    -                      122,354     

Total Expense 52,547    69,807    58,200          4,696,964 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers In -               -               10,000          392,000     

Transfers Out -               -               -                      (196,920)   

Net Change 7,453$    5,193$    (200)$            258,977$   



Debt Service Funds 
 
The table below provides a summary of revenue and expense for Debt 
Service Funds. Revenue derived from the debt levy and special 
assessments provide about 26% of the funding needed for annual 
principal and interest payments in 2013. These revenues are legally 
restricted to the payment of the debt, and therefore are held within 
the corresponding debt fund until the debt issue is paid in full. The 
remainder of funding for debt payments is provided by internal 
sources (in the form of transfers from other funds), interest earnings, 
tax increment collections, etc. 

The planned decrease in fund balance for TIF and G.O. Improvement 
Bonds is due to the use of fund balances that have been accumulated 
and held for the payment of debt, including the use of General Fund 
surplus set aside in 2010 and 2011 to reduce the impact of future debt 
payments on the tax levy. 
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G.O. Bonds G.O. Total

& Capital TIF Impr. Debt

Lease Bonds Bonds Funds

Revenue

Property Taxes 501,000$  -$               -$                 501,000$     

Special Assessments -                  -                 107,971     107,971       

Interest Earnings 13,500      -                 5,550          19,050          

Total Revenue 514,500    -                 113,521     628,021       

Expense

Debt Service 844,436    677,845    196,460     1,718,741    

Other Sources (Uses)

Debt Proceeds 10,000      -                 10,000        20,000          

Transfers In 561,000    676,286    10,000        1,247,286    

Transfers Out -                  -                 (126,000)    (126,000)      

Net Change 241,064$  (1,559)$    (188,939)$ 50,566$       



Internal Service Funds 
 
The City operates three internal service funds, as follows: 
 Central Garage accounts for operation and maintenance of 

vehicles, heavy machinery, miscellaneous equipment and the 
maintenance facility. The primary source of revenue is inter-fund 
equipment and building charges designed to recover operating 
expense. Property taxes, intergovernmental revenue (federal 
interest credits) and transfers in cover debt payments. 

 Short-term Disability is a self-insurance fund that accounts for 
premiums charged for short-term disability coverage and expense 
associated with disability claims. 

 Liability Claims accounts for dividends received annually from the 
League of Minnesota Cities Insurance Trust for the City’s liability 
insurance coverage as well as losses not covered by the City’s 
insurance (due to deductibles). 
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Central Short-term Liability

Garage Disability Claims Total

Revenue

Property Taxes 184,000$   -$                          -$              184,000$   

Intergovernmental 86,530       -                            -                86,530       

Charges for Services -                   7,500                   -                7,500          

Central Garage Charges 1,153,020 -                            -                1,153,020 

Interest Earnings 10,000       600                       2,400       13,000       

Other Revenues -                   -                            30,000     30,000       

Total Revenue 1,433,550 8,100                   32,400     1,474,050 

Expense

Central Garage 593,566     -                            -                593,566     

Miscellaneous -                   8,000                   32,000     40,000       

Debt Service 243,128     -                            -                243,128     

Depreciation 696,000     -                            -                696,000     

Total Expense 1,532,694 8,000                   32,000     1,572,694 

Other Sources (Uses)

Sale of Asset-Gain 41,000       -                            -                41,000       

Transfers In 200,900     -                            -                200,900     

Net Change 142,756$   100$                     400$        143,256$   



Enterprise (Utility) Funds 
 
The City operates four utility funds. These funds account for services 
that are supported primarily through quarterly utility fees designed to 
cover operating costs, debt service, depreciation expense and 
replacement costs. The table below shows the proposed 2013 budget 
for each of these funds. 

Even though water consumption increased in 2012, due to extended 
periods of drought throughout the summer, water use has generally 
declined in recent years due to changing demographics (age and 
number of residents per home), changing usage patterns (lower 
household use), and changing weather patterns. Because the decline in 
consumption makes it difficult to recover operating costs, the City 
made a structural change to water rates in 2012 by splitting the lowest 
tier into two tiers. This change, coupled with slightly higher water 
consumption, will result in an operating surplus for 2012.  
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Surface Street

Water Sewer Water Lighting Total

Revenue

Intergovernmental 12,940$     10,310$     3,750$       -$               27,000$     

Charges for Services -                   200             -                   -                 200             

Utility Charges 2,591,000 3,716,500 1,212,140 474,000    7,993,640 

Interest Earnings 35,000       25,000       8,000          2,700        70,700       

Other Revenues -                   -                   -                   500            500             

Total Revenue 2,638,940 3,752,010 1,223,890 477,200    8,092,040 

Expense

Enterprise Operations 1,569,417 3,152,625 714,426     268,571    5,705,039 

Debt Service 171,435     68,884       75,594       -                 315,913     

Depreciation 630,000     310,000     223,000     48,000      1,211,000 

Total Expense 2,370,852 3,531,509 1,013,020 316,571    7,231,952 

Other Sources (Uses)

Transfers Out (262,500)   (196,500)   (126,900)   (19,000)    (604,900)   

Net Change 5,588$       24,001$     83,970$     141,629$ 255,188$   



Recent utility rate adjustments, combined with the structural change 
in water rates, are expected to result in a net gain in each of the City’s 
utility funds for 2012 and 2013.  
 
Significant items impacting utility operations include:  depreciation of 
existing assets ($1.2 million), replacement costs, sewer televising, 
sewage treatment costs ($1.7 million), street light repairs, and energy 
costs. 
 
More information about the City’s utility funds is available in a 
separate document devoted entirely to utility operations. 

 
 
The graph below demonstrates the downward trend in total water 
consumption since 1995, and the estimated gallons used for future 
revenue projections (for the year 2013 through 2016). In general, 
weather is the primary cause of fluctuations in gallons sold from year 
to year (either due to sustained periods of drought or heavy rain). To 
ensure adequate water revenue in the future, base gallons are 
projected to continue at low levels through 2016. 
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City Property Tax by Program 
 
Shoreview’s median home will pay about $27 more for the City share 
of the property tax bill in 2013 (assuming a 6.7% decrease in value 
after the Homestead Market Value Exclusion is applied). Because 
property taxes support a variety of City programs and services, the 
table below is presented to illustrate the annual tax support by 
program for a median home value. 
 Public safety accounts for the largest share at $220 per year and 

accounts for nearly half of the increase (a $13 increase) 
 Replacement funds account for $166 per year (an $8 increase) 
 Parks (all combined) account for $148 per year ($3 increase) 
 General government (Council, administration, legal, city hall, etc.) 

accounts for $70 per year ($3 decrease) 
 Debt service accounts for $62 per year ($2 increase) 
 Public works accounts for $60 per year ($2 increase) 
 Capital improvement accounts for $9 per year ($1 increase) 
 Community development accounts for $22 (less than $1 increase) 
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2012 2013

City Tax City Tax

value before MVE-> 235,700$  222,200$  

value after MVE-> 219,673$  204,958$  

Program Home Home $ %

General Government 73.71$       70.38$       (3.33)$  

Public Safety 206.68       219.98       13.30    

Public Works 58.01         59.92         1.91      

Parks and Recreation:

Park Admin and Maint 122.00       124.09       2.09      

Community Center Operation 17.68         18.33         0.65      

Recreation Programs 5.11            5.53            0.42      

Community Development 21.84         22.27         0.43      

Debt Service 59.61         61.97         2.36      

Capital Improvement Fund 8.62            9.47            0.85      

Replacement Funds 157.29       165.60       8.31      

Total City Taxes 730.55$     757.54$     26.99$ 3.7%

Change



 
 
The pie chart below illustrates how the City will spend each tax dollar it 
receives in 2013: 
 
 29 cents for public safety 
 22 cents for replacement funds 
 20 cents for parks  
 9 cents for general government 
 8 cents for public works 
 8 cents for debt service 
 3 cents for community development 
 1 cent for capital improvements 
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What does this mean to my taxes? 
 
Minnesota’s property tax system uses market value to distribute tax 
burden (adopted levies) among property served.  
 
Market Value Changes—Per the Ramsey County Assessor, 12% of 
Shoreview home values will remain at the same value for 2013 taxes, 
11% of home values will 
increase, and the remaining 
77% of home values will 
decrease. 
 
Despite these value 
reductions, property taxes 
will increase for most 
property owners due to the 
combination of declining 
taxable values  and levy 
changes. 
 
Homestead  Market Value Exclusion (HMVE) — The HMVE program 
(new for 2012 property taxes) continues for 2013. This program is 
designed to exclude a portion of market value for homes valued less 
than $413,000. The overall effect of the new program is that it: 
 Shifts tax burden from lower valued residential property to 

commercial/industrial, apartment and higher valued residential 
property 

 Reduces overall taxable values by excluding a portion of home 
value from tax purposes 

 Increases tax rates due to the reduction in values (tax rates are 
computed by dividing tax levies by the total taxable value for the 
taxing entity) 

Number Percent

Value Change of Homes of Total

Increase more than 5% 51         0.5%

Increase up to 5% 979       10.4%

No change 1,095    11.7%

Decrease .1% to 5% 2,033    21.7%

Decrease 5.1% to 10% 1,947    20.7%

Decrease 10.1% to 15% 1,834    19.5%

Decrease more than 15% 1,448    15.4%

    Total Homes 9,387    100.0%

Shoreview Residential Property
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Change in City Tax on Median Home Value—The table below illustrates 
how changes in value impact Shoreview’s share of the tax bill for a 
median value home (for the City share of the tax bill only). Each line 
assumes a different change in market value.    
 
 A home with a 15% drop in value will pay $45 less in City taxes for 

2013 
 A home with a 12.5% drop in value will pay $21 less in City taxes 

for 2013 
 A home with a 10% drop in value will essentially pay the same 

amount for City taxes in 2013 
 A home with a 6.7% drop in value will pay $27 more in City taxes 

for 2013 
 A home with a 3.5% drop in value will pay $51 more in City taxes 

for 2013 
 A home with no change in value will pay $76 more in City taxes for 

2013 
 A home with a 2.5% increase in value will pay $93 more in City 

taxes for 2013 

 

Value

2012 2013 Change 2012 2013 Dollars Percent

241,300$   205,000$   -15.0% 802.37$   757.54$   (44.83)$   -5.6%

234,200$   205,000$   -12.5% 778.76$   757.54$   (21.22)$   -2.7%

227,800$   205,000$   -10.0% 757.48$   757.54$   0.06$       0.0%

219,700$   205,000$   -6.7% 730.55$   757.54$   26.99$     3.7%

212,470$   205,000$   -3.5% 706.61$   757.54$   50.93$     7.2%

205,000$   205,000$   0.0% 681.67$   757.54$   75.87$     11.1%

199,950$   205,000$   2.5% 665.04$   757.54$   92.50$     13.9%

After MVE of Property Tax Property Tax

Change in CityCity PortionMarket Value



Distribution of Property Tax Bill 
 
About 22% of the total property tax bill goes to Shoreview. For 2013, 
Shoreview’s median home value is $222,200, which is reduced to 
$205,000 by the HMVE. The total tax on the $205,000 value (for homes 
located in the Mounds View School District) is about $3,418, and 
Shoreview’s share is $758.   
 
The pie chart below shows the total tax bill by jurisdiction (using 
preliminary tax rates). The Mounds View school district share is 
combined in the chart (regular levies and referendum levies) for a total 
of $1,110.  

School district taxes in the Roseville school district (for the same home 
value) would be $861, as compared to $1,110 as shown above for the 
Mounds View district. 
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Property Tax Comparison - City Taxes 
 
The graph below compares the 2012 City portion of the property tax 
bill for Shoreview and 28 other metro-area cities. All estimates are for 
a $235,700 home value (Shoreview’s median value in 2012). Shoreview 
ranks 5th lowest, and is about 24% lower than the average of $961. 
Despite the favorable comparison for the City share of the tax bill, the 
total tax bill for all jurisdictions (City, County, school district and special 
taxing districts combined) ranks 9th highest for the same group of 
cities (4% above average) largely due to County taxes. 
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City Directory 
 

 

City Council 
Sandy Martin, Mayor 

sandymartin444@gmail.com .……………………..(651) 490-4618 

 

Blake Huffman 

blakehuffman@comcast.net ……………..………..(651) 484-6703 

 

Terry Quigley 

tquigley@q.com …….….…………………………..(651) 484-5418 

 

Ady Wickstrom 

ady@adywickstrom.com …………………………..(651) 780-5245 

 

Ben Withhart 

benwithhart@yahoo.com …………………………..(651) 481-1040 

 

City Staff 
Terry Schwerm, City Manager 

tschwerm@shoreviewmn.gov …..………………….(651) 490-4611 

 

Jeanne Haapala, Finance Director 

jhaapala@shoreviewmn.gov ……...………………..(651) 490-4621 

 

Tom Simonson, Assistant City Manager/ 

Community Development Director 

tsimonson@shoreviewmn.gov …………...………...(651) 490-4612 

 

Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 

mmaloney@shoreviewmn.gov …………...………..(651) 490-4651 

 

Public Safety ……….…..…..……….In an emergency, dial 911 

Ramsey County Sheriff, non-emergency…………...(651) 484-3366 

 

Lake Johanna Fire Dept, non-emergency……….….(651) 481-7024 
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Introduction 
 
Comparisons of taxes and spending among cities are a topic of 
interest as the City moves through the annual budget process. 
Benchmark comparisons are assembled for metro-area cities 
closest to Shoreview in size (using population levels), and for 
peer cities that generally receive high quality-of-life ratings from 
citizens in their respective community surveys.  
 
The comparisons are useful to illustrate how taxes and spending 
compare to Shoreview, as well as to evaluate how Shoreview’s 
ranking changes over time. This document provides a summary 
of the information in preparation for the annual  budget hearing.  
 
Statistical information is derived from two key sources: 
 
1. League of Minnesota Cities (LMC) publishes a report each 

fall on City property values, tax levies, tax rates and state aid 
for the current year. The most recent report provides 2012 
data. 

2. Minnesota Office of State Auditor (OSA) publishes a report in 
the spring on final City revenue, spending, debt levels and 
enterprise activity for two years earlier. The most recent OSA 
report provides 2010 data. 

 
Shoreview uses both the LMC and OSA information to assemble 
two sets of data: 
 
1. Comparison Cities - to illustrate how Shoreview ranks in 

relation to metro-area cities with population levels closest to 
Shoreview by selecting 14 cities larger and 14 cities smaller. 
These are cities with populations between 20,000 and 
50,000. 

2. MLC Cities - to illustrate how Shoreview ranks in relation to 
cities belonging to the Municipal Legislative Commission 
(MLC).   
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The 16 peer cities represented by the Municipal Legislative 
Commission (MLC) provide important comparisons because 
these cities have achieved high quality-of-life rankings from their 
residents in their respective community surveys, and they are 
often recognized as having sound financial management. In fact, 
most of the 16 cities have AAA bond ratings, as does Shoreview.  
 
 
Population 
 
The graph below contains the 2011 population for each of the 
comparison cities. By design, Shoreview falls exactly in the 
middle. A similar graph with population levels for MLC cities is 
presented on page 13. 
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City-Share of Property Taxes 
 
The 2012 City-share of property taxes for a $235,700 home 
(Shoreview’s median value) is illustrated in the graph below. 
Shoreview ranks 5th lowest at $731, and is about 24% below the 
average of $961. It should be noted that for property tax 
purposes, the home value is reduced from $235,700 to $219,673 
due to market value exclusion (MVE).  
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Tax Levy Ranking 
  
Shoreview’s tax levy rank has improved in the last 10 years in 
relation to comparison cities. For instance, in the year 2002 
Shoreview ranked 18, and has dropped 2 positions to rank 20 in 
2012. Shoreview’s tax levy was 21.2% below the average of 
comparison cities in 2002, compared to 23.7% below the 
average for 2012. 

Rank City Levy Rank City

Levy Before 

MVHC Cuts

1 Edina $16,990,739 1 Edina $25,641,719

2 Apple Valley 15,157,362     2 St Louis Park 23,763,589     

3 St. Louis Park 14,272,112     3 Apple Valley 20,223,318     

4 Golden Valley 10,682,329     4 Maplewood 17,167,391     

5 Richfield 10,231,685     5 Richfield 16,981,362     

6 Maplewood 9,645,563        6 Golden Valley 16,410,340     

7 Brooklyn Center 9,503,505        7 Inver Grove Hgts 14,958,700     

8 Inver Grove Hgts 8,922,888        8 Shakopee 14,717,435     

9 Roseville 8,922,740        9 Savage 14,670,008     

10 Cottage Grove 8,466,017        10 Roseville 14,137,295     

11 New Hope 7,488,634        11 Brooklyn Center 13,208,169     

12 Chanhassen 6,742,474        12 Cottage Grove 12,241,249     

13 Rosemount 6,735,846        13 Hastings 11,746,070     

14 Savage 6,614,823        14 Andover 10,448,972     

15 Oakdale 6,607,519        15 Fridley 10,383,597     

16 Hastings 6,576,242        16 Rosemount 10,331,935     

17 Shakopee 6,500,394        17 Elk River 10,275,572     

18 Shoreview 5,979,013        18 Oakdale 9,880,974        

19 Lino Lakes 5,902,284        19 Chanhassen 9,802,043        

20 Crystal 5,644,690        20 Shoreview 9,290,085        

21 Andover 5,626,617        21 New Hope 9,229,295        

22 Fridley 5,613,258        22 Crystal 8,792,834        

23 Champlin 5,256,896        23 Ramsey 8,414,125        

24 New Brighton 5,162,859        24 Prior Lake 8,285,601        

25 Elk River 5,118,217        25 Lino Lakes 8,227,487        

26 Prior Lake 4,805,197        26 New Brighton 7,289,559        

27 Ramsey 4,623,388        27 Champlin 7,239,634        

28 White Bear Lake 4,307,701        28 Chaska 4,880,331        

29 Chaska 2,051,788        29 White Bear Lake 4,665,427        

Average 7,591,475$     Average 12,182,901$   

Shvw to Avg -21.2% Shvw to Avg -23.7%

2002 2012
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State Aid 
 
Shoreview receives no local government aid (LGA) to help 
support the cost of City services. The table below shows the total 
LGA received by each comparison city, as well as the amount of 
LGA per capita. The highest city (on a per capita basis) is 
Crystal at $65.69 of LGA per capita. Most comparison cities 
receive no LGA. 

City

 Local Govt 

Aid (LGA) 

 LGA Per 

Capita 

Crystal 1,455,066$   65.69$        

White Bear Lake 1,532,448$   64.40$        

Richfield 1,218,346$   34.58$        

Fridley 759,414$      27.91$        

Brooklyn Center 411,378$      13.67$        

New Hope 41,843$        2.06$          

Chaska 37,441$        1.58$          

Apple Valley -$                    -$                 

Edina -$                    -$                 

St Louis Park -$                    -$                 

Maplewood -$                    -$                 

Shakopee -$                    -$                 

Cottage Grove -$                    -$                 

Inver Grove Hgts -$                    -$                 

Roseville -$                    -$                 

Andover -$                    -$                 

Oakdale -$                    -$                 

Savage -$                    -$                 

Shoreview -$                    -$                 

Ramsey -$                    -$                 

Champlin -$                    -$                 

Elk River -$                    -$                 

Chanhassen -$                    -$                 

Prior Lake -$                    -$                 

Hastings -$                    -$                 

Rosemount -$                    -$                 

New Brighton -$                    -$                 

Golden Valley -$                    -$                 

Lino Lakes -$                    -$                 
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Tax Rates 
 
Tax rates provide a useful comparison because they measure 
both levies and values (the levy is divided by the taxable value to 
compute the tax rate). Shoreview’s tax rate has remained 
relatively constant in the last 10 years, ranking 6th lowest in both 
2002 and 2012. For 2012, Shoreview is about 22.4% below the 
average tax rate of 42.83%. 
 
 
 
 
 

Rank City Tax Rate Rank City Tax Rate

1        Rosemount 59.55% 1        Hastings 66.08%

2        Hastings 58.66% 2        Brooklyn Center 64.36%

3        Brooklyn Center 57.71% 3        Richfield 60.81%

4        New Hope 53.79% 4        Golden Valley 55.80%

5        Lino Lakes 53.08% 5        New Hope 55.11%

6        Richfield 51.72% 6        Crystal 51.34%

7        Golden Valley 51.49% 7        Savage 51.12%

8        Cottage Grove 47.41% 8        Elk River 47.59%

9        Apple Valley 45.94% 9        Rosemount 46.99%

10      Inver Grove Hgts 45.23% 10      Inver Grove Hgts 45.36%

11      Elk River 43.60% 11      Ramsey 44.17%

12      Crystal 43.36% 12      Apple Valley 44.11%

13      Champlin 42.36% 13      Maplewood 44.06%

14      Oakdale 42.09% 14      St Louis Park 43.87%

15      Ramsey 41.58% 15      Lino Lakes 42.89%

16      Prior Lake 39.89% 16      Andover 42.26%

17      New Brighton 38.90% 17      New Brighton 41.43%

18      St Louis Park 38.13% 18      Cottage Grove 41.29%

19      Chanhassen 37.77% 19      Champlin 41.20%

20      Maplewood 35.44% 20      Fridley 39.62%

21      Savage 34.11% 21      Oakdale 39.25%

22      Shakopee 33.98% 22      Shakopee 36.66%

23      Andover 33.27% 23      Roseville 33.45%

24      Shoreview 30.40% 24      Shoreview 33.25%

25      Fridley 29.99% 25      Prior Lake 29.74%

26      Roseville 29.41% 26      Chanhassen 28.52%

27      Edina 27.81% 27      Edina 26.25%

28      White Bear Lake 27.37% 28      Chaska 25.49%

29      Chaska 19.84% 29      White Bear Lake 19.94%

Average 41.17% Average 42.83%

Shvw to Avg -26.2% Shvw to Avg -22.4%

2002 2012
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Total Spending Per Capita 
 
Data obtained from the OSA each year helps Shoreview 
compare total spending per capita. The graph below contrasts 
the average spending per capita in 2010 for comparison cities 
along side the per capita spending in Shoreview.  Shoreview’s 
total 2010 spending is about $954 per capita, which is about 
32% below the average of $1,395. 
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Spending Per Capita by Activity 
 
When reviewing spending in more detail, Shoreview is below 
average in all activities except parks and traditional utility 
operations (water, sewer, storm and street lighting). 
 
 Parks and recreation spending is higher in Shoreview due to 

the Community Center and Recreation Program operations 
(largely supported by user fees and memberships). 

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

 Public safety spending in Shoreview is the lowest for all 
comparison cities, at $111.96 per capita, due to the 
efficiencies gained by contracting for both police and fire 
protection. 

 Debt payments are 63% below average in Shoreview due to 
lower overall debt balances. 

2010 Per Capita Spending Average Shoreview Dollars Percent

General government 94.20$       69.47$       (24.73)$      -26.3%

Public safety 220.10       111.96       (108.14)      -49.1%

Public works 88.88         62.59         (26.29)        -29.6%

Parks 114.90       233.38       118.48       103.1%

Commun devel/EDA/HRA/Housing 60.29         52.61         (7.68)          -12.7%

All other governmental 16.29         3.44            (12.85)        -78.9%

Water/sewer/storm/st l ights 232.08       259.75       27.67         11.9%

Electric 109.76       -                  (109.76)      -100.0%

All other enterprise operations 22.65         -                  (22.65)        -100.0%

Debt payments 175.20       65.17         (110.03)      -62.8%

Capital outlay 260.67       95.54         (165.13)      -63.3%

Total All Funds 1,395.02$ 953.91$     (441.11)$   -31.6%

Shoreview to Average
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The graph below shows total 2010 spending per capita 
(spending divided by population) for all comparison cities. 
Spending levels range from a high of $2,754 in Chaska to a low 
of $760 in Lino Lakes.  
 
Shoreview ranks 4th lowest at $954 per capita, and is 32% 
below the average of $1,395. 
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Revenue Per Capita by Source 
 
Shoreview is below average for every revenue classification in 
2010 except charges for service and traditional utility revenue, 
and is about average for tax increment. Recreation program fees 
and community center admissions and memberships cause 
Shoreview to collect charges for service revenue well above 
average. Shoreview is 2nd lowest for special assessments and  
state aid (from all sources combined), while remaining more than 
17% below average in property taxes. 

 
The combined results for property tax and special assessments 
is striking because Shoreview’s long-term strategy for the 
replacement of streets shifts a greater burden for replacement 
costs to property taxes and utility fees, and away from special 
assessments. Shoreview’s Comprehensive Infrastructure 
Replacement Policy states that “the City, as a whole, is primarily 
responsible for the payment of replacement and rehabilitation 
costs”. 

2010 Per Capita Revenue Average Shoreview Dollars Percent

Property tax 417.95$     345.37$     (72.58)$    -17.4%

Tax increment (TIF) 74.33          77.29          2.96          4.0%

Franchise tax 16.61          11.31          (5.30)        -31.9%

Other tax 1.62            0.59            (1.03)        -63.6%

Special assessments 50.90          8.32            (42.58)      -83.7%

Licenses & permits 26.42          20.01          (6.41)        -24.3%

Federal (all  combined) 22.84          0.36            (22.48)      -98.4%

State (all  combined) 64.22          15.15          (49.07)      -76.4%

Local (all  combined) 14.09          2.38            (11.71)      -83.1%

Charges for service 123.71        209.55       85.84       69.4%

Fines & forfeits 8.46            1.31            (7.15)        -84.5%

Interest 17.37          5.34            (12.03)      -69.3%

All other governmental 32.20          8.00            (24.20)      -75.2%

Water/sewer/storm/street l ighting 229.86        263.75       33.89       14.7%

Electric enterprise 118.84        -                   (118.84)    -100.0%

All other enterprise 27.57          -                   (27.57)      -100.0%

Total Revenue per capita 1,246.99$  968.73$     (278.26)$ -22.3%

Shoreview to Average
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Shoreview’s policy further states “the maximum cost to be 
assessed for any reconstruction and/or rehabilitation 
improvements is limited to the cost of added improvements”, 
meaning property owners pay for an improvement only once via 
assessments. This practice is uncommon among comparison 
cities. 
 
In order to achieve this result, Shoreview estimates replacement 
costs for a minimum of 40 years and identifies the resources (tax 
levies and user fees) necessary to support capital replacement 
costs well in advance. To comply with the policy requirements, 
Shoreview prepares an annual Comprehensive Infrastructure 
Replacement Plan (CHIRP). 
 
This practice would seem to suggest that property taxes would 
be significantly higher in Shoreview to generate the resources 
needed to fund capital replacements, yet the tables and graphs 
provided on previous pages in this document illustrate that 
Shoreview remains not only competitive but ranks consistently 
lower than comparison cities. 
 
 Shoreview’s 2010 spending per capita ranks 4th lowest 
 Shoreview’s assessment collections per capita are 2nd 

lowest among comparison cities 
 Shoreview’s share of the 2012 property tax bill, on a home 

valued at $235,700, is 5th lowest 
 Shoreview receives no state aid (LGA) to help pay for city 

services and reduce the property tax burden 
 Shoreview’s tax rate has remained stable and low in relation 

to comparison cities, ranking 24th among comparison cities 
in 2012 and in 2002 

 
In short, Shoreview’s long-term capital replacement planning has 
allowed the city to keep pace with replacement needs, and 
strongly limit the use of assessments while keeping property 
taxes lower than most comparison cities. 
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Comparison to MLC Cities 
 
Comparisons for the 16 cities belonging to the Municipal 
Legislative Commission (MLC) provide an important comparison 
because these peer cities generally achieve high quality-of-life 
rankings from their residents in their respective community 
surveys, and are often recognized as having sound financial 
management (and most have AAA bond ratings, like Shoreview).  
 
Shoreview has the smallest population in the group, and is 
roughly half of the average for the group. 
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Market Value comparisons are most useful when viewed on a 
per capita basis, because the geographic size and total market 
value of each community can vary greatly. For instance, 
Bloomington has the highest total market value at $131.9 million 
followed by Edina with total market value of $83.0 million. Once 
the value is divided by population, Edina’s ranks highest at 
$189,859 of value per resident, while Bloomington ranks 5th at 
$116,5600. 
 
The graph below presents market value per capita for each MLC 
city. Shoreview is near the middle of the group (about 6.2% 
below the average of $109,418). 
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Property Tax by Component Unit comparisons are perhaps the 
most revealing because taxes are compared for each type of 
component unit (i.e. city, county, school district and special 
districts). 
 
The next 5 graphs compare property taxes by the type of taxing 
jurisdiction, starting with the city share of the tax bill.  
 
 
City taxes are presented below for a home valued at $235,700 
(Shoreview’s median value). Shoreview ranks 3rd lowest at 
$731, compared to a high of $1,161 in Savage, and a low of 
$593 in Edina. The average City tax for MLC cities is $867. 
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School District property taxes are presented in the table below. It 
should be noted that the estimate for Shoreview assumes that 
the property is located in the Mounds View school district. Since 
MLC cities are located throughout the metro area, this illustration 
provides a comparison for a variety of school districts. 
 
Property taxes in the Mounds View school district rank about 4% 
above the MLC city average. 
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Special Districts also vary throughout the metro area, depending 
on the watershed districts and local housing districts in each 
City. In Shoreview, special districts include the Regional Rail 
Authority, Metropolitan Council, Mosquito Control, Rice Creek 
Watershed and the Shoreview HRA. The special district tax bill 
in Shoreview breaks down as follows: 
 
 Regional Rail $ 95 
 Metropolitan Council 59 
 Mosquito Control 12 
 Rice Creek Watershed 52 
 Shoreview HRA       6 
     Total Special District Tax $224 
 
The graph below presents an estimate for combined special 
district property taxes in each City. In Shoreview, the combined 
tax for these districts ranks 24% above the average of $181.  
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County property taxes have the largest variance from the highest 
cities to the lowest cities.  
 Ramsey County taxes are $1,347, the highest for MLC cities. 

Cities in Ramsey County include Maplewood and Shoreview.  
 Hennepin County cities are $1,060, second highest for MLC 

cities (including the cities of Bloomington, Eden Prairie, 
Edina, Maple Grove, Minnetonka and Plymouth).  

 Scott County taxes are $852 (including the cities of Savage 
and Shakopee).  

 Washington County taxes are $706 (Woodbury).  
 Dakota County is lowest at $703 (including the cities of Apple 

Valley, Burnsville, Eagan, Inver Grove Heights and Lakeville). 
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Total taxes in Shoreview (for all taxing jurisdictions combined) 
rank 2nd highest among MLC cities (see graph below). 
 

 
To further put the difference into perspective, the table below 
provides a side-by-side comparison of the total tax bill in 
Shoreview compared to the total tax bill in Eagan (the lowest 
MLC city). For the same value home, county property taxes are 
$644 higher in Shoreview, school district taxes are $57 higher, 
special district taxes are $113 higher and City taxes are $67 
lower. 
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Jurisdiction Shoreview Eagan Difference

County 1,347$          703$             644$             

School District 1,139 1,082 57

City 731 798 (67)

Special Districts 224 111 113

Total 3,441$          2,694$          747$             
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Summary 
 
Additional information on the City’s budget, tax levy and utility 
rates will be made available in late November on the City’s 
website and at city hall through two other informational booklets: 
 Budget Summary 
 Utility Operations 
 
The budget hearing on the City’s 2013 Budget is scheduled for 
December 3, 2012 at 7:00 p.m., in conjunction with the first 
regular Council meeting in December. 
 
Adoption of the final tax levy, budget, capital improvement 
program and utility rates is scheduled for December 17, 2012 
(the second regular Council meeting in December). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document was prepared by the City’s finance department. 
 
 


	agenda.pdf
	NOVEMBER 13, 2012


