AGENDA
SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
SEPTEMBER 3, 2019

1. Call to Order at 5:00pm in the SPUC Service Center, 255 Sarazin Street.
2. Approval of Minutes

3 Communications

4. Approve the Agenda

5. Approval of Consent Business

6. Bills: Approve Warrant List
6a) August 19, 2019
6b) September 3, 2019

7. Liaison Report

8. Reports: Water ltems
8a) Water System Operations Report — Verbal
Bb) Woater Production Dashboard
8c) Windermere Booster Station Construction Update

8d) Resn. #1251 — Approving Payment for the Pipe Oversizing Costs on the

Watermain Project: Prairie Meadows Second Addition

g. Reports: Electric ltems
9a) Electric System Operations Report — Verbal
9b) MMUA Pole Trailer Donation
9c) MMPA Board Meeting Public Summary - July 2019
9d) MMUA Mutual Aid Request for Hurricane Dorian

10. Reports: Human Resources
11 Reports: General
11a) June 7, 2019 Letter From the City Administrator - Response
C== 11b) Financial Results — July 20189

12. MNew Business

13.  Tentative Dates for Upcoming Meetings

- Mid Month Meeting -- September 16
- Regular Meeting - Dctober 7

- Mid Month Meeting --  October 21

- Regular Meeting -  November 4

14, Adjourn to 8/16/19 at the SPU Service Center, 255 Sarazin Street



MINUTES
OF THE

SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
(Regular Meeting)

President Joos called the regular session of the Shakopee Public Utilities Commission to
order at the Shakopee Public Utilities meeting room at 5:00 P.M., August 5, 2019,

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Joos, Amundson, Meyer and Clay. Also present,
Liaison Lehman, Utilities Manager Crooks, Finance Director Schmid, Planning & Engineering
Director Adams, Electric Superintendent Drent, Water Superintendent Schemel and

Marketing/Customer Relations Director Walsh. Commission Mocol was absent as previously
advised.

Motion by Amundson, seconded by Mever to approve the minutes of the July 15, 2019
Commission meeting. Motion carried.

There were no communication items.

President Joos offered the agenda for approval and asked that ltem 11a: Mayor Mars be
moved up in the agenda and follow the Liaison’s Report.

Motion by Clay, seconded by Meyer to approve the amended agenda. Motion carried.

President Joos stated that there were no consent items. Commissioner Clay asked that Item
&f: Water Tower #8 — Update and Item 8g: Windermere Booster Station Construction — Update
be moved to Consent Business.

Motion by Clay, seconded by Meyer to approve the Consent Business agenda as discussed.
Motion carried.

The warrant listing for bills paid August 5. 2019 was presented.

Motion by Amundson, seconded by Clay to approve the warrant listing dated August 5, 2019
as presented. Motion carried.

Liaison Lehman presented his report. The Liaison stated there was no report and that he
would participate in the Mayor’s discussion,

Mayor Mars addressed the Commission and requested formal responses to the letter that was
sent by the City Administrator dated June 7. Prior direction from the Commission was to
receive the letter and not respond. Discussion centered on the current relationship between SPU
and the City of Shakopee.



Motion by Clay, seconded by Amundson to formally respond to the letter dated June 7, but
not to address any issue that is more than ten years old. Motion carried.

Water Superintendent Schemel provided a report of current water operations. A review of
summer production was provided. An average of 9.5 million gallons per day was trending
upward.

Utilities Manager Crooks presented a chart/map for neighboring communities histing their
development fees and water rates. The comparison figures were provided by Ehlers and clearly
shows the development fees and water rates as set by SPU are in line with surrounding cities, as
opposed to what has been presented to the City Council and the Shakopee Valley News,

Motion by Mevyer, seconded by Clay to offer Resolution #1249, A Resolution Setting the
Amount of the Trunk Water Charge, Approving of Its Collection and Authorizing Water Service
to Certain Property Described as: A Portion of Mount Olive Church Addition. Ayes:
Commissioners Clay, Meyer, Amundson and Joos. Nay: none. Motion carried. Resolution
passed.

Mation by Amundson, seconded by Meyer to offer Resolution #1250. A Resolution
Approving of the Estimated Cost of Pipe Oversizing on the Watermain Project: Mount Olive
Church, Ayes: Commissioners Meyer, Amundson, Clay and Joos, Nay: none. Motion carried.
Resolution passed.

Planning and Engineering Director Adams discussed an issue that remains with bedrock
removal quantities with the Rahr Watermain Looping Project. SPU and Ryan Contracting are
disagreed on the amount of rock removed as well as the cost per yard.

Item 81 Water Tower #8 — Update was received under Consent Business.

Item 8g: Windermere Booster Station Construction Update was received under Consent
Business.

Electric Superintendent Drent provided a report of current electric operations. The electric
distribution system set an all-time high for demand on the SPU system. The peak was 104.5 MW
on July 19™. Since the last Commission meeting, there were 9 electric outages, with no outage
affecting more than 7 customers. Each outage was reviewed. Construction updates were
provided. An overview of the SCADA system was presented showing the record demand on the
SPU system. The system performed as designed and built.

Finance Director Schmid reviewed the proposed 2020 Budget planning schedule.

Commissioners Amundson and Meyer were appointed to the SPU Compensation Sub-
Committee.

Ms. Schmid provided the financial results for June 2019,



Customer Relations/Marketing Director Walsh provided the Commission with an update on
the SPU Website Development Project.

Under New Business, Commissioner Amundson asked that Staff look into a possible rate
structure difference for redevelopment projects in Shakopee.

President Joos thanked Staff for their professionalism and passion in dealing with many of

the issues that were discussed during the Mayor’s address to the Board, Commissioners were
also thanked for their dedication to the Utilities.

The tentative commission meeting dates of August 19 and September 3 (Tuesday) were
noted. Due to the MMUA Summer Conference, the August 19 Commission meeting will be
canceled.

Motion by Meyer, seconded by Clay to adjourn to the 8 . Motion

carried.

sptember 3,

ssion Secr@tary: John R, Crooks



Monthly Water Dashboard
As of: July 2019 Shakopee Public Utilities Commission Bb
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SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES 80
MEMORANDUM

TO: John R. Crooks, Utilities Manag
FROM: Lon R. Schemel, Water Superintendent ﬁgf

SUBJECT:  Windermere Booster Station Update 4

DATE: August 30, 2019

Exterior trim and painting are done. The corner windows will be installed the week of
September 16", The standing seam roof will be put on the week of September 3, The pumps
and motors have been installed onto the bases. Most of the pipe gallery is in place. Low
voltage electrical is done. The backup generator is in place. Utility power has been run to the
building. We are still on schedule for an October 1% startup. All photos were taken August 29",




8d

RESOLUTION #1251

A RESOLUTION APPROVING PAYMENT FOR THE PIPE OVERSIZING
COSTS ON THE WATERMAIN PROJECT:

PRAIRIE MEADOWS SECOND ADDITION

WHEREAS, the Shakopee Public Utilities Commission had previously approved of an
estimated amount of $34.314.85 with Resolution #1199 for oversizing on the above described
watermain project, and

WHERLEAS, the pipe sizes required for that project have been installed as shown on the
engineering drawing by Loucks, Inc., and

WHEREAS, a part, or all, of the project contains pipe sizes larger than would be required
under the current Standard Watermain Design Criteria as adopted by the Shakopee Public
Utilities Commuission, and

WHEREAS, the policy of the Shakopee Public Utilities Commission calls for the
payment of these costs to install oversize pipe above the standard size.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the payment by the Shakopee Public
Utilities Commission for the oversizing on this project is approved in the amount of $34,506.67.
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all things necessary to carry out the terms and
purpose of this Resolution are hereby authorized and performed.

Passed in regular session of the Shakopee Public Utilities Commission, this 3" day of
September, 2019,

Commission President: Terrance Joos

ATTEST:

Commission Secretary: John R. Crooks
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SHAKOPEE PuBLIC UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

May 20, 2019
T John Crooks, Utilities Manag
4
FROM: Renee Schmid, Director of Findnece and Administration

SUBIECT: Pole Trailer

Background

The SPU Electric department is purchasing a new pole trailer in 2019 to replace a 1992
Sauber pole trailer. The 2019 CIP budget includes a provision of $17.000 for the new pole
trailer. The 1992 Sauber pole trailer is fully depreciated and has exceeded its useful life.
SPU would like to donate this unique piece of equipment to MMUA to be used for
training purposes.

Donation of such equipment to MMUA would be subject to disclosure by SPU that
equipment may be defective and cannot be relied upon for safety purposes as required per
League of Minnesota guidelines.

SPU does not customarily donate surplus equipment and therefore does not have a policy
on surplus donations to nonprofit organizations. In 2016 the Minnesota Legislature passed
a law allowing a local government to donate surplus equipment to a nonprofit
organization,

Commission Action Requested

= Approve donation of 1992 Sauber trailer to MMUA for use in training subject to
disclosure that equipment may be defective and cannot be relied upon for safety
purposes.

Post Office Box 470 e 255 Sarazin Street o Shakopee, Minnesota 55379-0470
(952) 445-1988 o Fax (952) 445-7767 « www.spucweb.com IR
Power Pravidar



SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

MEMORANDUM Q¢
TO: SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSSION
FROM: JOHN R. CROOKS, UTILITIES MANAG
SUBJECT: MMPA BOARD MEETING PUBLIC SUMMARY
JULY 2019
DATE: AUGUST 28, 2019

The Board of Directors of the Minnesota Municipal Power Agency (MMPA) met
on July 23, 2019 at Shakopee Public Utilities in Shakopee, Minnesota.

The Board discussed the status of the renewable projects the Agency is
pursuing.

Preliminary rate projections for the upcoming year were reviewed, which showed
a projected 1% rate increase from 2019 to 2020.

Participation in MMPA'’s residential Clean Energy Choice program increased over
June, with market penetration that is now at 3.2%

The Agency's annual dinner meeting with city officials followed the Board
meeting at the Chaska Event Center in Chaska, Minnesota.
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SHAKOPEE PuBLiC UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

August 29, 2019

TO: John Crooks, Utilities Manage ;
FROM: Greg Drent, Electric Superintehtent é&@
Subject: Florida Mutual Aid Request

5PU got a request for mutual aid assistance in Kissimmee, Florida. On Wednesday evening, Mike
Willetts from MMUA called me to discuss the possibility of mutual aid to Kissimmee, Florida. On
Thursday morning, the formal request came in for mutual aid as the Hurricane was upgraded to a
category 4. Before we agree to send the lineman we had a couple of internal meetings with engineering

to make sure we could keep up with our current projects and meet the needs of our customers with the
remaining staff.

I met with Mr. Crooks and we agreed to send two linemen and a bucket truck. Last year we sent four
linemen but with current developments and a few vacations that are scheduled | felt we should only
send two linemen this year. | was excited to see the response from our lineman at 5PU to volunteer to

go to Florida. We are blessed to have a dedicated team here at SPU to their profession and willingness
to help in times of need.

We are planning on working for about 2 weeks in Florida and then make a decision on sending out
another crew to replace them and continue to work or sending everyone home. We will keep you
pasted on the progress in Florida

Post Office Box 470 255 Sarazin Street « Shakopee, Minnesota 55379-0470
(952) 445-1988 o Fax (952) 445-7767 « www.spucweb.com

bt R RT Aoy
Helisble Public
Poswer Provider
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SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

MEMORANDUM
TO: SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
FROM: JOHN R. CROOKS, UTILITIES MANAGER

SUBJECT: JUNE 7™ LETTER - RESPONSE

DATE: AUGUST 30, 2019

As directed by the Commission, Staff has formally responded to the 31 questions
listed in the City Administrator's letter dated June 7. While most of the questions
have been previously answered, the questions were still responded to. Answers
to issues that were over 10 years old had previously been answered are
contained in attachments or in the actual response.

The questions have been rewritten at the top of the replies. However it was best
felt to group the questions that were on similar issues as stated in the letter. Staff
used 12 responses to address all 31 questions.

The responses contained in this memorandum were electronically sent to the
Mayor, City Council Members and the City Administrator on Friday August 30.



1. Current Rate Formulas for the SPUC Water Connection Charge (WCC) and Water Trunk Charge
{WTC). Is it correct that SPUC has four different sources to fund their capital improvement
plan, and are they as outlined below?

Shakopee Public Utilities’ Water Department is funded from four different sources. The Water
Capacity Charge (WCC), the Trunk Water Charge (TWC). These two charges make up the SPU
Water Access Charge (WAC). The two remaining funds are the Operating Fund and the
Reconstruction Fund. The explanation of each fund is provided below.

These four funds were detailed during the March 12 Council/Commission meeting and again in
the July 29 memorandum sent to the City Council members.



1. How is the SPU Water Capital Improvement Plan funded?

The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for SPU Water is broken out into four separate funds with very
specific, restricted uses and collection processes. An explanation of each of the funds is as follows:

Fund
Operating

Reconstruction Charge

TWC
Trunk Water Charge

WCC
Water Capacity Charge

(Formerly called Water
Connection Charge)

Use

This is used to pay for the
operation and maintenance of
the water production and
distribution system,

This is used to replace water
mains and services up to the
curt: stop in conjunction with
the city's street reconstruction
project.

This fee is anly collected when
water is made available to
undeveloped property. It pays
for the oversizing of pipes to
provide adequate fire flow
protection.

This fee is collected when there
is increased demand on the
waker system,

It is used for siting and
constructing new wells, pump
houses, booster stations, water
storage tanks, treatment plants
and transmission mains to
support customer needs,

Who Pays

Customers.

This is included in customer
rates billed maonthiy based on
usage,

Customers.

This is a separate line item
billed monthly to custarmers
based on usage.

Developers,

Developers pay this through
fees based on the net acreage
of their development,

Property Owners/Developers.
Thisis a one-time, upfront
charge to cover the additional
demand on the water supply
system.

The anticipated valume of
water to be used is measured in
equivalent SAC units.”

*One SAC {Sewar Availability Charge] unit as defined by the Met Council is 274 gallons per day,



2. What is the cash flow policy that SPUC has for the above funds? In our analysis of your
budget, we only see two funds — water and electric. What are the current fund balances for
these charges and where are they located in your budget? It appears that there are separate
business units under each fund. Please provide the budget for these business units or if there

are not separate business units, how the charges are segregated to prevent comingling of
funds.

This information was provided to the Shakopee City Council and the Shakopee City
Administrator in a memo from John R. Crooks, Utilities Manager dated 7/25/2019 attached.
Within this packet, please reference the support document mema from Renee Schmid to lohn
Crooks dated 65/25/2019 which describes the water and electric utilities and related funds,
operating reserve requirements, and fund balances. Each utility and fund are segregated and
accounted for separately through general ledger accounts.



11b
SHAKOPEE PuBLic UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

June 25, 2019

TO: John Crooks, L;;{i}l;aies Manag%

FROM: Renee Schmid, Director of Finance and Administration

SUBJECT:  Request from Shakopee Valley News

Overview

*  On Tuesday, July 9. 2019. 1 received an email from Ms. Maddie Debilzan. a Shakopee
Valley News reporter, requesting verification of some Facts and a statement made by Bill
Reynolds, the City Administrator, A copy of that email and our response is attached to
keep the Commission informed of the ongoing discussions being played out in the

media. | was pleased that Ms. DeBilzan did her due diligence and asked for our input to
these questions.

Aftached is a presentation of that response that will be discussed at the Commission
meeting on Monday, July 13", 2019,

Commission Actign

®  No Commission action requested.




“ SHAKOPEE PuBLIC UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”




Shakopee Valley News Request

From: Maddie Debilzan [ ]
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 2:37 PM

To: Schimid, Renee < >
Subject: Facts to look over

1. "Reynolds said SPU has far too much money "just sitting in the bank” from its high
water capacity charges, referring to the $45.5 million in investments SPU has in its
2018 audit report. Schmid said that investment money goes towards funds for both
water and electric utility and is used for operating and maintaining both utilities. |s
this correct? | need a simple explanation of where this money goes. And if you
would like to provide a statement yourself, feel free to do so.

2. SPU plans to use $15.6 million from the water capacity fund to pay for new water
facilities. Major fzm'e-:ts include a $3.67 million booster station currently under
construction, a $2.7 million storage tank that will be built in 2020 in the

Windermere 5r‘lau:-'.hr'n:;; development, and a $5.3 million water treatment plant in _ for
2023, AcmrdinP to the audit reports, as of 2018, SPU holds $13 million in its water
capacity fund. Is

this correct, and where will that water treatment plant be located?




Response to Shakopee Valley News Request

From: Schmid, Renee

Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 4:53 PM

To: 'mdeblizan@swpub.com’' <mdebilzap@swpub.com:

Cc; Crooks, John <|crooks@shakopeeutilities .com>; Adams, Joe <jadams@shakopeeutilities.com =
Subject: Facts o look over

Dear Ms. DeBilzan -

The SPU Commission operates both an electric utility and a water utility, Each of these utilities are separate
Enterprise Funds of the City Shakopes, Within each utility there are separate funds with specific designatad
PUTROSES,

The 5455 million number used by Mr. Reynolds is incorrect. The water connection fund balance as of
12/31/2018 was $13.1 million. Planned infrastructure costs for the water connection fund from 2019 - 2023 total
$16.6 million dollars with estimated additional fee revenue of 310.8 million resulting in an ending fund balance of
$i&.3 million by 12/31/2023. These are the current estimates and are updated every year in our annual budget
planning,

Listed below are the fund balances per our 2018 audited financial statements for our electric and water utilities,
approved 2019 CIF including planned capital infrastructure costs from 2019 - 2023, and estimated receipts from
fees and/or net operating income gver the same period, and an estimated fund balance as of 12/31/2023. SPU s
required to maintain a minimum of three to six months of operating expenses as reserves per guidance from our
auditors and financial advisors to be considered financially sound.




Water Utility Fund Balances

[ WATER UTILITY FUND BALANCES |
Waler Water Water Water Tatal
Operating Trisrik Sub-Total Reconstruction  Connection Water Wility

2015 Audited Fund Balances 127312008 B 289,300.00 198,157.10 BABE 457,10 E44, 900,81 1308588250 X2.410, 240081
2018 Street Reconstruction Costs Paid in 2019 |50%,688.11) [503,698.11)
2019 - 2023 Planned CiP infrastructure Costs [6,336,483.00)0  [2,710,826.00 11,380,000,000 (15627 79L.00) {26,055, 100.00|
20HG - 733 Estimated Revenues/MNet Receipts 4,205,931.74 3,533, 233.00 2,097, 759,00 LBI067200 21,067,085, 74
Estimated/Projected Fund Balance 14312023 615874874 1,421,564.10 8488 457.10 F 1,058, 451,70 528876390 1692753344
Operating Revenues 218 S.EDBJZ?E-
(perating Expenses JNME 4261,042.00
Contrigution to City of Shakopee K8 1L091,814.00
Total Operating Expense with City Contribution 5,352, 856, 00
Dparating income after City Contribution 255, 271,00
i of Dperating Fund Bzlance as a % of Expenses 154.9%
Kumber of months of reserves: 19
Minimurn Targeted Reservas: - 6months




Electric Utility Fund Balances

| ' ELECTRIC UTILITY FUND BALANCES |
Electric Electric Electric Tastal
Operating Relpcation UG Sub-Total Emergancy Electric Utility

214 dudited Fund Balances 127312058 31367 20541 #27, 20859 32,189,484.00 100,000,00 32, 280.484.00
X5 - 123 CIP Infrastructure Costs (36,451,976.00) (1,123, 750000 0 (37,575, 726,00
2015 - 203 Estimated Revenues 34443 740,00 THS, 47200 0 3522921200
Estimated,Projected Fund Balance 12/31/2023  29,354,039.41 483,030.59 100,000.00 29,542, 970.00
Ciperating Revenues ?ﬂlg 50,353, 489,00
Oparating Expenses 018 43,9%4,958.00 | 3008 Purchased power costs were 535.6 million dofiars of this nember,
Contribution to City of Shakopee 008 1,508,232.00
Total Dperating Expense with City Contribution 45,4494, 180.00
Oparating Income after City Contribution 4,949,300,00
% of Operating Fund Balance as a % of Expensas 003
Mumber of months of resarves: 8
Minlrrigmn Targeted Resenes: 3 - b manths




1)

2)

Why do we have fund balances?

SPU is required to maintain a minimum of three to six
months of operating expenses as reserves per guidance
from our auditors and financial advisors to be
considered financially sound.

In the past, bond covenants required specific reserves
to meet debt service. SPU no longer has debt. SPU’s
last bond issue was defeased in 2018 and saved the
rate payers $2.2 million dollars in interest expense.

In the event of a catastrophe such as a tornado or flood,
SPU would need to rebuild damaged facilities to restore
electric and water service. Water mains, electric lines,
transformers, and electric circuit feeders are not insured
and are expensive to replace.




Why do we have fund balances?

4) The City of Shakopee has adopted a planned orderly
annexation of an adjacent township. As a municipal
utility and as allowed per state statute, SPU plans to
grow with the city and acquire new electric service
territory at SPU expense and cannot bond for this
acquisition.

5) As the distribution system ages, SPU will need to
replace facilities.

6) SPU currently pays 23.77% of Water sales less cost of
energy for pumping from revenues collected. User rates
would be much lower without this transfer.

7) SPU currently pays 2.71% of Electric sales to the City of
Shakopee and provides additional free services for
electricity for street lighting and the LED upgrade

project. User rates would be much lower without this
transfer.




Schmid, Renee

From; Sohieedl, Renas

Sent Tuesday, July 9 S5 L4535 B

To: ‘iredebilianiB et oom .

Ce Crogks, John: Adams, lop |
Sulyuct; Facrs be boak ower

Dear MAs. Delilan —

The 52U Commission goeries both a0 eleciric utility and 2 water utility, Each of these utiihes are soparaie Entorpeise funds of the Cily Shakapes Wihin sach wtility there are separate tunds with specific
designatid purposes.

The 545.5 mlkan number used by Mr. Beynalds s Incarrest, The water connecison fund batance as of 12/31/2018 was $13.1 million. Planned inlrastrucione costs far the wasber cannection furd from 2009 -

023 tatal 5155 miliar dollars with estienated sdditkned fee revenue of 5108 millkn resutting inan anding fund batance of 583 mitlon by 1231/2023, These ane (he currenl estimates and are opdated twery
woar in nur anmual bidges plannsng,

Listed below are the lund balantes per our 208 audited Fnanclat statemens for gur electoic ard water Gtithies, appraved 2009 CIP including planned Lapilal inlrastrogiure tasts from 3015 - 3023, 2

estimated receipts from laes asdfar et operating income aver the same perind, and an estimated fund batance as.af 13/31/2023. SPU & required 10 maintain a minimgm of hree to s months of opersting
wipinses as rosenaees par guidance from our auditars and financial bdvisars 16 be considered Rnancially sound.

Water Wtility
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510 miklion in bs warer capacity lund. 15 this corveet, and where will that water treatment plant be loeuted?

Mladdic Delislzan

Reporter | Shakepes Vallay News
551-226-2981
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3. What were the reasons for not following the advice of your consultant?

Attached is the response that was provided in the July 29" memorandum to the City Council.
This issue was also discussed at the March 12 joint meeting between SPU and the Council.



Where are funds collected, detailed in the SPU budget?

The budget process begins with the planning and approval of the 5-Year CIP as described above.
Once approved by the Commissian, the CIP becomes part of our annual budget. This budget is
presented to the Commission and the City Council Liaison in Q4, typically November. The 2019
budget presented at the November 19, 2018 Commission Meeting is attached.

In a memo from Renee Schmid, SPU Director of Finance and Administration to Wr. John Crogks, SPU

Utilities Manager, pages 1-6 provide the planning assumptians for the key areas of the budget,
including fund balances and projected cash flows.

Detailed cash flows for both water and electric are also provided with the budget. The details for
specific funds can be found here. The projected cash flows are broken out by fund for the

remainder of the current year, as well as the upcoming S-year plan. Both projected expenses and
revenues are specified for each given year.

In addition to the annual budget, monthly financial budget analyses are also provided in the
commissioners’ and city council liaison’s packets. These documents provide a fiscal overview of

5PU's performance to plan menthly and YTD, An example of this analysis from May 2019 is also
attached.

Both budgets and financial analysis can be found on the 5PU website as part of the commission
packets. Packets are listed by meeting date. Packels are retained gn the site for 12-18 months. If
earliar packets are required, please contact SPU for specific dates and we will provide these.

Why consultant advice was not followed repeatedly over the years?

Consuitant studies are intended to be a resource or tool in the decision making process; not a
directive. When consultant studies are authorized by the SPU Commission, it is the duty of the
members to understand the detail within each study, ask appropriate questions, listen to consultant
recommendations and make decisions in the best interest of our ratepayers. Below are two

scenarios where the Commission did not follow specific consultant advice and the reasons for these
decisions,

March 2003 Water Trunk Charge and Connection Charge Analysis.

The consultant recommended 5PU increase the TWC to 5854/acre, This recommendation resulted
from a significant decrease in Trunk Fund balances from 5950,000 down to $81,000 in future plan
years. The Commission determined this was not a sufficient minimum reserve balance based on
nearly 4,000 acres of undeveloped land and anticipated growth. Therefore, the Commissicn
increased the TWC to $1213/acre, thus maintaining the Trunk Fund similar reserve balances.

The WCC consultant recommendation was followed with the increases to the water connection
charge.



2008 Water Rate Study

This was a cost of service study to analyze current and future water rates for existing customers,
The consultant recommended, “the propesed calculated fixed rate and commadity rates should be

increased 10% every year until 2015 to generate the targeted cash balance of SPU's one year of
operating and maintenance costs.”

5PU increased the fixed charge and commaodity by 10% the first year as recommended. A financial
analysis at the end of that year indicated SPU could maintain the one-year cash reserve of
operations and maintenance costs as recommended without an additional, automatic increase of
10% to our ratepayers. Based on Commission direction, 5PU assessed the financial position of this
fund on an annual basis and as a result was able to limit the increases to our customers to anly four

10% increases instead of seven aver the 7-year period, while maintaining the targeted cash balance
This saved SPU customers 30% in rate increases through 2019,

Please note that 23.77% of those rate increases are contributed to the City of Shakopes.

Where are the two water treatment plants in the SPU CIP?

Funding for water treatment has been idantified in SPU CiPs since 2004, The costs can be found in
the WCC Fund, under Water Treatment. The current 5-year CIP has water treatment costs 2021-

2023, Itis during these years based on annexation and the direction of Shakopee's growth that we
will need water treatment. NOTE: "Water treatment’ inciudes more than a water treatment plant,
With a blended system we can address treatments in other manners. See the spreadsheet above,

Study or other reports used to justify the multiple increase to the SPU Water Connection Charge
over the years.

The following studies and reports were sent to the City Administrator between January 3 and
lanuary 11, 2015:

Chronology of WCC/TWC Analysis

= January 1976 - City of Shakopee Municipal Water Study; City of Shakopee Comprehensive Trunk
Water System Study

December 1979 — Supplement 1 - Fire Flow Study Municipal Water Study
April 1980 ~ County Road 17-13" Ave Area Trunk Watermain Study

May 1981 — Public Utilities Commission Water Connection Charge Study
lune 1982 - Public Utitities Commission Water Connection Charge Study
December 1982 — Public Utiiities Commission WCC Study Supplement
April 1993 - Comprehensive Water Plan Section Vi

December 1998 — Comprehensive Water Plan 1998 Supplement Sectian Vi
December 2001 - Comprehensive Water Plan Section 8.0

= March 2003 - TWC/WCC Charge Analysis

September 2004 - Comprehensive Water Plan Updated Section 8.0

June 2006 — SE Area Water Service Report

o Aygust 2007 = TWCWCC Fund Analysis and Repart

MNovember 2007 — Financial Analysis of WCC Fund & TWC Fund Program 2007



4. Where are these plants in your CIP? If not present, when will they be added? Fees have been
collected since 2003 for these plants with no apparent planning. Have there been any studies
or other reports that outline the plan for these plants, or a timeline for their construction? It
also appears that the water system is not designed and built at this point for a centralized
treatment facility. Since the treatment plants have been charged for since 2003, have the
system infrastructure requirements since that time facilitated one or two treatment facilities?

As presented at the March 12" joint meeting and provided in the July 27" memorandum,
attached is the 2019-2023 Capital Improvement Plan that clearly shows funding identified for
water treatment for the SPU water systern. To say these treatment plants are listed with "no
apparent planning” is farthest from the truth. Detailed planning takes place with every CIP
developed,

Studies were performed indicating the need for eventual water treatment in Shakopee in the
early 2000's. As discussed during the March 12" joint meeting, in 2003 the water system was
rapidly expanding and the potential of elevated nitrates in certain production wells was an issue
in which studies were completed. The most notable study was performed by Bonestroo and
Associates in 2002, This study looked at several options to mitigate the potential of having
nitrate issues in new wells or for projected increasing levels in certain existing wells, The study
included the options of using surface water from the Camus Quarry, central or individual
treatment plants, and secondary wells to blend with problem wells,

A cost analysis followed and the decision was to plan for individual treatment if an existing well
or new well exceeded nitrate standards. Blending wells were not considered as the State of
Minnesota has strict regulations on wells drilled into the Mt. Simon aquifer. The surface water
option was also not considered due the extremely high cost of treatment required. Centralized
water treatment was also discounted due to the high price tag. Individual or well field treatment
plants were decided to be the best most cost effective solution.

Coupled with the potential nitrate issue, as Shakopee was continuing to expand into higher
elevations, wells have higher levels of iron and manganese, which can also require treatment.

This caused SPU to have our consultants begin planning for the cost of water treatment for both
nitrate and iron and manganese in 2003,

Also since these two studies were completed, there developed an issue with Radium 226/228 in
Shakopee’s deepest well, Due to potential concerns, this well has not been in operation for over
10 years. When capacity demands on the system warrant the use of this well, treatment will
need to be provided.

These three issues were discussed with the City Council at the March 12" joint meeting.

Many of the treatment measures were not required and not implemented due to the economic
slowdown which began in 2007, which in turn slowed development and demand on the water
system. Now that development is happening at an accelerated rate, treatment again is going to
be required for the three reasons earlier discussed. While nitrate levels have fallen significantly,
the iron and manganese problem with futures wells will have to be addressed. Test water
samples from wells in the Windermere area are indicated elevated levels of iron and



manganese, which would require treatment. Also as demand on the system increases treatment
will be required at the well with the radium 226/228 issue.
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Water Summary
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2018
Item Description Justification Carryover 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Operating Fund
Miscellaneous See Detail 250,000 587 500 367,500 405,000 281,000 280,000
System Upgrades See Detail - 147,400 68,500 64,000 20,000 20,000
ADVANCED METERING INFRASTRUCTURE (AMI) Seea Detail - 20,000 1,031 641 1,080,979 1,138,504 -
Vehicles/Equipment See Detail - 4,300 45,000 40,000 - -
Total Operating Fund 250,000 759,200 1,512,641 1,599,979 1,437,504 300,000
Reconstruction Fund
Reconstruction Projects See Detail - 520,000 220,000 220,000 210,000 210,000
Total Reconstruction Fund - 520,000 220,000 220,000 210,000 210,000
Trunk Fund
Trunk Water Mains - SPUC Projects See Detail - 25000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Over Sizing - Non-SPUC Projects See Detail - 463 100 556,606 535,200 563,000 368,020
Total Trunk Fund - 488,100 581,506 660,200 588,000 393,020
Connection Fund
Wells See Detail - 350,000 53,040 520,000 - -
Water Treatment See Detail - - - 51,500 583,000 5,375,800
Pump House Additions/Expansions See Detail - - - 64 400 1,272,500 -
New Tanks and Transmission Water Main See Detail g 250,000 2,692,800 64 900 -
Booster Stations See Detail 3,671,851 5 - - - -
Auxiliary Facilities See Detail = = - - 200,000 478,000
Total Connection Fund 3,671,851 600,000 2,745,840 700,800 2,055,500 5,853,800
Total Water 3,921,851 2,367,300 5059,987 3,180,979 4,291,004 6,756,820
CumulativeTotal Water 3,921,851 6,289,151 11,349,138 14,530,117 18,821,121 26,677,941




[ - B -9 (7] (%] -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Shakopee Public Utilities
Capital Improvement Plan

Final

Dated: November 19, 2018

Water Detail

2018

Item Description Justification Carryover 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Operating Fund
Miscellaneous
Water Meters PM/Development - 145,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 175,000
Landscaping Line of sight screening Riverview Booster - 13,500 13,500 - - -
8" Watermain Looping Boulder Pointe Development - 104,000 - - - -
Cl2 Feed Improvements Safety/Enhanced Accuracy - 72,000 75,000 75,000 - -
Chemical Feed Scales Life Cycle Replacement - 23,000 24 000 25000 26,000 -
Reservoir Maintenance Preventative Maintenance - 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Power Wash Towers Preventative Maintenance - 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Hydrant Replacement As Needed = 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
CR16 Valve & Hydrant Adjustments County Trail Project CP-16-XX - 25,000 - - - -
CR 83 Valve & Hydrant Adjustments County Road Project - - - 50,000 - -
8" Watermain Looping Apgar 5t and 2nd Avenue 250,000 100,000 - - - -
Total Miscellaneous 250,000 587,500 367,500 405,000 281,000 280,000
System Upgrades
Reservoir Mixers Water Quality - 35,000 35,000 35,000 - -
Sidewalk Repair SafetyMaintenance - 5,000 - - - -
Cl2 Leak Detection Upgrade Safety/Lifecycle Replacement - 13,500 13,500 9,000 - -
SCADA Communications Upgrade Water System Reliability - 57,900 - - - -
Sealcoat Drives/Repair Preventative Maintenance - 5,000 5.000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Driveway Replacement PH & Preventative Maintenance - 16,000 - - - -
Miscellaneous Equipment As Needed . 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Total System Upgrades - 147,400 68,500 64,000 20,000 20,000
ADVANCED METERING INFRASTRUCTURE (AMI)
Planning/Design/Project Management Project Planning/Design - 20,000 48 187 68,187 72,800 -
Constructionfimplementation/Hardware/Software/Training Customer Service - - 083,454 1,022,792 1,063,704 -
Total ADVANCED METERING INFRASTRUCTURE (AMI) - 20,000 1,031,641 1,090,979 1,136,504 -
Vehicles/Equipment
Portable Pressure Calibrator Water Quality - 4,300 - - - -
Replace Truck #5622 Life Cycle Replacement - - - 40,000 - -

Page 1 of 4
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2018
Item Description Justification Carryover 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
MNew Positions Trucks Customer Service - - 45,000 = = =
Total Vehicles/Equipment - 4,300 45,000 40,000 - -
Total Operating Fund 250,000 758,200 1,512,641 1,589,879 1,437,504 300,000
Reconstruction Fund
Reconstruction
Bituminous Overlay City CIP - 30,000 30,000 30,000 20,000 20,000
Reconstruction City Street Recon - 450,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000
Correct Deficient Services Az Needed - 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Total Reconstruction - 520,000 220,000 220,000 210,000 210,000
Total Recontruction Fund - 520,000 220,000 220,000 210,000 210,000
Trunk Fund
Trunk Water Mains - SPUC Projects (Completed by SPUC)
Projects to be determined - 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Total Trunk Water Mains - SPUC Projects - 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Over Sizing - Non-SPUC Projects (Completed by Others)
18" WK East from Monarch Estates parallel to 17th Ave to CR 83 0.875 mile NES Development - 152,400 79,250 164 800 171,400 -
16" WM Windermere South from Booster Station to 2-HES Tank Site Development - 60,000 62,400 32,500 - -
18" W Krystal Addition to CR 79 (800 ft) NES Development 70,000 - - - -
12" WM South from Hwy 169 to 17th Ave 0.25 mile (Hauer) NES Development - 48 700 - - - -
12" WM West from CR 17 North of Wood Duck Trail (1200 ft) 2-HES Development - 40,000 - - - -
12" WM C.R. 16 from C.R. 15 west to C.R. 68 - (DR Horton) 0.25 mile/segment 2-HES Development/City Project/Scott County Proj - - 52,000 55,000 57,200 -
12" W West of Windermere 0.75 mile 1-HES Development - - 208,000 - - -
12" Wi on Stagecoach Rd from Eagle Creek Preserve to Hansen Ave 0.5 mile NES Development - = 104,000 e 2 -
12" WM Vierling Drive West from CR 69 0.25 mile NES Development - - 50,856 - - &
12" WM Parallel to CR 89 South from Vierling Drive 0.75 mile NES Development - 52,900 110,000 -
12" WM Thrush Street from CR 83 to 0.25 mile West 1- HES Development - - 55,000 - -
12" WM CR 83 from Thrush Street to 0.25 mile north 1-HES Development . - - 55,000 ¢

Fage 2 of 4
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Water Detail

New Tanks and Transmission Water Main

Page 3 of 4

2018

ltem Description Justification Carryover 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
12" W West of Tank Site thru area B to CRE9 0.25 mile Development - - - 110,000 - -
12" West of CR 69 thru area B 0.50 mile 2-HES Development - - - 110,000 - -
12" Wi CR 68 South of HWY 169 0.50 mile 1-HES to 2-HES Development - - - - 110,000 -
12" WM West of CR 89 thru area B 0.50 mile 1-HES Development - - 114,400 -
12" Wi Parallel to CR 69 South from CR 16 0.25 mile 2-HES Development - - - - - 58,500
12" W Horizon Drive across CR 18 to Foothill Road 2-HES (1.0 mile) 2 HES to NES Development - - - - - 225,000
8" Wi on Muhlenhardt Rd 0.50 mile 1-HES to 2-HES Development - = g - - 83,520
Projects to be determined - 92,000 - - - -
Total Over Sizing - Non-SPUC Projects - 463,100 556,506 635,200 563,000 368,020
Total Trunk Fund - 488,100 581,506 660,200 588,000 383,020

Connection Fun
Wells
2-HES WellTank Site @ South of Windermere Development - 350,000 - - - )
1 or 2-HES Jordan Well @ South of Windermere or @Windermere Booster Development - - 53,040 520,000 - -
Total Wells - 350,000 53,040 520,000 - -
Water Treatment
NES Jordan Well #22 Submersible (Pump House No. 3 modifications) Radium Remediation 2 g - 51,500 518,000 -
Water Treatment Plant Water Quality - - - - 65,000 5375800
Total Water Treatment - - - 51,500 583,000 5,375,800
Note: MES Well #22 and The Water Treatment Plant are not currently needed, they
are put into the budget as placeholders as contingencies in the event they become
necessary.
Pump House Additions/Expansions
2-HES Pump House @ South of Windermers Development - - - 64,400 1,272,500 -
Total Pump House Additions/Expansions - - - 64,400 1,272,500 -

8/30/2019
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Water Detail

2018
Item Description Justification Carryover 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
2-HES District Storage (0.5 MG, Elevated Tank) @ South of Windermere Development - 130,000 2,568,000 - - -
Transmission Watlgrmaln Equivalent (187vs. 127) Windarmers Booster Station ta 2-HES Tank Development - 120,000 124,800 B4,900
Total Mew Tanks and Transmission Water Main - 250,000 2,692,800 64,900 - -
Booster Stations
Booster Station @ Windermere 1-HES to 2-HES Development 3,671,851 - - - - -
Total Booster Stations 3,671,851 - - - - -
Auxiliary Facilities Development
Inline Booster Station Site @ Foothill Road and Horizon Drive Development - - - - 150,000 -
Inline Booster Station @ Foothill and Horizon NES to 2 HES Development - - - - 50,000 400,000
Pressure Reducing Valve - 2-HES to 1-HES @ Horizon Drive and trail bend Development - - - - - 26,000
Pressure Reducing Valve - 2-HES to 1-HES @ Muhlenhardt Rd Development - - - - - 26,000
Pressure Reducing Valve - 2-HES to 1-HES @ CR 689 Development - - - - - 26,000
Total Auxiliary Facilities - - - - 200,000 478,000

122 [To
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5. What were the observations of "actual material and labor costs” based upon since the
Construction Cost Index would appear to be an accepted and accurate reflection of the
construction costs? How was the 12% increase above and beyond the Construction Cost Index
calculated? Where there any studies or other reports to support the contention that the
actual increase was 12%7?

The observations referenced were actual Metro area costs of wells, pump houses, water storage
facilities and other related infrastructure costs as provided by our consultant. Specialized
construction work for these facilities were provided and bid by only several contractors in the
Metro area at that time. Many metro area communities were rapidly expanding their water
systems at this time, Due to Metro area growth at the time, there were many comparative
projects to use in the consultant analysis.

Due to these factors, and the demand Metro wide for water system expansions, costs
accelerated much faster than the CCI Construction Index. With Shakopee growing at even a
faster pace than any other community, schedules for completion of facilities to keep up with
expansion were causing costs to increase at a rate 12% higher than the CCL



6. Why were the recommendations of your consultant not followed? There is pattern of not
following S&M's advice, yet there are consistently used for the financial analysis of the WCC
and WTC. Why continue to use them if their recommendations were not being used on a
relatively consistent basis? The report specifically recommends the risks involved with
increasing the fees. What basis was there to make such drastic increases in the fees when the
report specifically noted that the short-term deficit would lead to a substantial surplus (WTC -
$1.2M and WCC $21.7 M) in the long-term?

How was this increase above and beyond the CCl determined as correct? What justification

was used to increase the fees above and beyond the CCI? What analysis or studies/reports
supported this decision?

See attachment from July 27" memorandum.



==

Mote: It was communicated at the joint meeting between SPUC and Shakopee City Council on

March 12, 2019 a new study will be completed in 2019, however SPU will require the lackson
Tawnship AUAR to update our planning,

Specific information for the 23% increase in 2008 - and the addition of a 2% kicker per year.

The SPU received a report an the Connection and Trunk Fund status and projections based on
prevailing assumptions of that era. At the time, growth was strong and there was pressure to build
water facilities to serve a proposed elementary school and housing development called the Bluffs of

Marystown on the west side of Shakopee. There was also developrnent pressure in the area east
and west of SFRMC campus, and in the Southbridge area in east Shakopee.

The elementary school was proposed to be located south of the housing in Bluffs of Marystown and
would require the SPU to fund the following:

- booster station
long trunk water main
water tower
water supply well

- pump house,

A plan was created to enter into an agreement with the developer to place into security the future
TWC and WCC fees for the Bluffs, while SPU would finance the water improvements through a bond
sale or inter-fund transfer fram the electric utility. in either case, there would be a financing
expense that was not included in pravious financial analyses of the WCC and TWC,

Areport that projected the WCC and TWC Funds cash flow and balances over an extended period
was prepared. These projections determined an additional increase in the WCC and the TWC fees
would be necessary, as the consultant’s recommended increase fell short of SPU's goal to keep the
existing fund balances intact. Consequently, taking into account the consultant recommendation,
financing expenses, projected growth and the projected cash flow and balance goals, the

Commission determined it was in the best interest of the community that the fees be raised to the
levels they were,

And then the unforeseen happened. The recession hit and residential development dramatically
slowed down for a period of time before slowly picking up over the last 5-7 years. The Bluffs
developer passed on the agreement since they were no langer confident they could sell houses in

the near term. The elementary school was built in another location and the water facilities were
not needed at that time,

As a result of the economic crisis of 2009, it's true the Connection (Capacity) Fund had grown
withgut immediate expenditures hitting it — until now. With the improving economy and recent
developments, SPU s on the cusp of completing all the water facilities envisioned in 2008 and is

positioned to pay cash rather than-financing these expenses. This is a positive situation to be in for
the utility and our ratepayers,



The Trunk Fund has not fared as well as the Connection Fund over time. Despite additional

increases of $500 per acre, per year, the TWC is still projected to haver around the breakaven paint
in the near term,

The 2% “kicker" refers to SPU's direction to add 2% to the inflation factor used to adjust the WCC
and TWC each year. In 2008, this additional 2% was intended to offset the financing expense of
hond sales, as well as the difference between actual construction costs vs. CIP budgetary estimates
for water facility projects over previous years, As it turned out, bond sale financing did not come to
fruition, but the real costs of the facilities had been {and continues to ba) putstripping the ENR CC
(Engineering News Record Construction Cost lndex]. NOTE: Itis speculated this is primarily due to
the time lag between when the most current data is compiled and the index published.

Another factor on pricing is that facilities have to be built at the most inopportune times, i.e. whan
development pressure on labor, equipment and materials are the greatest. A recent example of this
is demonstrated by the cost of the Windermere Booster Station under construction in 2019 v, the
Riverview Booster Station on Kelly Circle constructed in 2016. There was 2 nearly 50% total cost
increase between the twa in a period of approximately 36 manths between bid dates.

Study and other reports supporting the 2018 “one-time fee” of $500 per acre and subsequent
2019 additional "one-time fee” of 500 in 2019,

5PU’s engineering staff make recommendations to the Commission when it is found to be in the
best interest of the water system that larger than standard size mains be Installed far the gverall
benefit of the City water system, specifically fire safety. The Commission may elect to pay for the

difference in cost of materials necessary to provide for the larger mains. When they do, it is the
Trunk Water Fund that finances any trunk watermain OVersizing agreemants,

The cash flows for the Trunk Water Main fund are analyzed annually during the budget process. The
Trunk Fund has had a negative fund balance dating back to 2007 or earlier of over a half a million
dollars. The recession in 2008 brought development of new residential plats to a standstill for a
number of yvears generating very little trunk fee revenue for the ensuing years. As the economy
improved and residential development activity start to come back, action needed to be taken to
resolve the fund balance deficit. The additional $500 per acre charged added to the trunk fee in
2018 and 2019 was added to begin to move this fund in the right direction. As of 12/31/2018, the

fund had a positive balance of $199,157 for the first time in over 11 years. The trunk fund balance
as of 6/30/2019 is currently at 110,812,

Reasaning for failure to have a rate study since the last one expired and inquiry into when the
residents of Shakopee could expect a new rate study.

The last cost-of-service study was completed in 2009. Asindicated in the response for guestion #3,
the recommendation was to generate a targeted cash balance of SPU's one-year operating and
maintenance costs, This has been maintained and reflected in budgets. Additionally, please see



7. How was this "one-time" upwards adjustment calculated and justified? What studies/reports
supported this decision? Again, we only see two funds in your budget — water and electric. It
appears that there are separate business units under each fund (such as the “trunk water
fund” with a deficit balance noted above). Please provide the budget for these business units

or if there are not separate business units, how the charges are segregated to prevent
comingling of funds.

How was this second “one-time” upwards adjustment calculated and justified? For two
consecutive years this "one-time” adjustment was enacted. Did you recognize that this charge
was going to be necessary in both 2018 and 2019 initially? What long-term analysis was
conducted to justify two consecutive “one-time” charges? How can the second “one-time”
charge be justified as a “one-time” charge, as it was actually the second consecutive year of

the $500 charge. What studies/reports supported the enactment of two consecutive “one-
time” charges and when were they conducted?

SPU’s engineering staff make recommendations to the Commission when it is found to be in the
best interest of the water system that larger than standard size mains be installed for the overall
benefit of the City water system, specifically fire safety. The Commission may elect to pay for
the difference in cost of materials necessary to provide for the large mains. When they do, it is
the Trunk Water Fund that finances any trunk watermain oversizing agreements.

The cash flows for the Trunk Water Main fund are analyzed annually during the budget process.
The Trunk Fund has had a negative fund balance dating back to 2007 or earlier of over a half a
million dollars. The recession in 2008 brought development of new residential plats to a
standstill for a number of years generating very little trunk fee revenue for the ensuing years.
As the economy improved and residential development activity start to come back, action
needed to be taken to resolve the fund balance deficit. The additional $500 per acre charged
added to the trunk fee in 2018 and 2019 was added to begin to move this fund in the right
direction. As of 12/31/2018m the fund had a positive balance of $199,157 for the first time in
over 11 years. The trunk fund balance as of 6/30/2019 is currently at 5110,812,



B. Do you believe it is important to have competitive fees and charges with other cities in the

Metro area? Are you aware of any other utilities with a comparable WCC as currently in place
with SPUC?

Of course 5PU is similar to neighboring cities, in both rates and development fees. In the recent
analysis by Ehlers showed these comparative rates and fees, The difference with some
communities is that they absorb some development costs into their water rates, while others do
not. Chanhassesn and Carver have the same philosophy as SPU; development pays their share
of the requirement on the systems, as existing customers have already paid there. SPU does not
subsidize development costs with water rates. Attached is the Ehlers analysis as provided to the

City Council in the July 27" memorandum. The issue was also discussed during the joint
meeting held on March 12",
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SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

MEMORANDUM
TO: SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
FROM: JOHN R. CROOKS, UTILITIES MANAG =

SUBJECT: WATER RATES/WATER FEES — REGIONAL ANALYSIS
DATE: AUGUST 2, 2019

In continuing the discussion on SPU fees and charges, it is appropriate to further
discuss the issue. At the July 15 SPU meeting, Jason Aarsvold, municipal
advisor with Ehlers presented an analysis of cities with similarities to Shakopee.

Attached is a regional map comparing the cities directly along the Minnesota

River. Using the data from Ehlers, two maps were put together with different data
points.

The first map shows the total water development fees for each community and

also a typical monthly (and annual) water bill, as based on 7500 gallons of
usage.

The second map shows the same communities, but uses total utility development

fees and typical monthly (and annual) utility billing, again as based on 7500
gallons of water usage.

Also attached to this memo is the back-up data that was developed by Ehlers
and used in the creation of the two maps.
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Sample 2019 Monthly Utility Bill for a Single Family Home

Assumes 7,500 gallons of water and sewer used per manth

Water Base Fee Water for 7,500

S0 Base

Sewer-for 7,500

Sewer Total

Storm Water
Monthly

Waterand
Sawer
Combined

Litilitles Tokal

Billing Cycle Manthly gallons Water Total Fee Monthly gallons
Burnsville homthiy 53.20 P el sr0.90 £33.70 56,99 S60.60 SE7.59
Lakevilo Cuarterly 5242 51088 513.29 53.02 533 60 536.62 44,79 549.91 554,70
Shakopee Monthly 5371 52178 525.49 5275 526,10 528.85 52,60 554,34 556,94
Savage Wnnthly 5R.65 52610 534.75 54.72 43153 536.30 §6.42 571.05 577.47
Chanhassen Cuwarterly 54,55 S16.70 521,25 410,50 %IB.16 538.66 54.96 559,51 SE4.87
[ogers honthly £2.04 £11.78 513,82 53.00 524,38 £27.38 44,19 541,19 £45.38]
Inwer Grove Heights Guarterly L7.70 £231.26 528,96 51172 L2437 536.09| 53,89 S65.04 S68.93
Irver Grove Heights NWA Carterly 57,70 £31.26 528,96 $15.32 535.37 451.09 51164 SE0.04 £91.68
Eagan Guarterly 31,26 S14.78 516,00 50,64 427,68 528.32 45.78 544,35 550.13
Chaska Manthly 53.00 £10.24 522,28 000 53120 5$31.20 59,749 55348 563.27
Carver Manthly 510,00 L3374 543,75 s0.00 552 20 552.20 59.26 505.95 5105.21
Prior Lake Birmonthly 52,50 536.08 538,58 52.50 546,50 449.00 57.53 5B7.58 $095.11
Jordan Monthly $10.71 44388 454,58 41478 53,05 466.33 $6.59 $170.92 $127.51
Eden Prairie Cuarterhy S6.00 517,59 523,59 56.00 525,88 531.88 55.03 55546 56050
Average 528.02 $38.11 56.39 567,13 $73.52
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Comparison of 2019 Sewer and Water Development Fees for a Single Family Home
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SHAKOPEE PuBLic UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way - Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

July 12,2019

P
T John Crooks, Utilities Manager

¥
FROM: Renee Schm iai&ljimumr of Finance and Administration

SUBJECT:  Development Fee and Utility Rate Comparison

Background

SPU engaged the firm of Ehlers to complete a study to compare Development Fees and Utility Rates for
neighboring communities with similar topography and development patterns. Mr. Jason Aarsvold, a
municipal advisor with Ehlers, will present the results of the study at the SPU Commission meeting on
Monday, July 17,2019, The presentation and detail support information is enclosed for reference.

Commission Action Recommended

Accept the study on Development Fec and Utility Rate Comparison as presented by Ehlers.
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LEADERS IN PLURLIC FINAMNCE

Development Fee Comparison

For Shakopee Public Utilities




Why do development fees differ?

Infrastructure Costs

- Terrain

-+ Aquifers and Water Quality

- Development Patterns
Philosophy

- Should growth pay for itself?
Degree of Analysis

» Has a study been completed?
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Current Water Development Fee Structure

Trunk Water Fees (paid at plat)
- $4 451/acre
« Developers prefer paying fees with building permit
» Collecting fees at plat financially protects SPU
Water Capacity Charge (paid with building permit)
« $6,039 per SAC unit + 14.2 cents/sq. ft. for industrial
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Water Dev. Fee Comparison — Single Family Home

Wit Related Development Fooes Tor Single Family Homae
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Total Utility Fee Comparison — Single Family Home

Utility Development Fees for Sample Single Family Home
{Assurnes lot size of 173 acre)
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Water Dev. Fee Comparison — Multifamily Project

Wt Bolakod Dervelspiient Fees Ine Sapeple Bauliifandly Brajeel
{umansnd 100 undts air A developable aces)

Wt Cakaeay U hage

FLERR



Total Utility Fee Comparison — Multifamily Project
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Water Dev. Fee Comparison — Mixed Use Industrial

Water Related Development Fees for Sample ndustrial Property
{130,000 5q, ft, office warehowsr with 34 SAC units) Waker € sty Lharpe
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Total Utility Fee Comparison — Mixed Use Industrial

Litility Development Fees for Sample Industrial Property
{130,000 50, ft. office warehouse with 34 SAC units)
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Trends in Development Fees

Developer Push-back
Trunk fees collected at platting becoming more common
Cities reducing costs for multi-family by:

» Counting 1 multifamily unit as < 1 SAC unit

- More costs allocated by acreage, so denser developments pay
less

N
E
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Options to reduce fees

Postpone/eliminate capital projects
Shift cost burden to user charges

YRR




Fee Comparison — Monthly Water Bill

2019 Residential Water Charges
Assumes [ 500 Gallons per Maath Tor Single Family Customer
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Fee Comparison — Monthly Utility Bill
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Comanrisan of 2019 Sewer ard Water Dovelopment Fees for a Single Family Home:

Bady, 2000

Anprrnpy e Legle ey bine on ore-deef of 49 a0 e b g i

& EHLERS

Farbades bl il v Iid 3l mested pan
[ L [ v || s i
ERTA ) LA
(R0 B k) g EELL]
LR Y woed |y L LI Ry Ll il s WA A o 17 el peided
ELTETTRY ¥ s | s | 4 BN 5 w wase| & FERE
bkt 5 1|k wari | 4 [EEH & A CETN ) ] on -
sarrarwan propesy
Ehadbiiigs 5 aE s Akl § Aty L L Lok
L L
L 5 | & viaf s skl s gy i [LELT] D
L
i vy i) 5 apma | 4 L didal g BLIE) e
- - ai H e
1 i | & ERTE] i+ el apa| g rdkk
] % FESEE w5 au Lim| g EEE
L ] woar| s wrma | 4 Bk 4 1L L s L R
Terilis % W | 3 ki) 5 R el | % 1104
v Prakis 4 L+ Lo | & LEL T raa % T
o1 i Dty
bvar Grew Feighis | § [SIT1E adis | 5 ERIEIES EIFT eask| § 1Bl
- I

"o it gt of eemaaiien, Fery Dol s Pur ket charge o D ol phel aar o b S0 M Tk by
*t P pmapmint ol v e, PTG S 1T oMl o 1 o bbing [ e o sl at mesle Lyp e thaser

T L
warget. Tepsereing we Pg rend i st
bisii borw 51,405 45 54, BB om gl Lmedy
oot sl shiraas ca1 o spBean
LT pr gt gl b s s

ikl whimae s e o 52828 e

vt T S84 vl
i ns ot kn mrrisns FP dandugh

i, i sy i S AR 1T
e A

TRIE MUY S ©

Frepared by Féery




Camparisan af 2008 Sewer and Water Developien Fees Tar a 100 undt 8ult-Famity Bowsing Project
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Compariion of 1019 Sowar and Water Development Fees lor a fimed Use industrial Development
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9. Although the study was not followed, it does have a shelf life of approximately 2009-2015 — as
noted by the authors. When can the residents of Shakopee expect a new rate study? Water
rates should cover the cost of replacing and reconstructing existing infrastructure. Is SPUC
using WCC/WTC to in any way subsidize water rates? It would appear that SPUC’s
Reconstruction Fund Charge which was implemented in 2007 raises about $444,500 a year at
the current $0.25 rate. Why implement this charge as opposed to just raising water rate?

First, in no way does the WCC and TWC subsidize water rates. Second, the Reconstruction Fund
Charge adjusts annually to reflect the 5 years' project cost of City Authorized Street
Reconstruction Projects. The reason for a separate charge for reconstruction is as follows. The
charge is a line item on customer’s bills. They are specifically designated to fund City decisions
made via the City Council in the interests of the community. Those were to fund costs of City-
mandated participation in community improvement type projects and would naturally have to
be borne by customers. But to also charge for increased payment to the City on top of those
specific charges was not seen by the Commission as a proper burden on customers. So a factor
for the payment to the city was not included in the collection of the Reconstruction Fund Charge
or in the calculation of payment to the city, which currently stands at 23.77% of water
commeodity revenues,

2009 Water Rate Study

This was a cost of service study to analyze current and future water rates for existing customers.
The consultant recommended, “the proposed calculated fixed rate and commodity rates should
be increased 10% every year until 2015 to generate the targeted cash balance of 5PU’s one year
of operating and maintenance costs.”

SPU increased the fixed charge and commodity by 10% the first year as recommended, A
financial analysis at the end of that year indicated SPU could maintain the one-year cash reserve
of operations and maintenance costs as recommended without an additional, automatic
increase of 10% to our ratepayers. Base on Commission direction, SPU assessed the financial
position of this fund on an annual basis and as a result was able to limit the increase to our
customers to only four 10% increases instead of seven over the 7-year period, while maintaining
the targeted cash balance. This saved SPU customers 30% in rate increase through 2019.

Please note 23.77% of those rate increases are contributed to the City of Shakopee.

A water rate analysis is to be performed by Ehlers, commencing in September 2019,



10. What does SPUC do for economic development beside these marketing efforts? Does SPUC
have any similar personnel or programs? Does SPUC offer any real incentives for new users?
Aren't SPUC residential rates actually higher than Xcel Energy rates 6 months of the year?

Shakopee Public Utilities has a person that handles energy efficiency and water conservation
rebates to all our customers. We do offer “real” incentives for new users and are described in
our Rebate programs. A breakout of all our rebates programs can be provided if requested and

as posted on the SPU website. 5PU rebates over 5600,000 annually to residential and
commercial customers,

While Xcel winter electric rates are indeed lower than SPU rates, their summer rates are higher
than 5PU’s electric rates. This is important because it is during the summer months when
HVAC's and Air Conditioning units are running, causing high monthly bills. Analysis has been
performed when factoring in Xcel's different rates, the SPU electric rates are lower than the
combined Xcel rates for residential customers. This leads to lower annual electric bills for SPU
customers, as opposed to Xcel residential customers. The analysis can be shared if so warranted.

Our low water and electric rates, high reliability indices and projected future rates are an
economic incentive to develop in Shakopee. Shakopee received the 2015 Best Tasting Water in
Minnesota Award by MN Rural Water Association out of over 100 cities submitting samples.
The Governor awarded Shakopee The Source Water Management Award in 2013. SPU was
awarded the 2015 and 2018 RP3 Diamond Award by the American Public Power Association.
Both awards were based on perfect scores, which places 5PU in the top 5% of all Public Power
Utilities, based on reliability, safety, workforce development and system improvement.

What follows details SPU economic efforts for our community, The first and what is considered
most important is the 5PU contribution to the City of Shakopee. This equates to a 7%-10% of the
City's operating budget and provides Shakopee the ability to keep taxes on our residents and
businesses lower than if a contribution was not made. Residents of Shakopee mostly are
unaware of this. This is important for new development to have a low tax rate.

Another important factor in many businesses considering Shakopee is our energy portfolio.
Renewable energy is on everyone's mind and many large businesses want to know the
commitment to “green power”. The SPU wholesale energy provider, MMPA, in embraced

renewables and is planning on being 100% renewable within 3 years. The annual report for
MMPA is included, as it was in the July 27th memorandum.

SPU has an existing program for any of our Customers to be 100% renewable now, It is our Clean
Energy Choice program for both residential and business customers,

Another economic development was the construction of the 585 million dollar Shakopee Energy
Park. Besides the work for local contractors and labor {the building was constructed by
Shakopee’s own Greystone Construction) This energy plant is able to supply power to the City
even if the national electric grid goes down, it has a black start option to run without electricity.



The Shakopee Energy Park was voted project of the year in North America for Power Magazine
in 2017,

& list of additional economic development efforts was provided to the City Council at the March
12" joint meeting.
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In 2018, MMPA took a large step forward in making
the “Power of Your Hometown” even more sustainable.

During the year, the Board adopted a policy of moving towards buying or generating renewable energy equal
to 100% of our energy requirements as quickly as makes economic sense. This is the next step on a path that
began nearly a decade ago with MMPA's Hometown Wind program placing a wind turbine in each member
community as a demonstration project. Since then, our renewable portfolio has grown significantly to include
solar, bicenergy, and more wind. In addition to our current resources, we have execuled contracts with
developers for projects that, if successfully completed, would place MMPA near our 100% goal within the next
five years. We expect to achieve this while continuing to provide the competitive rates that our members have
enjoyed over the Agency's 25-year history,

Our Clean Energy Choice program, which was introduced last year, allows eustomers to elect 50%, 75%, or
100% renewable energy for a small monthly fee. Subscriptions to this program grew by more than 20% in 2018,
demonstrating that our members’ customers are increasingly demanding more renewables as parl of their
power supply.

MMPA also supports using technology where and when it makes economic and strategic sense. We bielieve
that the utility industey will look significantly different a decade from now as solar costs continue to decline
and utility-scale storage becomes more economic. Because of this belief, we entered into a 10-year capacity
contract with Manitoba Hydro, a long-term partner of MMPA, vather than building generation now, With this
comtract and our other owned and purchased resourees, we project that the Agency will not need additional
capacity until 2050. This position reduces our visk and helps us eontinue to offer stable rates lo our members,

We continue to support our member communities. We expanded our Energy Education program this year to
add a high school component including move in-depth, practical applications of power generation than our
highly successtul fourth grade offering. Our program was recognized in 2018 by the American Public Power
Associalion al its National Conference,

We also support economic development in our communities. We are working with our members to develop
new rates and technology offerings to help attract new businesses o sustain and improve growth,

Our continued financial strength was recognized by both Piteh and Moody's, which both upgraded MMPAs
bond rating in 2018. Fitch upgraded MMPA from A to A+, while Moody's upgraded MMEA from A2 to AL
Both rating agencies cited our strong financial performance, effective management, and competitive rates in
their upgrade announcements,

We ave pleased with MMPA's successes in 2018 and excited for the future of the Agency as an even more
sustainable organization, We hope that you enjoy our 2018 annual veport.

— ﬁgw Waid 0 Gill

ohn Crooks Derick 0. Dahlen
Chairman, MMPA Board of rectors Executive Manager, MMPA
Utilities Divector, Shakopee Public Ulilities Presicdent and CEO, Avant Energy, Tne
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PROVIDING RELIABLE, COMPETITIVELY-PRICED
ENERGY TO OUR MEMBERS AND CREATING VALUE
FOR BOTH THE AGENCY AND OUR MEMBERS

Our Mission

MMPA's mission is to provide reliable,
competitively-priced energy to its members
and to create value for both the Agency and
its members. We stay focused on our core task
of securing and delivering an economic power
supply to our members, resulting in stable and
affordable rates. Our activities that support our
member communities, such as the Agency’s
Energy Education and Economic Development
programs, demonstrate our commitment to
creating value for our members.

Our Members

MMPA's members are twelve municipal
utilities that together provide hometown
power to nearly 160,000 Minnesotans. The
membership includes utilities both small
and large, suburban and rural. Our members
share a commitment to providing reliable
and affordable power to the residents and
businesses in their community.

Our newest member, Elk River Municipal
Utilities, began taking power on October 1,
2018, Elk River decided to join MMPA because
it wanted to be part of a group of like-minded
public power communities working together to
secure an economic power supply for decades
to come.




WHO WE ARE

Average MMPA Rate to Members
in dollars per megawatt hour
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Member Rates

MMPA prides itself on its long history of
competitive and stable rates, We understand
that providing competitively-priced wholesale
power helps support our members in having
affordable retail rates that support economic
development in our communities. Stable and
predictable rates are another way MMPA creates

value for its members. We take a long-term
approach in our power supply planning, portfolio

management, and energy risk management
activities with the goal of having rates that are
competitive and stable for many years.

Coincident Peak Load

in magawatls

2016 2017 20318
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WHO WE ARE

OUR BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Each MMPA member community has a seat on our Board of Directors. Our Board includes city

councilors, city administrators, and utility managers, resulting in a diversity of perspectives and

viewpoints in the discussions at our Board meetings. The Board meets monthly and is responsible
for governing the organization by setting policies and approving capital expenditures.

MMPA Board of Directors

Anoka
Erik Skogquist
Council Member

Ed Evans®
utility Adwvisory
Board Member

Arlington
Pat Malvin
City Administrator

Lisa Tesch®
Deputy Clark

Brownton

Curt Carrigan
Council Mamber

Buffalo
berton Auger
City Administrator

Joseph Steffel”
Utilities Diractor

B 2008 MMEA Ancual Ropart

Chaska

Matt Podhradsky
City Administrator

MMPA Vice Chairman

East Grand Forks
Keith Mykleseth
Utilities General Manager

Jeff Olson®
Distribution Superintendent

Elk River

Troy Adams
Utitities General Managar

MMPA Treasurer

Allan Nadeau®
Utilities Commissioner

Le Susur
Menwell Krogmann
Council Member

Jasper Kruggel*
City Acdministratar

MNorth St. Paul
Brian Frandle
Diractor of
Electric Utilities

MMPA Secretary

Steve Milton®
Electric Superintendent

Olivia
Dan Coughlin
City Administrator

Amber Sullivan®
Administrative Assistant

Shakopee
John Crooks
Litilities Managar
MMPA Chairman

Deb Amundson®
Utilities Commissioner

Winthrop
Peter Machaiek
Alderman

Jenny Hazelton®
City Administrator

* Alternate




WHO WE ARE

OUR MANAGEMENT

MMPA is managed by Avant Energy, Inc.,

a Minneapolis-based energy and utility
management consulting firm. For more

than two decades, MMPA and Avant have
worked together in a successful partnership
that has resulted in competitive rates ancd
strong financial performance. MMPA has

no employees, with Avant providing all
managemant services for the organization,
including strategic planning, power supply
planning, daily energy market opearations,
power plant development and operations, and
finance and accounting. Our managemeant
has a variety of educational and professional
backgrounds in the utility industry and has
worked together as a team for many years to
develop MMPA's diverse portfolio of owned
and contracted power supply resources.

=» AVANT

EMNERGTY

Avant Management

i

Derick O, Dahlen Cncu H. Er
Chief Operating Officer

President and CEC

Harold G, Little
Vige Presidant

David W. Niles
Vice President

Moah J. Hansen
Vice Prasident
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FOWER SUPPLY

MOVING
TOWARDS
100% RENEWABLE

This year, the MMPA Board approved a policy: | to include owned and contracted resources
af moving fowards buying or generating i including additional wind, bioenergy, and
renewable energy equal to 100% of our solar power,

A i ; o | - makas !
anerdy requirements as guickly as makes With our existing renewable resources

BCOnamic sensa. Increéaging our sepphy of X
e geliy RRIY and power purchase agreements (PPASs)

renewable energy reduces cur exposure to for renewable energy projects under

SRetgy commaaity price volatiity and jutiire development, we believe thal we can bea

carbon requlation, It also represants the . :
gt It ars0 represe - near this goal within the next five years,

bl i ne snace anewabl 51
culmination of nearly a decade of renewable However, achieving this target depends an

projects for MMPA that began with us placing the sugcessful permitting, development,

8 wind turbine in each membsr community. financing, and canstruction of new renewable

Sinc : [ IEnew tialio has
Since then, our renewable portfolio has grown Canargy facilities by third-party devalopers,

OUR RENEWABLE ENERGY HISTORY

2010 - Z{B]BE!

Hometown Oak Glen Hormetown Hometown
WindPower Wind Farm BioEnergy Solar
Completed Completed Completed Launched
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POWER SUPPLY

Renewables
in megawatt hours
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In addition to meeting our members’ energy
needs, MMPA is also required to have sufficient
generating capacity to meet the peak demand
of our members, which usually occurs during
the hot summer months, Our owned and
contracted resources such as Faribault Energy
Park, Minnesota River Station, Oak Glen Wind
Farm, and more provide capacity to meet this
requiremant, We also purchase capacity from
other utilities that have excess generation

when it is economic.

2016 2017

Black Buffalo Solar
Oak Getty Completed
Wind Farm

Completed

2,011,000

Projected

1,134,000
MWh
Total

MWh

A5E,000

2017 2ma 20149 2020 2021 2022

In 2018, we entered into a 10-year contract with
Manitoba Hydro to purchase capacity. With this
contract and our other resources, we expect to
have encugh capacity to meet our projected
requirements until 2030. By buying instead of
building, we were able to shape the contract

to meet our projected capacity needs on an
annual basis, avoiding the cost of carrying

excess capacity.

2020 2021

Dodge County | Three Waters
Wind Farm Wind Farm

Scheduled to Scheduled to
be in Service be in Service

2018 MMPA Annual Regodt
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POWER SUPPLY

POWER SUPPLY

Cur approach to power supply is to maintain a balanced portfolio of power supply
resources—both renewable and conventional. We have a mix of fuel types and generation
technologies to reduce our risk exposure. Our portfolio includes both resources that we own
and long-term contracts for power supply. Many of our power plants, including Minnesota
River Station, Shakopee Energy Park, and Hometown BioEnergy, are located in our member
communities—another way in which we provide value to our members.

10 2008 MMPA Annual Raport




POWER SUPPLY

FARIBAULT ENERGY PARK BLACK OAK GETTY WIND FARM | MINNESOTA RIVER STATION
FARIBAULT, MN STEARNS COUNTY, MN CHASKA, MN
300 MW, NATURAL GAS 78 MW, WIND 49 MW, NATURAL GAS

SHAKOPEE ENERGY PARK

OAK GLEN WIND FARM HOMETOWN BIOENERGY
SHAKOPEE, MN STEELE COUNTY, MN LE SUEUR, MN
46 MW, NATURAL GAS 44 MW, WIND B MW, BIDENERGY

BUFFALO SOLAR HOMETOWN WINDPOWER POWER PURCHASES
BUFFALO TOWNSHIP, MN MMPA COMMUNITIES
T MW, SOLAR 1.9 MW, WIND
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POWER SUPPLY

Faribault Energy Park

Faribault Energy Park (FEP) is the centerpiece
of cur resource portfolio, The 300 MW plant is
a fuel-efficient combined-cycle facility located
in Faribault, Minnesaota. Primarily fueled by
natural gas, the plant also uses fuel oilas a
backup.

We successfully completed a major
maintenance outage at Faribault Energy Park
in the fall of 2018. This is part of our proactive
preventative maintenance approach to asset
management,

FEP was built as a community rescurce with an
ohservation room, walking trails, and a pond
for fishing. It also hasts much of our energy
education program, including an on-site wind
turbine, solar array, and educational displays,

Black Oak Getty Wind Farm

MMPA purchases all of the output from the

78 MW Black Qak Getty Wind Farm under a
leng-term contract. The 39-turbine wind farm
is located near Sauk Centre in Stearns County
and produces approximately 300,000 MWh
annually,

Minnesota River Station

The Minnescta River Station is a 49 MW simple
cycle power plant located in Chaska, one of
our member communities. The natural gas-fired
facility, which entered service in 2001, provides
local, reliakle, peaking power. MMPA has a
long-term lease with the City of Chaska for the
facility through 2031,

12 2006 MMPA Annunl Bopon

Oak Glen Wind Farm

MMPA owns the 44 MW Oak Glen Wind Farm,
which is located near Blooming Prairie,
Minnesota, The 24-turbine project produces
approximately 130,000 MWh of renewable
energy annually.

Hometown BioEnergy

Hometown BioEnergy (HTBE) is an innovative
B MW bioenergy plant located in Le Sueur,
another MMPA member community. Unlike
wind and sclar, HTBE's on-site gas storage
allows the facility to produce dispatchable
renewable energy. The plant takes locally-
supplied food processing and agricultural
waste products and creates biogas through
anaerobic digestion. The biogas fuels the four
reciprocating engines to generate electricity.
The facility also produces a liquid byproduct
that is sold for use as a fertilizer by local
farmers.

Hometown WindPower

MMPA's Hometown WindPower program, which
was launched in 2010, placed a 160 kW wind
turbine in each member community, as well as
at Faribault Energy Park. This initiative made
us the first power agency in the nation with a
wind turbine in each member community, The
turbines help our community members learn

how wind power works,

We are currently in the process of refurbishing
these turbines, which are approaching thirty-
years old. In addition to this life extension
project, we are also installing a turbine in Elk

River—MMPA's newest membar community.




BLACK DAK GETTY WIND FARM
STEARNS COUNTY, MN




SUPPORTING QOUR MEMBER COMMUNITIES

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Part of MMPA's mission is to create value for our members. One way we do that is through
supporting economic development in our communities to stimulate growth, This program

exemplifies the benefit of joint action, allowing us to assist all of cur members in a unified and
cost-effective manner,

Our economic development program includes site identification, marketing of both MMPA and
our member communities to energy-intensive markets and industries, and development of bath
wholesale and retail rate structures to attract new businesses.

]
]
-
¥
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SUIPPORTIMNG QUR MEMBER COMMUNITIES

SUPPORTING ENERGY CONSERVATION
IN OUR MEMBER COMMUNITIES

MMPA manages Conservation Improvement Program (CIP) activities for seven of our

twelve member communities—another example of the benefits of joint action. We

work directly with our members and their customers to develop targeted programs

and address conservation issues. The CIP program encompasses a variety of rebate

and other program offerings to residential and business customers.

In 2018, the MMPA CIP group exceeded both

its annual k'Wh savings and spending goals,
saving nearly 8,000,000 kWh and spending
more than half a million dellars on conservation
programs and activities. Cur 2018 kWh savings
represented the most energy ever saved by
the CIP group.

Commercial and industrial (C&I) custom

and lighting rebates continued to produce
significant energy savings in 2018, One
member paid a custom rebate for an ammaonia
compressor efficiency project to an industrial
customer that saved over 2,000,000 kWwh,

In addition to C&l projects, most members
continued to offer energy conservation
promotions to their residential customers in

2018, These promotions are free of cost to
customers—giveaways and instant rebates—
allowing customers at all income levels to
experience LED lighting and encouraging
them to purchase efficlent LED products in
the future. Products provided to customers
included LED bulbs, night lights, and holiday
light strings, as well as Tier 2 advanced power
strips. Feedback from customers has been
overwhalmingly positive.

Several members also implemented multi-
family low-income programs in 2018, Projects
included LED lighting and appliance upgrades
in senior living multi-family housing as well

as distributing LED light bulbs to food shelf
clients.

2008 MMPR Anmual Rapor
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PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

Ancka
Franklin Elementary
Wilson Elementary
&t Stephen's Catholic School
Arlington
Sibley East Elementary
St. Paul's Lutheran Schaool
Blooming Prairie
Blooming Prairie Elementary
Brownton
Lakeside Elemeantary
Buffalo
Discovery Elamentary
Morthwincs Elementary
Tatanka Elemantary
Chaska
Clover Ridge Elemeantary
Guardian Angels Catholic School
§t. John's School
East Grand Forks
South Point Elemeantary
Sacred Heart School

Le Sueur

: Elk River

Lincoln Elementary
Meadowvale Elementary
Otsego Elementary

St Andrew's Catholic School
Twin Lakes Elemantary

{ Faribault

Jefferson Elementary
Lincaln Elementary
Roosevelt Elemeantary

Hilttop Elamentary

© North St. Paul

Richardson Elementary
Webster Elementary
St Peter's Catholic School

Olivia

St Marys School

Shakopee

Jackson Elementary
Red Cak Elemeantary
Sun Path Elementary
Shakopee Area Catholic School
Sweaney Elamentary

Winthrop

GFW Elemeantary
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SUPPORTING OUR MEMBER COMMUMNTIES

ENERGY EDUCATION

MMPA is committed to providing youth in our
member communities with the opportunity

ta learn about energy. Since 2010, wa have
reached over 15,000 students through our
Energy Education Program, Our program
includes online resources, MMPA's Energy
Education Workbook, interactive tours and in-
school assemblies. Together with our member
communities, we provide a unique learning
experience that promotes educating students
about the power of thelr hometown,

Our Elementary Program

Aligned with Minnesota's state educational
standards, our elementary program serves
4th graders in our member communities and
project host communities. During the maonth
of May, MMPA's Faribault Energy Park (FEP)
hosts students at the 300 MW natural gas
facility. While on-site, students are able to
view the control room, steam turbine, an-
site wind turbine, and solar array. Our tours
use interactive educational stations to teach
students how electricity is generated from
multiple sources, including natural gas, wind
and solar, as well as how it is transmitted and
used. Among the many interactive activities,
student volunteers serve as “student-fueled
power plants" and use a bike-generator to
better understand electricity generation and
the Importance of energy conservation.

For schools not easily accessible to FER,

the Agency offers an in-school education
assembly, developed and presented by MMPA
in partnership with the Science Museum of
Minnesota, These educational events help
bring interactive energy learning opportunities
to more students throughout our member
communities,

REACHING OVER
15,000 STUDENTS

MMPA Energy Education
Cumulative Student Participation Totals

16,000 —

14000 —

10,000 —
8,000 —

12,000 — 12,881
6000 —
4,000 —
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2008 M Aneual Faparl

17




18

SUFPORTING QUR MEMBER COMMUNI

I

MVREREE

New High School Program
Based on the 4th grade program's success, the

Agency launched a high school pilot program
in 2018, This program encourages students

to deepen their understanding of complex
energy topics and provides insight into various
energy-focused career opportunities. Hosted
at MMPA's Shakopee Energy Park, students
from Shakopee High School participated in

TR e ——
B

learning activities that included: interactive
presentations, a tour of the facility, and a
career panel. With support from Shakopee
Public Utilities and Avant Energy, MMPA's
managemeant partner, students were able to
meet the people behind their power and learn
about a wide variety of jobs in the energy
incustry.

Jogl Huen, Manager of Distributed Ganeration Operations,
i Y provides studants with a tour of Shakopes Ensrgy Pack.
4
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SUPPORTING OUR MEMBER COMMUNITIES

MMPA'S HOMETOWN SOLAR
GRANT PROGRAM

Hameatown Solar provides our member i To support integrating “real-world” learning
communities with a local educational asset, opportunities into the classroom, MMPA

The purpose of our grant program is to provide developed lesson plan concepts and tools

a unique learning opportunity to educate and for our member community schools. Data
familiarize students and members' customers from the solar arrays is shared with educators
with selar power. The solar installations to support curriculum development. The
serve as a tool to help teach youth and area ' information available from the installations
residents first-hand how sunlight is converted provides learning opportunities for all grade
into electricity, as well as the unigue benefits : levals and can be applied to multiple state

of renewable energy. i education standards.

| ARLINGTON | CHASKA | SHAKOPEE
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CLEAN ENERGY CHOICE FOR

HOME AND BUSINESS




SUPRPORTIMNG OUR MEMBER COMMUMITIES

GIVING RENEWABLE CHOICES
T0 OUR MEMBERS" CUSTOMERS

Last year, we intreduced our Clean Energy
Choice programs for both residential and
business customers in MMPA membaer
communities. This program grew out of

our understanding that customers want
more choice regarding their electric supply.
Customer interest in the program has been
strong-—participation grew by more than 20%
in 2018,

Our residential program gives customers the
option to elect one of three alternatives to
MMPA's base power supply, which is currently
17% renewable. These three choices are:

+ B0% renewable energy for a $1 per manth
adder

= T5% renewable energy for a $2 per month
adder

+ 100% renewable energy for a $3 per month
adder

50%:75%+100% RENEWABLE ENERGY

The Clean Energy Choice program gives
residential customers a simple and affordable
way to suppaort renewable energy. For more
information on the program and to sign up if
you live in one of our member communitias,

please visit www.cleanenergychoice.com,

We also have a Clean Energy Choice

for Business program for our members’
cammercial and industrial customers,
Businesses in this program can elect to
purchase 100% renewable energy for a low
$0.001 per kilowatt-hour adder over their
regular energy rate—that's one tenth of a cent
per kWh! To help participating customers
promote their business as being powered by
renewable energy, we provide a certificate
and window sticker. This allows Clean Energy
Choice for Business subscribers to showcase

their commitment to sustainable energy.

2015 MR, Annual Rapark
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FINAMCIAL HIGHLIGHTS

BOND UPGRADES REFLECT CONTINUED
STRONG FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Bond Upgrade

Both Fitch and Moody's upgraded MMPA's
bond rating in 2018. Qur rating from Fitch
improved from A to A+, and our rating from
Moody's improved from A2 to Al In announcing
the upgrades, both firms cited MMPA's strong
financial position, effective management, and
competitive rates as factors supporting the
upgrade.

Debt Service Coverage

MMPA has a debt service coverage policy
adopted by our Board that requires annual
budgets to have a debt service coverage ratio
of at least 1.20 times debt service, which is
higher than the 115 times debt service required
by our bond covenants. This policy provides
financial flexibility in the event that financial
results differ significantly from expectations. We
once again exceeded our debt service coverage
target in 2018 with an actual coverage ratio of
1.52 times debt service,

Debt Service Coverage Ratio

156
150
1.45

140
136 —
130
125
1.20 .
115 ..
110

105 .
100 —

2016 207 2018
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Rate Stabilization Fund

Cur goal s to provide competitive and stable
rates to our members, both short-term and
long-term. This in turn enables our members to
provide predictable rates to their customers.
Therefore, our rate setting is based on long-
term energy price expectations, not short-term
market swings. At the end of 2018, our rate
stabilization fund had a balance of $33.1 million.

Energy Adjustment Clause

MMPA uses a forward-looking energy
adjustment clause to match the timing of
revenue and expenses. At the beginning of each
month, we review projected costs and set rates
to members based on expected costs. This
helps ensure a stable cash flow and avoids a
lag between when expenses are incurred and
when revenue is received,

Year-Ending Rate

Stabilization Balance
In thousands of dollars

35,000

30,000

25000 .

20,000 _

15,000 _

10,000

5,000

206 2017 2018




FINAMNCIAL HIGHLICHHTES

Minnesota Municipal Power Agancy
Statements of Net Position

December 31 Decembear 31
Assetls 2018 2017
Current assels:
Cash and cash equivalents $ 18,275,439 a7.568,212
Restricted cash and cash aquivalants 6,410,280 5773252
Accrued intarest receivable a7E,a24 156,783
Power sales and othar receivables 12,686,551 9,795,275
Fuel inventory 923,542 1,473,362
Plant inventory - sparas 2,943,430 2,632,568
Prapaid expenses 1,280,493 1,243,229
Total current assets 42,006,059 58,542 6581
Moncurrent assets:
Capital assets:
Electric generation assets 427,297 380 425,005,434
Land 7,066,719 7,066,719
Less acoumulated depreciation (127,715,278} (113,304,830}
Property and equipment, nat 306,648,821 318,767,323
Conslruction in progress 739,200 3,235,408
Total capital assets, net 307,388,043 322,002 732
Investmeants 40,150,569 -
Restricted cash, cash equivalents, and investmaents 18,835,242 20,325 655
Prapaid axpenses 548,004 582,410
Fulure recoverable costs 49,112,219 45,041,037
Total noncurrent assets 415,834,077 387,961,834
Total assets 458,740,136 446,504,515
Deferred Outflows
Deferrad outflows of resources - other 1,853,889 2,521,078
Total assets and defarrad outflows of resources §460,504,025 449,025,584
Liakilities
Liabilities:
Current liabilities:
Accounts payable and accrued linbilities $ 10,068,872 9,738,392
Accrued interest pavable 2,854 655 3,066,121
Lang-term debt due within one year 10,366,333 9,923,333
Capital lease lakility due within one year 1,030,022 971,994
Derivative instruments - futures 507,420 884,350
Total current liabilities 24,930,302 24 585,190
Long-term debl, nat 263,205 833 274,796,749
Capital lease liability 16,981 245 18,081 267
Derivative instrumeants - futures - 200,110
Total noncurrent liabilities 280,287,078 293,018,126
Total liabilities 306,217,380 317,603,316
Deferrad Inflows
Deferred inflows of resaurces:
Rate stabilization 33,071,000 33,071,000
Other 3,984 840 15,962,649
Total liahilities and deferred inflows of resources 342,273,229 366,636,965
Met Position
Mat position:
Met investment in capital assets 41,273,532 45 614 824
Reastricted for debt service 6,410,280 5,773,252
Unrastricted 70,634,984 31,000,453
Total net position 118,320,796 82,288 629
Total liabilities and deferred inflows of resaurces
and net position $ 460,504 025 449,025 594

2B MMPA Aneienl B
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EIRAMCIAL HIGHLIGH 15

Minnesota Municlpal Power Agancy
statements of Revenues, Expenses,
and Changes in Net Position

Operating ravenue:
powar sales to members
Power salesto nonmembers

Year ended year ended
pacempar 31 peaamper 31
2018 2017

$125,589 822 111,741,811

Total aperating revenus

Opoerating expenses:
Powar acquigition expense
Transmission

Other operating expanses
pepreciation

Total operating @xpanses

Operaling income

Monoperating revenue [expenses):
Amortization of premium on long-term debt, net
Interast expense

Investment INSHmeE

Loss on disposition af property

Lass an extinguishment of delbt

Loss on band investment radamption
nat decrease in fair vaiue of invastments
Gain on sale of invastmants

Capital contribution from new member

Tatal nonoparating réveanus (expenses), nat

Change in nat position before
future recoverable cosls
Futlura recoverable costs

Change in net.-;.:uosillon
Total net position, beginning of year

ﬁrﬁ net position, end of year

1,464,600 1,343,150
127,041,512 113,084,961
44,119,603 36,169,353
18,081,200 17,793,317
27 605,846 23,967,081
14,410,447 13,820,722
105,117,186 91,850,473
21,024,326 21 234,488
1,132,583 1,130,397
(13,321,546) (14.133,678)
1,698,778 1,144,659
(BBO,A52) 1917,155)
i (129,731)
(41,745) s
(192.856) (63,877)
L 144,273
21,321,887 3
9,036,659 (12.825,112)
31,860,085 8,409,376
4,071,182 4,183,724
35,032,167 12,593,100
a7 388,629 0,795,529
§118,320,796 §2.388.629

Visit www.mmpa.org to view complete audited
financial statements al d learn more aooul MR A
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11. Based upon this information, would SPUC be amenable to reviewing their contribution in
regard to its electrical revenues?

Presently, SPU contributes 2.71% of gross electric sales and free street light service, along with
other free services. This is very similar contribution as with the City Franchise fee for both Xcel
Energy and Minnesota Valley Electric Cooperative,

With the water utility, SPU contributes 23.77% of gross water sales less the cost of energy for
pumping. This is considerably higher than the present City of Shakopee franchise fee.

Please refer to the attachment for the historical overview of SPU contributions to the City of
Shakopee,

Any review of the City contribution would be decided by the SPU Commission.



Year
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019 Budget

Total

Shakopee Public Utilities Commission
Payment in Lieu of Taxes and Free Service to City of Shakopee Cost History

TOTAL COSTS
PILOT,

PILOT PILOT Maintenance Free Service
Electric Water Free of Street & Maintenance
Transfer Transfer Service Lights of Street Lights
727,102 366,736 47,597 (7,491} 5 1,133,944
127,102 446,703 54,353 10,136 s 1,238,294
492,262 438,281 49,871 76,734 S 1,057,148
534,344 534,025 53,982 4,960 5 1,127,311
593,115 532,735 40,498 140,681 5 1,307,019
741 847 584 850 46,434 146,140 4 1,519,272
#58,898 677,999 50,082 103,290 5 1,680,269
987,031 704,809 93,931 128,282 $ 1,914,053
1,021,293 651,924 130,135 33,450 5 1,836,802
905,441 726,200 189,761 43,617 5 1,865,019
975,175 816,350 197,882 59,982 $ 2,049,389
993,928 822,726 194,705 45,469 s 2,056,828
1,057,044 1,064,271 208,910 35,185 5 2,355,410
1,083,698 937,073 165,648 63,801 5 2,250,220
1,120,541 862,487 168 847 28,623 5 2,180,493
1,142,531 243,988 175,098 114 828 5 2,276,446
1,219,749 891,017 167,898 115,833 5 2,394,497
1,246,132 1,001,919 168,038 135,301 ] 2,551,390
1,340,049 1,091,814 170,988 830,027 5 3,432,877
1,362,449 1,078,578 84,019 156,725 5 2,681,771
19,129 732 15,064,475 2,458,671 2,265,575 5 38,918,453

*Includes 5610,000 for LED Street Light Project funded by SPU from operations and conservation

W01 PILOT and Free Service Peyrment History.xlskloint Meeting

2/27/2019




12. Why was the city council position changed to a liaison?

State Statute 412.341 clearly states “No more than one member may be chosen from council
membership.” In 2002 the SPU Commission was increased from 3 to 5 members, which was
accomplished by MN Session Laws Chapter 226 — H.F. No. 2624, which includes the statement
“no more than one city council member may serve on the Commission at any time.”

The Shakopee City Council has had representation as a Commissioner in the past. It is a council

appointment to allow a City Council member to serve as a SPU Commissioner. It is not a SPU
Commission decision,
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SHAKOPEE PuBLIC UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

August 21, 2019 PROPOSE AS CONSENT
TO: John Croo
e Joe Adams

Sherri Anderson

Greg Drent

Lon Schemel

Sharon Walsh
Kelley Willemssen

FROM: Renee Schmidi‘ﬂ irector of Finance and Administration

SUBJECT: Financial Results for July, 2019

The following Financial Statements are attached for your review and approval,
Month to Date & Year to Date Financial Results — July, 2019
* Combined Statement of Revenue & Expense and Net Assets — Electric, Water and Total
Utility
* Electric Operating Revenue & Expense Detail
= Water Operating Revenue & Expense Detail

Key items (o note:

Month to Date Results — July, 2019

= Total Utility Operating Revenues for the month of July totaled $5.8 million and were
unfavorable to budget by $0.7 million or 11.0%. Electric revenues were unfavorable to
budget by 5726k or 12.5% driven by lower than plan energy sales in the residential and
industrial revenue groups and lower than plan power cost adjustment revenues. Water
revenues were favorable to budget by $13k or 2.0% due to higher than plan residential sales
that were partially offset by lower than plan commercial and industrial sales.
Total operating expenses were $5.3 million and were unfavorable to budget by $74k or 1.4%.
Total purchased power in July was $4.0 million and was $40k or 1.0% higher than budget for
the month. Total Operating Expense for electric including purchased power totaled $4.8
million and was unfavorable to budget by $68k or 1.4% due to higher than plan purchased
power costs of $39k, higher than plan energy conservation expense of $113k, and partially
offset by lower than plan administrative and general expense of $85k due to timing of
expenses. Total Operating Expense for Water totaled $422k and was unfavorable to budget
by $6k or 1.4%. due to higher than plan operation and maintenance expense of $13k, and was
partially offset by lower than plan administrative general and depreciation expenses of $5k.
= Total Utility Operating Income was $500k and was $787k unfavorable to budget due to lower
than plan operating revenues of $713k and higher than plan operating expense of $74k.



SHAKOPEE PuBLICc UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond”

Total Utility Non-Operating Revenue was $93k and was favorable to budget by $28k driven
by higher than plan investment income of $70k, and partially offset by lower than plan rental
and miscellaneous income of $42k.

Capital Contributions for the month of July totaled $184k and were unfavorable to budget by
$76k due to lower than plan collection of water connection fees of $83k and lower than plan
trunk water fees of $30k which were partially offset by higher than plan capital contributions
and meter installations of $17k.

Transfers to the City of Shakopee totaled $210k and were very slightly lower than budget for
the month by 0.1%.

Change in Net Position was $567k and was unfavorable to budget by $835k primarily due to
lower than plan operating income of $787k, lower than plan capital contributions of $76k,
and higher than plan non-operating revenues of $28k.

Electric usage billed to customers in July was 43,547,307 kWh, an increase of 24,0% from
June usage billed at 35,126,953 kWh.

Water usage billed to customers in July was 213.9 million gallons, an increase of 52.6% from
June usage billed at 140.2 million gallons.

Year to Date Financial Results — July, 2019

Total Utility Operating Revenue year to date July was $30.5 million and was unfavorable 1o
budget by $793k or 2.5%. Electric operating revenues totaled $28.0 million and were
unfavorable to budget by $772k or 2.7% driven by lower than plan energy sales in the
residential group and lower than plan power cost adjustment revenues in all revenue groups
due to lower than plan purchased power costs per kWh. Average cost of purchased power per
kWh year to date is 1.8% lower than plan at 7.516 cents/kwh versus planned costs of 7.653
cents/kwh. Water operating revenues totaled $2.6 million and were unfavorable to budget by
$21k or 0.8% driven by lower than plan commercial and industrial sales volumes.

Total Utility Operating Expenses year to date July were $28.0 million and were favorable to
budget by $1.7 million or 5.7% primarily due to lower than plan purchased power costs of
$1.0 million, timing of expenditures in energy conservation of $88k, administrative and
general expense of 3475k of which 3213k is in outside services for projects and employee
benefits expense of $233k due to timing, operations and maintenance expense in electric and
water of 5122k due to timing, and depreciation expense of $5k. Total Operating Expense for
electric including purchased power was $25.2 million and was favorable to budget by $1.5
million or 5.6%. Total Operating Expense for Water was $2.8 million and was also favorable
to budget by $0.2 million or 6.5%.

Total Utility Operating Income was $2.6 million and was favorable to budget by $0.9 million
driven by lower than plan operating expenses of $1.7 million and partially offset by lower
than planned operating revenues of $0.8 million.

Total Utility Non-Operating Income was $1.3 million and was favorable to budget by $0.6
million due to higher than planned investment income of $0.6 million, higher than plan rental
and miscellaneous income of §1 1Kk, a $62k net gain on the sale of electric vehicles and
equipment, and lower than plan interest expense on customer deposits of $6k.

YTD Capital Contributions were $2.9 million and are favorable to budget by $1.0 million due
to collection of water connection fees of $1.0 million.
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Municipal contributions to the City of Shakopee totaled $1.5 million year to date and are
lower than plan by 53k or 0.2%. The actual estimated payment throughout the year is based
on prior year results and will be trued up at the end of the year.

¥ TD Change in Net Position is $5.3 million and is favorable to budget by $2.6 million
reflecting lower than operating expenses, higher than plan capital contributions, higher than
plan non-operating revenues, and partially offset by lower than operating revenues.



SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES
MONTH TO DATE FINANCIAL RESULTS

JULY 2019

“ SHAKOPEE PuBLic UTILITIES
“Lighting the Way — Yesterday, Today and Beyond™




SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

COMBINED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENSES AND CHANGES IN FUND MET POSITION

OPERATING REVENUES

OPERATING EXPENSES
Operation, Custemar and Administrative
Depreciaton
Amartization of Plant Acquisition
Talal Oparaling Fxpanses

Cperating Incoma

NON-DPERATING REVENLIE (EXPENSE]
Rental and Miscallanesus
interdepariment Ranl from Waler
Invesimant incoma
interast Expensa
Amarlization of Dabd issuance Cosls and Loss on Refunding
GainfLoss) an the Dispositan of Proparty
Talal Mor-Operating Revers (Exponsa)

Inteamie Before Gontribulions ard Transfers
CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS
TRANSFER TO MUNICIPALITY

CHANGE IN NET POSITION

Monih to Date Actual - July 2019 Monih to Date -July 2018 Eleciric Water Total Litility

Taotal Tatal WTE Aclual v. Budgat BAW) | [MTD Actual v. Budget BAWI|  [MTD Achual v, Budge! BijW)
Elactric Watar Liility Efectric Water Utibity i % 5 % 5 %
] 5,088,801 675282 5764382 5815,107 661 8480 AT T 00 {726 206) 12.5% 13,363 0% (T12.823) -11.0%
4,536,049 2E5ATE 4321 528 4571 404 7575 4 BA5,TH] (B4 545 -1 4% {10,104) -3 [74,74E} 1.5%
206,071 14814 J4L 5 20851 141 084 343,745 (3420 -1.7% 4,160 3.0% 760 0,25
i - - - . . i 0.0 = - . 0.0%
4842130 422383 504 513 4774 (56 416468 5,190,535 (BB D4} -14% {5,924) -14% [EERT] -1.4%
246,731 252 HEG 498,670 1,041,051 245430 1,286,481 {704,270} -1 3% T A5 3% [786,811) B1.2%
123,132 472 (22,710} 16,866 2108 19073 (45 150} ~EME {1,633) -17.6% 141,753 2191%
T.500 - 7500 7.500 7.500 - 0.0% - - - 0%
TDA58 45,124 115,582 26,893 18,126 45,109 43,475 161 1% 26,508 143.9% 70473 158.2%
(5437 153 (5520 16327 [162] 16,489 a91 141% (1) -18.9% BED 13.3%
> 7 * . . - 5 LE - . - HDIN

(1,789 - [1.768) 5 = = {1,785) . - - (1,769) 0%
4T .550 45,404 82,954 45,124 20,070 65,195 2427 5,45 26,334 126 2% 27,761 42 6%
204 337 208 262 S62 624 1,065,175 265 489 1,351 574 (781,847 “72.0% 32793 12 4% {758,050) 58,2%
12,005 171,308 164,211 . 280,059 260020 12,905 : 1E8,723) 341% (T5E18) -29,2%
1115, 125} (51,0000 (210,128 {120, 5530 (84,862 {210.420} 1414 1.2% {1118 -1.2% 26 0.1%
3 1BE 112 378,558 566,710 965,636 425,647 1.401 263 R -80.5% (57 48] A51% (34,67 2) -54.6%

M2 BFINANCIAL STATEMENT 5 & TRIAL BALANCEWINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE - MTD 7-31-1ixism

B212a




SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

ELECTRIC OPERATING REVENUE AND EXPENSE

OPERATING REVENUES
Sales of Electricity
Residential
Commercial and Industrial
Uncollectible accounts
Total Sales of Electricity
Forfeited Discounts
Free service to the City of Shakopee
Conservation program
Total Operating Revenues

OPERATING EXPENSES
Cperations and Maintenance
Purchased power
Distribution operation expenses
Distribution system maintenance
Maintenance of general plant
Total Operation and Maintenance

Customer Accounts
Meter Reading
Customer records and collection
Energy conservalion
Total Customer Accounts

Administrative and General
Administrative and general salaries
Office supplies and expense
Qutside services employed
Insurance
Employes Benefits
Miscellaneous general

Total Administrative and General

Total Operation, Customer, & Admin Expenses

Depreciation
Amortization of plant acquisition
Total Operating Expenses

OPERATING INCOME

MTD Actual v. Budget

MTD Actual MTD Budget
July 2019 July 2019
1,803,168 2,111,209
3,187,936 3,504 424
4,991,104 5 705,633
16,243 21,498
7,125 7,002
74429 80,974
5,088 801 5 815107
4,040,043 4,000,047
68,540 39,408
41 877 61,384
17,602 27,396
4 167 B62 4 128,235
9,830 10,979
41,129 43775
175,714 62,382
226672 117,136
50,702 57362
7,568 18,853
8,821 36,989
11,838 14,963
144 545 165,159
18,041 32,708
241,514 326,033
4,636,049 4 571,404
206,071 202,651
4 842 120 4,774,056
246 781 1,041,051

Better/(Worse)

B Y
(308,041) -14 6%
(408,488) -11.3%
(714,529) -12.5%

(5,255) -24.4%

123 1.8%

5.545) -8.1%

(726,208) -12.5%
{39,998) -1.0%
(29,132) ~T3.9%

19,707 32.1%
8,794 35.7%
(39,627 -1.0%

1,148 10.56%

2,646 6.0%
(113,332) -1B1.7%
{109,536) -03.5%

6,660 11.6%

11,285 59.9%
28,168 T6.2%
3,125 20.9%
20,614 12.5%
14 667 44.8%
84,519 25.9%
(B4.645) -1.4%
(3420 -1.7%

- 0.0%
(68,064) -1.4%
(794, 270) -76.3%

MAZO1EVFINANCIAL STATEMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE\FINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE - MTD 7-31-19.xlsmElectric Op Rev & Exp




SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES
WATER OPERATING REVENUE AND EXPENSE

OPERATING REVENUES
Sales of Water
Forfeited Discounts
Uncollectible accounts
Total Operating Revenues

OPERATING EXPENSES
Operations and Maintenance
FPumping and distribution operation
Pumping and distribution maintenance
Power for pumping
Maintenance of general plant
Total Cperation and Maintenance

Customer Accounts
Meter Reading
Customer records and collection
Energy conservation
Total Customer Accounts

Administrative and General
Administrative and general salaries
Office supplies and expense
Qutside services employed
Insurance
Employee Benefits
Miscellaneous general

Total Administrative and General
Total Operation, Customer, & Admin Expenses

Depreciation

Amortization of plant acquisition
Total Operating Expenses

OPERATING INCOME

MAZOTAFINANCIAL STATEMENTS & TRIAL BALANCEWWINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE - MTD 7-31-19.xlsmWater Op Rev & Exj#/21/2019

MTD Actual v. Budget

MTD Actual MTD Budget
July 2019 July 2019
673.488 659,994
1,794 1,905
(0) -
675,282 661,899
64,459 43,902
32,443 39,937
25,825 26,001
5,118 4,683
127 844 114,523
5,292 5,784
11,543 12,148
16,835 17,932
28,457 37,906
2,713 5,766
36,463 16,411
3,946 4,988
56,673 59,681
12,548 18,170
140,800 142 621
285,479 275,375
136,914 141,094
422,393 416,469
252 889 245,430

Better/(Worse)
$ %
13,493 2.0%
(110)  -5.8%
(0) .
13,383 2.0%
(20,557)  -46.8%
7.494 18.8%
177 0.7%
(435)  -9.3%
(13,321) _ -11.6%
492 8.5%
604 5.0%
1,096 6.1%
9,449 24.9%
3,053 52.9%
(20,051) -122.2%
1,042 20.9%
3,008 5.0%
5622 30.9%
2,121 1.5%
(10,104)  -3.7%
4,180 3.0%
(5.924)  -1.4%
7459 3.0%
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SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES

COMBINED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENSES AND CHANGES IN FUND NET POSITION

OPERATING REVENUES

CPERATING EXPENBES
Operation. Custormer and Admirsiralve
Diepraciation
Amortization of Pland Acquisilion
Tolal Operaling Expenses

Dperating Feame

NON-OPERATING REVENUE (EXPENSE)
Rentel and Miscallanaous
Inerdepariment Fant from \Watar
Investient Income
Inerasi Expanse
Amodization of Debt Issuance Costs and Loss on Refunding
GainiLoss) en ine Disposition of Progery
Todal Mon-Operating Fevanus (Expense}

Income Belore Conlributians and Tramsfars
CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS
MUNICIPAL CONTREBUTION

CHANGE IN NET POSITION

Year to Date Actual - July 2019 Year to Date Budget - July 2018 Eleciric Water Total Uty

Todal Total YWTO Acieal v. Budpet BAW) T Actual v. Budge! BAWY [YTD Aciund v, Budgel BYWY

Electric Water Ltility Elsetric Water Wtility 5 o] § k) $ %
i 27 araeva 2,580,704 J0L554 672 20 T45 T4 601,587 3347178 771,944} -2.7% (20 5603) -0.8% (782 507 -2.5%
F3.785.823 1,805,816 26,569,439 25,280,719 1,908,903 27,256,821 1,524 0 G.0%, 162,267 B.3% 1,688,383 G2%
1,442 497 858,306 2,400,882 1418 56D BET £55 2,406,215 (25,907) -1.7% 28,280 0% 5325 0.2%
£ & v £ - - - 0,0% - - = 0.0%:
25,204,119 2762212 A7 870,931 26708279 2053 TEY 28,662, 037 1,500,155 5.6%, 181 548 [ 1,E81.705 .70
2785754 {181,418 2504 541 2037 513 (352.371) 1,685 142 T2, 246 35.T% 170,853 AB 5% R 53 4%
103,534 200,854 304,365 11877a 174,247 203,024 (15,242) S1EEN 5,807 15.3% 11,364 .0%
£2 500 - 52,500 52,500 52,500 = D.0% - - - 0.0%
02,098 2TE A% BROZE 158879 2885 315,764 413,500 21B.6% 151.247 118.0% A AGE 17E.B%
{37.798) (1,242} (5B,DEE) {44.290) {1.133) (45412 H453 14.74% (o -8 6,384 14,1%

= k= = 2 3 . . #DIVI - LT - WO
51,987 - G1,887 - - - B1.847 0% - - 1,987 -
?32.23 477 Tda 1,260,067 315,865 300,000 Ei5.E85 488 458 147 1% 1IT.T44 59.2'& £44 202 104 5%
3,548,081 2BE 527 5, Bdd 400 2,353,374 {52.37T1) 2,201,008 1,164,703 S8 348,697 B65.8% 1,545 401 GT.9%
12,405 2.BEZ BED 2875,B55 . 1,820,205 B30, 203 12005 1.042,747 57.3% 1.00465,652 B0
33,213 (G246, BEH) (1470182 (B43.773) {529,171} {1,472 Ba3) 10,560 1.3% 7.798) -1.2% 2,78 0.3%
5 2727774 2522 308 5 250 081 1,509 805 1,138,682 2 B8 28T 1,218,166 M).7% 1353 B4 121.5% 2,601 514 BE 2%
a2120me

MAZOTFINANCIAL STATEMENTS & TRIAL BALANCEWFINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANGE - YTD 7-31-18.xtam




SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES
ELECTRIC OPERATING REVENUE AND EXPENSE

¥TD Actual v, Budget

YTD Actual ¥TD Budget
July 2019 July 2019
OPERATING REVENUES
Sales of Electricity
Residential 4 9,613,120 10,049,052
Commercial and Industrial 17,738,459 18,074,018
Uncollectible accounts - -
Total Sales of Electricity 27,351,678 28,123.071
Forfeited Discounts 164,686 160,487
Free service to the City of Shakopes 49 B72 49,011
Conservalion program 407,741 423,223
Total Operating Revenues 27973878 28 745 792
OPERATING EXPENSES
Operations and Maintenance
Purchased power 20,183,046 21,174,793
Distribution operation expenses 272,829 275,858
Distribution system maintenance 318,187 429 BA8
Maintenance of general plant 189,096 191,772
Total Operation and Maintenance 20,964 168 22072111
Customer Accounts
Meter Reading 71,252 76,863
Customer records and collection 327 572 306,425
Energy conservation 349,002 436 675
Total Customer Accounts 747 826 819,853
Administrative and General
Administrative and general salaries 382 147 401,531
Office supplies and expense 121,767 131,968
Outside services employed 105,860 258 924
Insurance 82,887 104,742
Employee Benefits 1,108,353 1,271,537
Miscellaneous general 252 B3k 228 853
Total Administrative and General 2,053,620 2,397 654
Total Operation, Customer, & Admin Expenses 23,765,623 25288719
Depreciation 1,442 497 1,418,560
Amortization of plant acquisition - -
Total Operating Expenses b 25,208,119 26,708,279
OPERATING INMCOME 5 2,?65.?5? 2,037,513

Better/(\Worse)

B %
(435,831) -4.3%
(335,560) -1.9%

= #OIVIO!
(771,492) -2.7%
14,189 0.4%
B61 1.8%
{15,482) -3.7%
(771,914) -2.7%
091,747 4.7%
3,030 1.1%
110,491 25.7%
2678 1.4%
1,107,944 5.0%
5,602 7.3%
{21,147) -6.9%

87,673 20.1%

72,128 8.8%

19,383 4.8%

10,201 7.7%

152,964 59.1%:
21,875 20.8%
163,184 12.8%
(23,683 -10.3%
344,025 14.3%
1,524,006 6.0%
(23,937) -1.7%

z 0.0%
1,500,159 5.6%
728,246 35.7%

MAZ0TEFINANCIAL STATEMENTS & TRIAL BALANCEWFINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE - YTD 7-31-19.xlsmElectric Op Rev & Exp
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SHAKOPEE PUBLIC UTILITIES
WATER OPERATING REVENUE AND EXPENSE

OPERATING REVEMNUES
Sales of Water
Forfeited Discounts
Uncollectible accounts
Total Operating Revenues

OPERATING EXPENSES
Operations and Maintenance
Pumping and distribution operation
Pumping and distribution maintenance
Power for pumping
Maintenance of general plant
Total Operation and Maintenance

Customer Accounts
Meter Reading
Customer records and collection
Energy conservation
Total Customer Accounts

Administrative and General
Administrative and general salaries
Office supplies and expense
Outside services employed
Insurance
Employee Benefits
Miscellaneous general

Total Administrative and General
Total Operation, Customer, & Admin Expenses

Depreciation

Amaortization of plant acquisition
Total Operating Expenses

OPERATING INCOME

¥TD Actual v. Budget

YTD Actual YTD Budget
July 2019 July 2019
$ 2,552,654 2,588,055
28,139 13,332
1 -

2,580,794 2,601,387

300,508 307,312

267,484 279,560

175,959 182,009

51,844 32,778

795,794 801,659

38,888 40,488

80,886 85,035

128,874 125,523

244,068 285,338

42 576 40,361

54 035 114,878

27,622 34,914

386,821 456,242

123,025 127,187

878,148 1,038,822

1,803,818 1,966,103

958,396 987,655

3 2,762,212 2,953,758
3 (181,418) (352,371)

Better/(Worse)
3 %
(35.401)  -1.4%
14,807  111.1%
1 #DIVio!
(20,693)  -0.8%
6,806 2.2%
12,075 4.3%
6,050 3.3%
(19,066)  -58.2%
5,865 0.7%
1,499 3.7%
(5.851)  -6.9%
(4.352) _ 3.5%
21,270 8.0%
(2,215)  -5.5%
60,843 53.0%
7292  20.9%
69,421 15.2%
4,162 3.3%
160,773 15.5%
162,287 8.3%
29,260 3.0%
191,546 B.5%
170953  48.5%

MAZ01FINANCIAL STATEMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE\FINANCIAL STATMENTS & TRIAL BALANCE - YTD 7-31-19.xlsmWater Op Rev & Ex#/21/2019




