
OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the Finance Committee of the City of Stoughton, Wisconsin will hold a

regular or special meeting as indicated on the date, time and location given below.

Meeting of the:

Date /Time:
Location:

Members:

FINANCE COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF STOUGHTON

Tuesday, July 22, 2014 @ 5:30pm
Council Chambers/Public Safety Building (324 S. Fourth St, Stoughton, WI 53589)

Greg Jenson, Ron Christianson, Tim Swadley, Pat O’Connor and Mayor Donna Olson (ex-
officio)

Item # AGENDA

1 Call to Order

2 Communications

3 Reports / Contingency

4 Approval of June 24, 2014 Minutes

5 R-94-2014 Authorizing and Directing the Proper City official(s) to Award Williams Drive
Reconstruction Project Construction Contract to the Lowest Responsible Bidder, E&N Hughes,
Inc. of Monroe, for the Base Bid $981,787.00 and Alternative Bid No. 1 for $639,482.50

6 R-95-2014 Authorizing and Directing the Proper City Official(s) to Reject Bids for the 2014
Jefferson Street Storm Sewer Project

7 Debt Policy Review

8 Introduce Fund Balance Policy

9 Future Agenda Items: Fund Balance Policy, Debt Service Policy, TIF Policy

ADJOURNMENT

“IF YOU ARE DISABLED AND IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE, PLEASE CALL 873-6677 PRIOR TO THIS MEETING.”

NOTE: AN EXPANDED MEETING MAY CONSTITUTE A QUORUM OF THE COUNCIL.

Note: For security reasons, the front door of the City Hall Building will be locked after 4:30 p.m. If you need to enter City Hall after that time,
please use the Fifth Street entrance.
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2014 CONTINGENCY ACCOUNT
100-59200-930


2014 BUDGET $80,000


AMENDMENT REASON


2/11/2014 EAB Treatment ($12,000)


BALANCE @ 07/18/2014 $68,000


CONTINGENCY ACCOUNT EARMARKED


AMENDMENT REASON


AVAILABLE BALANCE @ 07/18/2014 $68,000








FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
June 24, 2014 – 5:30 p.m.
Council Chambers, Public Safety Building


Present:
Alderpersons Greg Jenson, Ron Christianson, Tim Swadley, Pat O’Connor and Mayor
Donna Olson


Others Present:
Finance Director Laurie Sullivan, Planning Director Rodney Scheel and Roger
Springman


Call to order:
Finance Chair Christianson called the meeting to order at 5:31p.m.


Communications:
None


Reports (Contingency):
No action taken.


Finance Committee Minutes of June 10, 2014:
Moved by Jensen, seconded by Swadley to recommend approval of the Finance
Committee minutes of June 10, 2014 as presented. Motion carried unanimously with
Mayor Olson voting.


Recommendation to Council re: R-80-2014: Preliminary Resolution Declaring
Intent to Exercise Special Assessment Powers under Section 66.0701, Wisconsin
Statutes, in the City of Stoughton for the Improvement of Sidewalk, Curb and
Gutter, Sanitary Sewer Laterals, Water Services and Driveway Aprons on Williams
Drive within the City of Stoughton:
Moved by Jensen, seconded by O’Connor to recommend Council approve R-80-2014
declaring intent to exercise special assessment powers under Section 66.0701,
Wisconsin Statutes, in the City of Stoughton for the improvement of sidewalk, curb and
gutter, sanitary sewer laterals, water services and driveway aprons on Williams Drive
within the City of Stoughton. Motion carried unanimously with Mayor Olson voting.


**Recommendation to Council re: R-81-2014: Authorizing and directing the
Director of Planning & Development to negotiate and acquire the necessary
easements and acquisitions on behalf of the City of Stoughton for the 2014
Williams Drive Reconstruction Project and 2014 Stormwater Project and allocate
such expenses to the projects:
Moved by Jensen, seconded by Christianson to close the meeting per State Statute
19.85 (1)(e), when competitive or bargaining reasons require closed session discussion
or deliberation regarding the terms and conditions of proposed agreements to acquire
easements on behalf of the City of Stoughton for the 2014 Williams Drive
Reconstruction Project and 2014 Stormwater Project. Motion carried unanimously with
Mayor Olson voting.







Moved by Jensen, seconded by Christianson to reopen the Finance Committee meeting
for the regular course of business. Motion carried unanimously with Mayor Olson
Voting.


Moved by Jensen, seconded by O’Connor to recommend Council approve R-81-2014
Authorizing and directing the Director of Planning & Development to negotiate and
acquire the necessary easements and acquisitions on behalf of the City of Stoughton for
the 2014 Williams Drive Reconstruction Project and 2014 Stormwater Project and
allocate such expenses to the projects. Motion carried unanimously with Mayor Olson
voting.


Discussion/Review City of Stoughton TIF Policy:
Moved by Jensen to table. Motion dies for lack of a second.
Staff is directed to work on breaking this into TIF creation vs TIF assistance.


Future Agenda Items: Review TIF policy and Fund Balance/Debt policy. BFO
committee role.


Moved by Jensen, seconded by Swadley to adjourn at 6:06 pm. Motion carried
unanimously with Mayor Olson voting.


Respectfully submitted
Laurie Sullivan
Finance Director
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City of Stoughton, 381 E Main Street, Stoughton WI  53589 


 
 


RESOLUTION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL 


 
Authorizing and directing the proper city official(s) to award Williams Drive Reconstruction Project  


construction contract to the lowest responsible bidder, E&N Hughes, Inc. of Monroe, for the base bid 


$981,787.00 and Alternative Bid No. 1 for $639,482.50 
 
Committee Action: 


 
  


 
Fiscal Impact: $1,621,269.50 – $321,881.91(Grant Funding) = $1,299,387.59 


 
File Number: 


 
R-94-2014 


 
Date Introduced: 


 
July 22, 2014 


 
WHEREAS, the has worked jointly with the Town of Pleasant Springs and Town of Dunkirk to develop 


a plan to reconstruct Williams Drive from Page Street to CTH B, and 


 


WHEREAS, the Towns will jointly be contributing $321,881.91 in TRIPD Grant funding, 


 


WHEREAS, the project was publicly bid with the bid opening on July 15, 2014, and 


 


WHEREAS, the bids have been reviewed by the City’s engineering consultant, and 


 


WHEREAS, the Finance Committee met on July 22, 2014 to consider the project bids and recommends 


approval, now therefore  


 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Common Council of the City of Stoughton that the proper city official(s) be 


hereby directed and authorized to award bid to the lowest responsible bidder, E&N Hughes, Inc. for 


$1,621,269.50 with the Towns contributing $321,881.91 in grant funding to the project. 


 


 


 


Council Action:         Adopted     Failed Vote     


 


 


Mayoral Action:        Accept     Veto  


 


 


                                             


Donna Olson, Mayor    Date 
 


 


 


 


Council Action:           Override  Vote     


 


 
 







CITY OF STOUGHTON RODNEY J. SCHEEL


DEPARTMENT OF DIRECTOR


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
381 East Main Street, Stoughton, WI. 53589


(608) 873-6619 www.ci.stoughton.wi.us


Date: July 12, 2014


To: Finance Committee


From: Rodney J. Scheel
Director of Planning & Development


Subject: Finance Committee Agenda Item


R-94-2014 – Williams Drive – Award Bid


Bids for this project were opened on July 15, 2014. After review of the bids with our
engineering we recommend that the construction contract be awarded to the low bidder, E&N
Hughes, Inc., of Monroe for the base bid amount of $981,787 and Bid Alternative No. 1 for
$639,482.50. The base bid essentially covers all improvements from Page Street to just north of
CTH B. Bid Alternative No. 1 is for the balance of improvements to CTH B including the
looped water main under the railroad tracks.


If you have any questions, please contact me.


cc. Mayor Donna Olson













		R-94-2014 - Williams Drive Bid Award.pdf

		Finance Committee 7-22-2014 - Williams Drive Bids.pdf

		Bid Review Letter-Williams Drive.pdf






City of Stoughton, 381 E Main Street, Stoughton WI 53589


RESOLUTION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL


Authorizing and directing the proper City official(s) to Reject Bids for the 2014 Jefferson Street Storm
Sewer Project


Committee Action:


Fiscal Impact: $_________________


File Number: R-95-2014 Date Introduced: July 22, 2014


WHEREAS, the 2014 Budget includes funding for the 2014 Jefferson Street Storm Sewer Project, and


WHEREAS, the consulting engineer’s construction estimate for this project including contingency is
$275,000, and


WHEREAS, the City received four bids for this project, and


WHEREAS, the low bidder is Iverson Construction for $325,668.25, and


WHEREAS, the consulting engineer has reviewed the bids and recommends delaying the project and
rebidding in 2015, and


WHEREAS, the Finance Committee met on July 22, 2014 to review the bids and supports the
consulting engineer’s recommendation to reject the current bids and rebid the project early in 2015, and


BE IT RESOLVED by the Common Council of the City of Stoughton to reject the bids for the 2014
Jefferson Street Storm Sewer Project and rebid the project in early 2015.


Council Action: Adopted Failed Vote


Mayoral Action: Accept Veto


Donna Olson, Mayor Date


Council Action: Override Vote
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CITY OF STOUGHTON RODNEY J. SCHEEL


DEPARTMENT OF DIRECTOR


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
381 East Main Street, Stoughton, WI. 53589


(608) 873-6619 www.ci.stoughton.wi.us


Date: July 12, 2014


To: Finance Committee


From: Rodney J. Scheel
Director of Planning & Development


Subject: Finance Committee Agenda Item


R-95-2014 – 2014 Jefferson Street Storm Sewer Project – Reject Bids


Bids for this project were opened on July 1, 2014. The engineer’s construction estimate for the
project was $250,000. The low bid was $325,668.25. After review of the bids and the factors
affecting the pricing, the engineering consultant recommends rejecting the bids and rebidding
this project early in 2015 for construction in 2015.


If you have any questions, please contact me.







 
 


 


999 Fourier Drive, Suite 201 


Madison, Wisconsin 53717 
(608) 826-0532 phone 


(608) 826-0530 FAX 


www.vierbicher.com 


vision to reality 
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July 14, 2014 


 


Mr. Rodney Scheel  


Director of Planning & Development 


City of Stoughton 


381 East Main Street 


Stoughton, Wisconsin 53589 


 


Subject: Analysis of Bids - 2014 Jefferson Street Storm Sewer Construction 


Bid Deadline: June 30, 2014, 1:00 pm 


 


Dear Rodney: 


 


The purpose of this letter is to analyze the bidding results for the 2014 Jefferson Street Storm Sewer 


Construction project and to recommend re-bidding the project.  A tabulation of bids received is 


attached.  


 


This is the final segment of the Jefferson Street storm sewer project.  As you know the area of the work is 


narrow, in close proximity to occupied homes, and the primary drainage way through this part of the 


City.  


 


An opinion of probable construction cost was prepared prior to issuing the bid advertisement based in 


large part on the bids received from prior years’ projects.  We estimated the project construction cost 


with contingency to be approximately $275,000.  Four contractors submitted bids for the work.  The low 


bid from Iverson Construction contained a minor mathematical error, but otherwise was submitted 


properly.   A summary of bids received is presented below. 


 


Bidder             Bid Price  


 Iverson Construction, Inc.       $325,668.25 


 MZ Construction, Inc.         $326,754.00 


 E&N Hughes Co. Inc.        $351,951.05 


 Badgerland Excavating       $423,278.00 


 


The bulk of the cost difference between our pre-bid opinion and the low bid from Iverson Construction is 


attributable to the lineal foot cost bid for the 4x8 box culvert.  Iverson Construction bid the 4x8 box 


culvert at $575 per lineal foot, versus our pre-bid opinion of $400 per lineal foot.  In discussing the pricing 


with Iverson Construction, the narrow operating quarters and availability of work with smaller piping and 


open working conditions played a role in their bid price.  In addition, local pipe supply companies are 


currently at or near their manufacturing capacity which likewise affects the bid price. 







July 14, 2014 


Page 2 


 


With regard to completing the project, the City has two primary options available.   


 


• The first option is to award the project to Iverson Construction.  A few minor restoration and 


replacement items could likely be adjusted and negotiated with Iverson.  However, the 


likelihood of significant cost savings in this scenario is small.  The City would probably have to find 


additional funding sources to meet the anticipated construction cost.  


 


• The second option is to reject all bids and re-bid the project in January or early February of 2015.  


This would allow the City to time to adjust the project budget and obtain pricing at an optimum 


time of year.  Fluctuations with construction costs could still negatively impact the overall project 


cost.   


 


This project continues to be a significant priority for the City.  Considering the aforementioned options, 


we recommend that the City reject the bids received and re-bid the project in January or early 


February.  We still recommend the City plan to construct the project during the ‘dry’ part of the year 


(August), but allow the selected Contractor flexibility in completing the project within a time frame that 


meshes with other work.  This will provide the highest likelihood of favorable bid pricing. 


 


If you have any questions with regard to the bids or our analysis of those bids, I am available to discuss 


those questions with you. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Timothy L. Schleeper, PE 


 


 


Enclosure 
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2014 JEFFERSON STORM SEWER CONSTRUCTION - CITY OF STOUGHTON


BID TAB - June 30, 2014


Item # Description
Unit of 


Measure


Estimated 


Quantity
Unit Cost Item Total Unit Cost Item Total Unit Cost Item Total Unit Cost Item Total


B2-1 Unclassified Excavation LS 1 $7,525.00 $7,525.00 $28,000.00 $28,000.00 $17,706.00 $17,706.00 $25,000.00 $25,000.00


B2-2 Tracking Pad TON 90 $15.00 $1,350.00 $25.00 $2,250.00 $16.70 $1,503.00 $10.00 $900.00


B2-3 Inlet Protection, WisDOT Type "D" EA 7 $125.00 $875.00 $500.00 $3,500.00 $202.00 $1,414.00 $200.00 $1,400.00


B2-4 Rip Rap w/ Fabric TON 10 $60.00 $600.00 $100.00 $1,000.00 $60.00 $600.00 $50.00 $500.00


B2-5 30" Curb and Gutter LF 41 $50.00 $2,050.00 $20.00 $820.00 $45.00 $1,845.00 $40.00 $1,640.00


B2-6 Asphalt Pavement (2" Surface) TON 8 $300.00 $2,400.00 $300.00 $2,400.00 $379.00 $3,032.00 $350.00 $2,800.00


B2-7 Asphalt Pavement (2" Binder) TON 8 $300.00 $2,400.00 $300.00 $2,400.00 $379.00 $3,032.00 $350.00 $2,800.00


B2-8 Clean and Tack Binder SY 70 $1.00 $70.00 $10.00 $700.00 $1.20 $84.00 $1.00 $70.00


B2-9 Mirafi 600x Geotextile Fabric SY 35 $4.00 $140.00 $10.00 $350.00 $6.00 $210.00 $2.00 $70.00


B2-10 CABC TON 68 $25.00 $1,700.00 $12.00 $816.00 $15.25 $1,037.00 $15.00 $1,020.00


B2-11
Sawcut (S Gjertson for Storm Sewer and 


Driveways/Sidewalk @ 409 & 416 S Gjertson)
LF 134 $4.75 $636.50 $2.00 $268.00 $3.50 $469.00 $2.00 $268.00


B2-12
Remove Existing Concrete Apron, Walk & 


Driveway (409 S Gjertson)
SF 460 $3.50 $1,610.00 $3.00 $1,380.00 $0.50 $230.00 $1.00 $460.00


B2-13 Concrete Driveway/Walk - 6" Thick (409 S Gjertson) SF 460 $8.00 $3,680.00 $5.00 $2,300.00 $9.40 $4,324.00 $8.00 $3,680.00


B2-14 Remove Existing Asphalt Apron (416 S Gjertson) SF 260 $2.50 $650.00 $2.00 $520.00 $0.50 $130.00 $1.00 $260.00


B2-15 Remove Existing Concrete Driveway (416 S Gjertson) SF 350 $4.25 $1,487.50 $3.00 $1,050.00 $0.50 $175.00 $1.00 $350.00


B2-16 Concrete Driveway/Walk - 6" Thick (416 S Gjertson) SF 610 $7.50 $4,575.00 $5.00 $3,050.00 $8.00 $4,880.00 $8.00 $4,880.00


B2-17 Finish Grading STA 0.3 $500.00 $150.00 $5,000.00 $1,500.00 $1,260.00 $378.00 $1,000.00 $300.00


B2-18 Remove Existing  17"x29"CMP Storm Sewer LF 106 $15.00 $1,590.00 $10.00 $1,060.00 $8.50 $901.00 $30.00 $3,180.00


B2-19 Remove Existing  18" CMP Storm Sewer LF 53 $18.50 $980.50 $10.00 $530.00 $10.90 $577.70 $30.00 $1,590.00


B2-20 Remove Existing 48" RCP Storm Sewer LF 278 $30.00 $8,340.00 $20.00 $5,560.00 $12.20 $3,391.60 $40.00 $11,120.00


B2-21 29"x45" HERCP Storm Sewer LF 45 $124.25 $5,591.25 $220.00 $9,900.00 $190.00 $8,550.00 $100.00 $4,500.00


B2-22 29"x45" HERCP End Section EA 1 $2,875.00 $2,875.00 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $3,119.00 $3,119.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00


B2-23 Cast-in-Place Storm Sewer Vault EA 1 $14,275.00 $14,275.00 $16,000.00 $16,000.00 $16,949.00 $16,949.00 $25,000.00 $25,000.00


B2-24 5 Degree Bends (4'x8' Box Section) EA 2 $7,275.00 $14,550.00 $4,000.00 $8,000.00 $5,553.00 $11,106.00 $4,000.00 $8,000.00


B2-25 10 Degree Bends (4'x8' Box Section) EA 1 $7,275.00 $7,275.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,553.00 $5,553.00 $4,000.00 $4,000.00


B2-26 4'x8' Precast Concrete Box Culvert LF 275 $565.00 $155,375.00 $500.00 $137,500.00 $602.00 $165,550.00 $870.00 $239,250.00


B2-27 Saddle Inlet (38"x50") EA 2 $2,425.00 $4,850.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $2,901.00 $5,802.00 $4,000.00 $8,000.00


B2-28 Re-establish Foundation Drain (409 S Gjertson) LS 1 $2,135.00 $2,135.00 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $307.00 $307.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00


B2-29 6" PVC (409 S Gjertson - Foundation Drain) LF 20 $25.00 $500.00 $20.00 $400.00 $41.00 $820.00 $100.00 $2,000.00


B2-30 Connect 4" PVC Sump to Storm Sewer (409 S Gjertson) LS 1 $650.00 $650.00 $300.00 $300.00 $307.00 $307.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00


B2-31 Select Backfill TON 805 $9.50 $7,647.50 $14.00 $11,270.00 $7.50 $6,037.50 $6.00 $4,830.00


B2-32 Shear Wall - 409 South Gjerston LF 32 $315.00 $10,080.00 $200.00 $6,400.00 $650.00 $20,800.00 $100.00 $3,200.00


B2-33 Shear Wall - 416 South Van Buren LF 26 $315.00 $8,190.00 $200.00 $5,200.00 $650.00 $16,900.00 $100.00 $2,600.00


B2-34 2" Thick Insulation EA 2 $75.00 $150.00 $100.00 $200.00 $72.00 $144.00 $50.00 $100.00


B2-35 Storm Sewer Maintenance During Construction LS 1 $3,250.00 $3,250.00 $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,400.00 $4,400.00 $10,000.00 $10,000.00


B2-36 Restoration (Topsoil, Seed, Fertilize, Mulch) SY 805 $6.00 $4,830.00 $22.00 $17,710.00 $5.25 $4,226.25 $2.00 $1,610.00


B2-37 Dewatering LS 1 $4,750.00 $4,750.00 $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $7,615.00 $7,615.00 $7,500.00 $7,500.00


B2-38 Erosion Matting (Class II, Type A) SY 780 $2.50 $1,950.00 $4.00 $3,120.00 $1.60 $1,248.00 $2.50 $1,950.00


B2-39 Traffic Control LS 1 $3,750.00 $3,750.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $2,400.00 $2,400.00 $800.00 $800.00


B2-40 Remove & Replace Planter @ 417 South Gjertson EA 1 $850.00 $850.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,500.00 $1,500.00


B2-41 Remove & Replace Fence @ 409 South Gjertson LS 1 $5,235.00 $5,235.00 $1,300.00 $1,300.00 $300.00 $300.00 $1,500.00 $1,500.00


B2-42
Install Temporary Fence @ 409 S Gjertson (fence to 


be comparable to existing fence)
LS 1 $1,275.00 $1,275.00 $500.00 $500.00 $760.00 $760.00 $1,500.00 $1,500.00


B2-43 Tree Removal EA 14 $675.00 $9,450.00 $100.00 $1,400.00 $731.00 $10,234.00 $1,000.00 $14,000.00


B2-44 Tree/Bush Replacement/Transplant EA 4 $925.00 $3,700.00 $1,500.00 $6,000.00 $115.00 $460.00 $500.00 $2,000.00


B2-45 Relocate Clothes-line (404 S Van Buren) LS 1 $350.00 $350.00 $200.00 $200.00 $460.00 $460.00 $750.00 $750.00


B2-46 Performance & Payment Bond LS 1 $4,525.00 $4,525.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 $7,560.00 $7,560.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00


B2-47
Degroot's Spire Arborvitae - Thuja occidentalis 


'Degroot's Spire' - 18"-24" balled and burlapped
EA 6 $550.00 $3,300.00 $200.00 $1,200.00 $403.00 $2,418.00 $300.00 $1,800.00


B2-48
Columnar Eastern White Pine - Pinus strobus 


'Fastigiata' - 7'-8' balled and burlapped
EA 2 $750.00 $1,500.00 $100.00 $200.00 $503.00 $1,006.00 $300.00 $600.00


TOTAL BID: $325,668.25 $326,754.00 $351,951.05 $423,278.00


Iverson Construction LLC M-Z Contrustction INC. E & N Hughes Co INC. Badgerland Excacating
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CITY OF STOUGHTON DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY


APPROVED BY COUNCIL JUNE 8, 1999
AMENDED AUGUST 26, 2008


The following debt management policies should be used to provide the general framework
for planning and reviewing debt proposals. The Common Council recognizes that there are
no absolute rules or easy formulas that can substitute for a thorough review of all infor-
mation affecting the City’s debt position. Debt decisions should be the result of deliberative
consideration of all factors involved.


DEBT POLICIES


Every future bond or note (collectively “bond”) issue proposal will be accompanied by an
analysis showing how it conforms to the debt policies adopted by the Common Council.
The City’s financial advisor will review and comment on each bond issue proposal, espe-
cially in regard to conformance with existing debt policies and how the financial package
impacts the City’s debt structure, debt service tax impact and credit factors as viewed by
rating agencies.. City guidelines for determining appropriate utilization of debt include:


● General Principals 


o The City will not use short-term borrowing to finance operating needs except in the
case of an extreme financial emergency which is beyond the City’s control or rea-
sonable ability to forecast.


o The City will maintain a balanced relationship between issuing debt and pay-as-you-
go financing.


o The scheduled maturities of long-term obligations should not exceed the expected
useful life of the capital project or asset(s) financed.


o Interim financing in anticipation of a definite fixed source of revenue such as an au-
thorized, but unsold bond issue, or a grant is acceptable, however, the City should
pursue all available cash management techniques which will limit the need for inter-
im financing. When determined necessary, such anticipation notes should not:


 Have maturities greater than two years;


 Be rolled over for a period greater than one year; or


 Be issued solely on the expectations that interest rates will decline from current
levels.


o Use of bond proceeds should be limited to financing the costs of planning, design,
land acquisition, buildings, permanent structures, attached fixtures or equipment,
movable pieces of large equipment such as fire engines, construction project costs,
economic development related capital costs, acquisition of other fixed assets, bond
issue costs, debt service reserve requirements, and refunding of outstanding bond
issues.







o Non-capital furnishings and supplies will not be financed from bond proceeds.


o Refunding bond issues designed to restructure outstanding debt is an acceptable
use of bond proceeds.


o The City should actively monitor its investment practices to ensure maximum returns
on its invested bond funds while complying with Federal arbitrage guidelines.


● General Obligation Debt 


o A significantly large proportion of Stoughton’s property taxpayers and citizens should
benefit from projects financed by general obligation bonds.


o This principle of taxpayer equity should be a primary consideration in determining
the type of projects selected for financing by general obligation debt.


o General obligation property tax-supported bonds should be used only after consider-
ing alternative funding sources, such as project revenues, Federal and State grants,
and special assessments.


o Every project proposed for financing through general obligation debt should be ac-
companied by a full analysis of the future operating and maintenance costs associ-
ated with the project.


● Revenue Debt 


o Revenue supported bonds should be used to limit potential dependence on property
taxes for those projects with available revenue sources, whether self-generated or
dedicated from other sources.


o Whenever possible, the City will finance utility or enterprise projects by using self-
supporting revenue bonds. Revenue bonds assure the greatest degree of equity be-
cause those who benefit from a project and those who pay for a project are most
closely matched.


o Every project proposed for financing through revenue bond debt should be accom-
panied by a full analysis of the future operating and maintenance costs associated
with the project.


DEBT INDICATORS: TARGETED RANGES


Moodys Investors Service currently rates General Obligation debt of the City “A1”, electric
system revenue debt “A2” and water revenue debt “A3”. The City intends to manage its
debt profile in order to maintain and improve these ratings over time. The City further in-
tends to maintain a favorable debt profile as compared to similar communities in the Dane
County area and to the medians of cities its size as reported by Moodys Investors Service.
The following are the City’s objectives with respect to debt and fund balance related
measures:







 FUND BALANCE. To provide for unanticipated expenditures and to permit orderly
adjustment to changes resulting from termination of revenue sources or unantici-
pated fluctuations in revenues, the City should strive to maintain an undesignated
General Fund balance, which is fifteen to twenty percent of General Fund reve-
nues.


 EXPENDITURES FOR DEBT SERVICE. Annual general obligation debt payments
should remain in the range 22 – 24 percent of total budgeted expenditures for op-
erations and debt service.


 DIRECT DEBT BURDEN. The City’s objective is to maintain a direct debt burden
ratio of 2.32% or less (outstanding general obligation debt principal divided by total
equalized value).


 DIRECT DEBT PER CAPITA. The City’s objective is to maintain direct debt at a
level equal to or lower than the Moody’s Median A-1, ($1,713 for 2008) on a per
capita basis (outstanding general obligation debt principal divided by total equal-
ized value).


DEBT ANALYSIS CRITERIA


Whenever the City is contemplating a possible debt issue, information will be developed
concerning the following four categories commonly used by rating agencies to assess cred-
it worthiness. The utilization of the following criteria may be selective and not all criteria
may apply to a specific financing.


1. Debt Analysis


- Debt capacity analysis
- Purposes for which debt is issued
- Debt type, structure and term
- Debt burden and magnitude indicators and ratios as compared to other communities


and national medians
- Debt history and trends
- Adequacy of debt and capital planning
- Obsolescence of capital plant


2. Financial Analysis
- Stability, diversity, and growth rates of tax sources
- Trend in property valuation and collections
- Current budget trends to include the effect of any State levy limitations
- Appraisals of past revenue and expenditure estimates
- Evidences of financial planning
- History and long-term trends of revenues and expenditures
- Adherence to generally accepted accounting principles
- Fund balance status and trends
- Financial monitoring systems and capabilities


3. Governmental and Administrative Analysis







- Adequacy of basic service provision
- Intergovernmental cooperation/conflict and extent of duplication
- Overall city planning efforts


4. Economic Analysis
- Population and demographic characteristics
- Level of new construction and development
- Types of employment, industry, and occupation
- Trend of the economy


DEBT PLANNING TIMEFRAME


To allow sufficient time for review and analysis, bond issues should be submitted to the City
Council at least two months prior to the meetings at which Common Council approval will
be requested to award the sale of the bonds. General obligation bond borrowing and espe-
cially revenue bonds must be planned and the details of the plan must be incorporated in
the multi year CIP program. It is imperative that the City demonstrates to the rating agen-
cies, underwriters and other financial institutions that may purchase City debt and City of
Stoughton taxpayers that City officials are following a prescribed financial plan.


COMMUNICATION AND DISCLOSURE POLICIES


The City will maintain good communications with bond rating agencies to inform them
about the City’s financial condition. The City will follow a policy of full disclosure. Significant
financial reports affecting or commenting on the City will be forwarded to the rating agen-
cies. Each bond prospectus will follow Federal Security and Exchange Commission, State
and the Government Finance Officers Association disclosure guidelines.


The City should attempt to develop coordinated communication processes with all other
jurisdictions that share a common property tax base concerning collective plans for future
debt issues. Reciprocally shared information on debt plans including amounts, purposes,
timing, and types of debt would aid each jurisdiction in its debt planning decisions.


LONG TERM LEASES


Adequate financial feasibility studies should be performed for all innovative financing pro-
posals such as lease and lease-purchase agreements. Lease financing is appropriate in
the following situations:


a) Whenever the introduction of leased equipment and/or a capital improvement re-
sults in verifiable operating savings that, properly discounted, outweigh the lease fi-
nancing costs.


b) To purchase important capital equipment or finance improvement projects for which
lease financing costs can be paid for by: 1) existing non-general fund revenues; 2)
new, earmarked revenues approved by the Council, or 3) incremental general fund
revenues that can be specifically attributed to the introduction of the capital project.


c) To finance projects deemed important enough (for safety, legal, efficiency, or other
reasons) to lead to a reallocation of existing revenues.







Written justification is required for each proposed lease transaction. The project lease pay-
ments and a cash flow statement over the life of the transaction are required for every pro-
posed lease agreement. This justification should include the following:


a) Detailed explanation of the factors listed in the guidelines;


b) Reasons for not recommending a “current payment” alternative;


c) Explanation for not recommending financing through bond issuance.


OTHER TYPES OF DEBT


The City can act as a conduit for financing a variety of public/private partnerships where a
private enterprise uses the City as a means of obtaining lower cost financing. These issues
in the past have included Special Assessment “B-Bonds” for subdivision development and
Industrial Revenue Bonds (IRB’s) for manufacturing plant expansions. The City has also
used Tax Increment Financing District revenue to fund general obligation and revenue debt
issues. Each type of debt issuance has a different type of concern or issue to deal with.


B-Bonds potentially have the greater risk compared to Industrial Revenue Bonds for the
City and even though the B-Bond debt is not an obligation of the City there may be an
effect on the credit rating of the City if the bond issuer defaults. The City should require that
the party seeking the bonds provide the City with a financial plan that demonstrates the
need for the special debt and that the project can sustain the necessary debt payments. In
particular the City should determine the likelihood of the special assessments not being
paid off in a timely manner and how the developer could pay the installments in that case.
The City should require the establishment of a reserve account equal to one year’s princi-
pal and interest payment. The City should recover all administrative and issuance costs for
the term of the bonds from the bond issuer by insuring that all of the administrative costs
are included in the special assessments. The City will not issue any B-bond debt for any
improvements coupled with a housing development project until there is a shortage of
single family housing as determined by the Dane County Regional Planning Commission or
some other recognized agency that can provide housing availability statistics.


Industrial Revenue bond debt merely uses the City as a conduit for obtaining lower cost
financing. Due to the nature of these types of projects the City has no risk in the case of a
default. The City should insure that the issuance of IRB provides benefit to the City through
the creation of jobs or improvements to the manufacturing capabilities at the site and not for
refinancing purposes. The City should recover all administrative and issuance costs for the
term of the bonds from the bond issuer. In the case that the IRB will be issued on a tax-
exempt basis, the City must consider the impact this may have on its ability to issue “Bank
Qualified” tax exempt obligations in that calendar year.


Tax Increment Financing District debt is a way to collect the funds necessary to pay for the
construction of the infrastructure designed to serve the district. The revenue is from the
differential of the original tax revenue collected from the district before it was created and
the value of the growth. The risk to using TIF debt financing is that the projections of growth
may fail to materialize as quickly as expected and the shortfall which is a general obligation
or revenue obligation of the City will have to come from the general taxpayers and not the







property owners that specially benefit from the project. State law was changed in 1995 and
established new controls over the issuance of TIF debt. As a general guide the City should
only undertake TIF projects if there is a committed project that will fund a substantial por-
tion of the expected debt service. The TIF debt project should only be undertaken if the
initial project plus the schedule of improvements over a ten-year period will pay off in ten
years or less. The same type of analysis identified in the Debt Analysis Criteria starting on
page two should be done for TIF related debt as for normal general obligation debt.


LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS


General Obligation Bonds and Notes Chapter 67 of the State Statutes. The City is author-
ized to issue General Obligation Bonds and Notes payable from ad valorem taxes to fi-
nance capital improvements. The repayment term for bonds cannot exceed 20 years and
notes cannot exceed 10 years. The Wisconsin State Statutes provide that the principal
amount of bonds payable from tax receipts (including bonds payable from special assess-
ments) will not exceed 5% of the total equalized valuation of the taxable property in the
City.


Revenue Bonds for Cities Section 66.51 of the State Statutes. The City is authorized to
issue Industrial Revenue Bonds payable from revenues generated from the owner of the
project. The repayment term cannot exceed 35 years. The Wisconsin State Statutes pro-
vide that the credit of the City will not be pledged to repay this form of debt. This type of
debt will not count toward the 5% calculation discussed above.


Revenue Bonds for Utility Purposes Section 66.066 of the State Statutes. The City is au-
thorized to issue Revenue Bonds payable from revenues generated from the income of the
utility systems like water, sanitary sewer, electric, transportation and other related types of
capital improvements. The repayment term cannot exceed 40 years. The Wisconsin State
Statutes provide that the credit of the City will not be pledged to repay this form of debt.
This type of debt will not count toward the 5% calculation discussed above.


Special Assessment B-Bonds Section 66.54 of the State Statutes. The City is authorized to
issue B-Bonds payable from special assessments levied against benefiting properties. The
B-Bonds can be used to construct improvements like streets, water and sewer lines, side-
walks, street lighting, etc. The repayment schedule is complex because the repayment
schedule must match that of the special assessment plan for the particular project. The
term cannot exceed the length of time that the special assessment project is levied for in
the adopting ordinance. The Wisconsin State Statutes provide that the credit of the City will
not be pledged to repay this form of debt. This type of debt will not count toward the 5%
calculation discussed above.


Tax and Grant Anticipation Notes. The City is further empowered under the State law to
borrow money to meet the cash requirements of any fund in anticipation of revenue re-
ceipts from the current fiscal year. All such tax and revenue anticipation notes must be
repaid within nine months from the date borrowed and in no event beyond the end of the
fiscal year in which the debt was incurred.


The City has never utilized tax anticipation or grant anticipation notes, but could do so un-
der the procedures outlined in the State Statues. Unlike tax and revenue anticipation notes
which represent the full faith and credit obligations of the City payable from the General
Fund revenues, grant anticipation notes are special obligations payable solely from, and
secured by, federal highway grants. The taxing power of the City is not pledged to the







payment of the notes, nor do the notes constitute an indebtedness of the City within the
meaning of any constitutional, statutory or charter provision.








City of La Crosse, Wisconsin
Fund Balance Policy


A formal written policy governing the purpose and acceptable range of the City’s various fund
balances is an effective financial management tool to responsibly utilize the City’s resources, to
ensure the continued provision of services to residents, and to demonstrate a commitment to long
term financial planning.


Although fund balance primarily focuses on the City’s general fund, financial resources available
in other funds should also be considered in assessing the adequacy of unrestricted fund balance
(i.e. the total of the amounts in the various fund balances reported as committed, assigned, and
unassigned). It is essential that the City maintain adequate levels of fund balance in the various
funds to mitigate current and future risks (e.g., revenue shortfalls and unanticipated
expenditures).


Credit rating agencies monitor levels of fund balance and unrestricted fund balance in a
government’s general fund to evaluate continued creditworthiness. Likewise, laws and
regulations often govern appropriate levels of fund balance and unrestricted fund balance for
state and local governments.


Fund balance will be classified into the following five categories depicting the relative strength


of the spending constraints placed on the purposes for which resources can be used, with the


highest level of constraint being “nonspendable,” and the lowest being “unassigned.”


1. NONSPENDABLE


Nonspendable fund balance amounts are those not in a spendable form or are required to be


maintained intact. Examples are:


 Assets that will never be converted to cash (i.e. inventories).
 Assets that will not convert to cash soon enough to affect the current period (i.e. long-


term portion of receivables and the nonfinancial assets held for resale such as land).
 Resources that must be maintained intact based on legal or contractual requirements (i.e.


principal of an endowment or the capital of a revolving loan fund).







2. RESTRICTED


Restricted fund balance amounts are constrained to specific purposes by their providers, through


constitutional provisions, or by enabling legislation. If amounts collected from the long-term


portion of receivables or from other long-term assets held for sale are also limited externally in


how they can be spent, they would be shown as restricted instead of nonspendable. Funds can


become restricted because of or through:


 Other governments through laws and regulations.
 Grantors or contributors through agreements.
 Creditors through debt covenants or other contracts.
 Enabling legislation that limits how a revenue can be used.


3. COMMITTED


Committed fund balance amounts are constrained to specific purposes by the City itself, using its
highest level of decision-making authority. Committed fund balance amounts cannot be used for
any other purpose unless the City takes the same highest-level action to remove or change the
constraint.


 The action to commit the resources must be taken by the end of the reporting period.
 Note that any resources accumulated as “stabilization funds” are sometimes reported as


“committed.”
 If amounts collected from the long-term portion of receivables or from other long-term


assets held for sale are also limited internally, they would be shown as “committed”
instead of “nonspendable.”


4. ASSIGNED


Assigned fund balance amounts are funds the City intends to use for a specific purpose. Intent
can be expressed by the governing body or by an official or body to which the governing body
delegates the authority. The City Finance Director is authorized to designate funds as “assigned”
if the governing body does not express the intent of the fund.


 Assigned fund balance does not have to come from the governing body.
 Assigned fund balance does not have to have formal action to be considered assigned.
 Amounts in excess of “nonspendable,” “restricted,” and “committed” fund balance in


funds other than the general fund automatically will be reported as “assigned” fund
balance.


 If amounts collected from the long-term portion of receivables or from other long-term
assets held for sale are limited in this manner, they would be shown as “assigned” instead
of “nonspendable.”


 Amounts in “assigned” fund balance can never cause “unassigned” fund balance to be a
deficit.







 This is the category used to reflect the portion of existing fund balance that is planned for
use to eliminate a projected deficit in the subsequent year’s budget.


5. UNASSIGNED


Unassigned fund balance amounts are available for any purpose. If the general fund has net


resources in excess of the other four categories that surplus is considered “unassigned.”


 “Unassigned” fund balances are typically reported only in the general fund.


The order in which unrestricted resources are to be used when any of these amounts are available


for expenditure will be “committed,” “assigned,” and then “unassigned.”


GENERAL FUND BALANCE (RESERVE FUND)


An adequate general fund (Reserve Fund) balance provides resources to:


 Maintain sufficient working capital to finance operating expenditures without short-term
borrowing for cash flow purposes.


 Temporarily finance unanticipated expenditures or unusual fluctuation in the City’s
revenue sources.


In determining the acceptable range of general fund (Reserve Fund) balance, the City considers
the following:


 Historical stability of the City’s revenues, expenditures, and mill rate.
 Timing of revenue collections in relation to payments made for operational expenditures.
 Anticipated growth in the City’s valuation and/or services and programs to be provided to


City residents.
 Perceived exposure to significant one-time outlays (e.g. disasters, immediate capital


needs, state budget cuts)
 The potential drain upon general fund resources from other funds as well as the


availability of resources in other funds (i.e. deficits in other funds may require that a
higher level of unrestricted fund balance be maintained in the general fund, just as, the
availability of resources in other funds may reduce the amount of unrestricted fund
balance needed in the general fund).


 Liquidity (i.e. a disparity between when financial resources actually become available to
make payments and the average maturity of related liabilities may require that a higher
level of resources be maintained).


 Commitments and assignments (i.e. governments may wish to maintain higher levels of
unrestricted fund balance to compensate for any portion of unrestricted fund balance
already committed or assigned by the government for a specific purpose).


 It is appropriate to exclude from consideration resources that have been committed or
assigned to some other purpose and focus on unassigned fund balance rather than on
unrestricted fund balance.







Accordingly, the City seeks to maintain its “unassigned” general fund balance (Reserve Fund) at
25% of total general fund annual budgeted expenditures. In addition, any amount at year end in
excess of the 25% will be allocated in the following manner:


1.) Up to 50% of the excess of the anticipated year end fund balance over the 25% will
be committed to “one-time” equipment purchases, projects, or expenses as
recommended by the Director of Finance and approved by the Common Council.


2.) The balance of the unused excess fund balance (Reserve Fund) each year will remain
in the fund balance (Reserve Fund) for periodic appropriations during the year as
determined by the Common Council.


3.) In any given year, if there are no funds in excess of the 25%, there will be no
committed funds for “one-time” purchases as defined in item 1.


A 2/3 vote of the entire Common Council is required to allocate fund balance (Reserve Fund).


To maintain the City’s general fund balance (Reserve fund), the City shall:


 Strive to eliminate the budgeted use of fund balance.
 Allocate any operational surplus at the end of the fiscal year as detailed above, with


Council consideration given to requested carry over amounts, yet ensuring this policy’s
requirements are maintained.


 Caution shall be exercised to ensure the utilization of fund balance (Reserve Fund) does
not result in a spike in the required subsequent year tax levy.


 Annually where the “unassigned” fund balance (Reserve Fund) is in excess of the
recommended amount, the allocation of the excess shall be in accordance with the
previously stated section of this policy.


In addition, the City Council shall establish a contingency reserve account in the annual
operating budget to provide for unanticipated expenditures of a nonrecurring nature, or to meet
unexpected small increases in service delivery costs for any budget year. This account shall be
funded at a minimum of 0.1% (.001) and a maximum of 1.0% (.01) of the annual general fund
budgeted expenditures. The City Council may fund the contingency reserve account at a level
higher than the maximum 1.0% of the annual general fund budgeted expenditures if it deems the
action necessary.


It shall be the responsibility of the Finance Director to monitor the aforementioned reserve
balances on a regular basis and report material deviations to the City Council.





