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The Program
In 2010, the Legislature created the Council on Local Results and Innovation. In February 2011, the Council released a standard set of ten
performance measures for counties and ten performance measures for cities to aid residents, taxpayers, and state and local officials in determining
the efficacy of counties and cities in providing services and measure the residents’ opinions of those services. In February of 2012, the Council
created a comprehensive performance measurement system for cities and counties to implement. In 2013, the Council revised the performance
measures and clarified the performance measurement system to decrease confusion and to increase participation in the program.
Cities and counties that choose to participate in the performance measurement program may be eligible for a reimbursement in Local Government
Aid (LGA).

Benefits and Reporting Requirements
A county or city that elects to participate in the performance measurement program in 2016 is eligible for a reimbursement of $0.14 per capita, not to
exceed $25,000. In order to receive the per capita reimbursement counties and cities must file a report with the Office of the State Auditor (OSA) by
July 1. This report consists of:
1) A resolution approved by the city council or county board declaring that:

The city/county has adopted and implemented the minimum 10 performance measures from each applicable service category and the system
developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation.
The city/county will report the results of the measures to its residents before the end of the calendar year. They may accomplish this through
direct mail, posting the results on the entity's website, or through a public hearing at which the budget and levy will be discussed and public input
allowed.

2) The actual results of the performance measures adopted by the city/county.

Participating Cities and Counties
In 2016, 27 cities (3%) and 19 counties (22%) were certified by the OSA to the Minnesota Department of Revenue to receive additional local
government aid. In contrast, 29 cities (3%) and 20 counties (23%) were certified in 2015.
The following cities and counties were successfully certified in 2016.
By clicking on a city or county name, a pdf file will open with a copy of the entity's resolution and survey results.

Cities:
Austin Bloomington Chaska
Circle Pines Coon Rapids Crystal
Eagan Eden Prairie Elko New Market
Little Canada Maplewood Minneapolis
Mora Mounds View New Brighton
New Hope New Ulm Ramsey
Rogers Saint Cloud Saint Joseph
Saint Michael Sartell Savage
Shorewood Waconia Woodbury

Counties:

Anoka Carver Clay
Dakota Fillmore Hennepin
Jackson Kandiyohi Murray
Olmsted Ramsey Renville
Rice Saint Louis Scott
Sherburne Washington Winona
Yellow Medicine
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ATTEST: 

VAA  
City Recorder 

YEAS 7 

Mayor 

RESOLUTION NO. 15201 

AFFIRMING THE CITY OF AUSTIN'S PARTICIPATION IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE 
AUDITOR'S VOLUNTARY 2016 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, benefits to the City of Austin for participation in the Minnesota 
Council on Local Results and Innovation's comprehensive performance measurement 
program are outlined in MS 6.91 and include eligibility for a reimbursement as set by 
state statute; and 

WHEREAS, any city or county participating in the comprehensive performance 
measurement program is also exempt from levy limits for taxes, if levy limits are in 
effect; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of Austin has adopted and implemented 10 of the 
performance measures, as developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation, and 
a system to use this information to help plan, budget, manage and evaluate programs and 
processes for optimal future outcomes. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE RESOLVED THAT that the City Council of Austin 
will continue to report the results of the performance measures to its citizenry through the 
end of the year through posting on the city's website. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of Austin will submit to 
the Office of the State Auditor the actual results of the performance measures adopted by 
the city. 

Passed by a vote of yeas and nays this 2nd day of May, 2016. 



City of Austin, Minnesota 
2016 Performance Measurements Survey 

Summaries & Pie Charts 
 

 

How would you rate the overall 
appearance of the city? 

# saying Excellent  6 

# saying Good  72 

# saying Fair  101 

# saying Poor  18 

# saying Don't know  1 

Total Responses  198 

   

% saying Excellent  3% 

% saying Good  36% 

% saying Fair  51% 

% saying Poor  9% 

% saying Don't know  1% 

 

 

3%

36%

51%

9%

1%

Overall appearance of city

% saying Excellent

% saying Good

% saying Fair

% saying Poor

% saying Don't know



 

How would you describe 
your overall 

feeling of safety in the city? 
# saying Very Safe  12 

# saying Somewhat Safe  88 

# saying Somewhat unsafe  70 

# saying Very Unsafe  26 

# saying Don't know  0 

Total Responses  196 

   

% saying Very Safe  6% 

% saying Somewhat Safe  45% 

% saying Somewhat unsafe  36% 

% saying Very Unsafe  13% 

% saying Don't know  0% 

 

 

   

6%

45%
36%

13%
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Feeling of Safety in City

% saying Very Safe

% saying Somewhat Safe

% saying Somewhat unsafe

% saying Very Unsafe

% saying Don't know



 

How would you rate 
the overall quality of 
fire protection services 

in the city? 
# saying Excellent  59 

# saying Good  92 

# saying Fair  17 

# saying Poor  4 

# saying Don't know  26 

Total Responses  198 

   

% saying Excellent  30% 

% saying Good  46% 

% saying Fair  9% 

% saying Poor  2% 

% saying Don't know  13% 

 

 

    

30%

46%

9%

2% 13%

Overall quality of fire protection

% saying Excellent

% saying Good

% saying Fair

% saying Poor

% saying Don't know



Comments: 

How would you rate 
the overall condition of 

city streets? 
# saying Excellent  6 

# saying Good  69 

# saying Fair  93 

# saying Poor  29 

# saying Don't know  0 

Total Responses  197 

   

% saying Excellent  3% 

% saying Good  35% 

% saying Fair  47% 

% saying Poor  15% 

% saying Don't know  0% 

 

 

   

3%

35%

47%

15% 0%

Overall condition of city streets

% saying Excellent

% saying Good

% saying Fair

% saying Poor

% saying Don't know



13%

42%26%

19%
0%

Overall quality of snowplowing

% saying Excellent

% saying Good

% saying Fair

% saying Poor

% saying Don't know

 

How would you rate 
the overall quality of 
snowplowing on city 

streets? 
# saying Excellent  25 

# saying Good  83 

# saying Fair  51 

# saying Poor  38 

# saying Don't know  1 

Total Responses  198 

   

% saying Excellent  13% 

% saying Good  42% 

% saying Fair  26% 

% saying Poor  19% 

% saying Don't know  1% 

 

 

   



 

How would you rate 
the dependability and 
overall quality of city 
sanitary sewer service? 

# saying Excellent  31 

# saying Good  114 

# saying Fair  27 

# saying Poor  3 

# saying Don't know  24 

Total Responses  199 

   

% saying Excellent  16% 

% saying Good  57% 

% saying Fair  14% 

% saying Poor  2% 

% saying Don't know  12% 

# saying Excellent   

 

   

16%

57%

14%

1%
12%

Dependability and quality
of sanitary sewer
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% saying Good
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How would you rate 
the fiscal management 

and health? 
# saying Excellent  15 

# saying Good  73 

# saying Fair  59 

# saying Poor  26 

# saying Don't know  26 

Total Responses  199 

   

% saying Excellent  8% 

% saying Good  37% 

% saying Fair  30% 

% saying Poor  13% 

% saying Don't know  13% 
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Fiscal management and health

% saying Excellent

% saying Good

% saying Fair

% saying Poor
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How would you rate the 
quality of City Library 

programs and facilities? 
# saying Excellent  78 

# saying Good  86 

# saying Fair  17 

# saying Poor  6 

# saying Don't know  11 

Total Responses  198 

   

% saying Excellent  39% 

% saying Good  43% 

% saying Fair  9% 

% saying Poor  3% 

% saying Don't know  6% 

 

 

   

39%
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City library programs and facilities

% saying Excellent

% saying Good
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How would you rate 
the overall quality of 
city recreational 

programs and facilities 
(e.g. parks, trails, park 

facilities, etc.)? 
# saying Excellent  44 

# saying Good  91 

# saying Fair  44 

# saying Poor  18 

# saying Don't know  0 

Total Responses  197 

   

% saying Excellent  22% 

% saying Good  46% 

% saying Fair  22% 

% saying Poor  9% 

% saying Don't know  0% 
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How would you rate 
the overall quality of 
services provided 

by the city? 
# saying Excellent  17 

# saying Good  103 

# saying Fair  59 

# saying Poor  17 

# saying Don't know  3 

Total Responses  199 

   

% saying Excellent  9% 

% saying Good  52% 

% saying Fair  30% 

% saying Poor  9% 

% saying Don't know  2% 
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Overall quality of services
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City of Chaska 
Model Performance Measures Results from 2015 

 
The City of Chaska has chosen to participate in a standard measures program through the State of Minnesota.  
The following reports on the most current information obtained regarding the eleven measures as selected by 
the City from six categories as approved by the State.   
 
General: 

• 84% of Chaska citizens believe the overall quality of services provided by the City is good or excellent.* 
• According to the Carver County Records for taxes payable in 2015, market value for all real and 

personal property increased 12.3%. 
• 82% of Chaska citizens believe that the overall appearance of the City is good or excellent and heading 

in the right direction.* 
• 79% of citizens rated the quality of city recreational programs and facilities as good or excellent.* 

 
General - Bond Ratings: 

• General Obligation Bonds carry an “AA” rating by Standard and Poor’s. 
• Electric Revenue Bonds carry an “A” rating by Standard and Poor’s and an “A3” rating by Moody’s. 
• EDA Lease Revenue and Limited Tax Bonds, carry an “A‐” rating by Standard and Poor’s. 

 
Police Services: 

• From a survey conducted by the Chaska Police Department 93% of citizens have not limited or changed 
their activities in the past year due to fear of crime. Also, 91% of residents responded no when asked if 
they had been a victim of a crime in Chaska within the past year. When asked if they have considered 
moving because of a dangerous neighborhood 95% said no. 

• The average police response time for the Chaska Police Department is 4 minutes and 00 seconds. 
 
Fire Services: 

• The City of Chaska’s insurance industry rating of fire services is 4. The Insurance Service Office issues 
these ratings throughout the country for the effectiveness of their fire protection services and 
equipment to protect their community. The classification ranges from 1 to 10, with 1 being the highest 
ranking. 

• The Chaska Fire Department’s average response time was 5 minutes and 23 seconds. 
• Emergency Medical Services response time was 5 minutes and 06 seconds. 

 
Streets: 

• 82% of citizens rated the road conditions for Chaska as good or excellent.* 
• 87% of citizens rated the quality of snowplowing on city streets as good or excellent.* 

 
Water: 

• 94% of citizens rated the dependability of city water supply services as good or excellent.* 
• 83% of citizens rated the quality of city water supply services as good or excellent.* 
• The operating cost per 1,000,000 gallons of water pumped was $2,353. 

 
Sanitary Sewer: 

• 95% of citizens rated the dependability of sanitary sewer services as good or excellent.* 
• 95% of citizens rated the quality of sanitary sewer services as good or excellent.* 
• The number of sewer blockages on the city system per 100 connections was 0. 

 
*City of Chaska Residential Study 2012/2013, by Decision Resources, Ltd.  





How would you rate the overall appearance 
of the city?

% saying Excellent 22%
% saying Good 65%
% saying Fair 11%
% saying Poor 2%
% saying Don't know 1%

Overall appearance of city

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you describe your overall 
feeling of safety in the city?

% saying Very Safe 71%
% saying Somewhat Safe 26%
% saying Somewhat unsafe 2%
% saying Very Unsafe 2%
% saying Don't know 1%

Overall feeling of safety

% saying Very Safe % saying Somewhat Safe % saying Somewhat unsafe

% saying Very Unsafe % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 
fire protection services in the city?

% saying Excellent 39%
% saying Good 28%
% saying Fair 2%
% saying Poor 0%
% saying Don't know 31%

Overall quality of fire protection

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall condition of 
city streets?

% saying Excellent 18%
% saying Good 54%
% saying Fair 26%
% saying Poor 2%
% saying Don't know 0%

Overall condition city streets

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 
snowplowing on city streets?

% saying Excellent 25%
% saying Good 48%
% saying Fair 15%
% saying Poor 4%
% saying Don't know 8%

Overall quality of snowplowing

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and 
overall quality of city sanitary sewer 

service?

% saying Excellent 39%
% saying Good 47%
% saying Fair 2%
% saying Poor 0%
% saying Don't know 11%

Dependability and quality of sewer service

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and 
overall quality of the city water supply?

% saying Excellent 42%
% saying Good 44%
% saying Fair 7%
% saying Poor 5%
% saying Don't know 3%

Dependability and quality of city water

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 
city recreational programs and facilities 
(e.g. parks, trails, park facilities, etc.)?

% saying Excellent 44%
% saying Good 40%
% saying Fair 7%
% saying Poor 2%
% saying Don't know 8%

Quality of city rec programs and facilities

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate police services in your 
city?

% saying Excellent 43%
% saying Good 36%
% saying Fair 7%
% saying Poor 3%
% saying Don't know 12%

Police services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the ambulance 
services in your city?

% saying Excellent 18%
% saying Good 21%
% saying Fair 2%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 59%

Ambulance services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the quality of licensing, 
permitting and building inspection services 

in your city?

% saying Excellent 14%
% saying Good 37%
% saying Fair 7%
% saying Poor 2%
% saying Don't know 41%

Quality of licensing, permitting and building 
inspection

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 
services provided by the city?

% saying Excellent 32%
% saying Good 59%
% saying Fair 5%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 4%

Overall quality of services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know





City of Coon Rapids Data for Council on Local Results and Innovation - 

Performance Measurement Program

Category # Measure 2015 Data

1.
Rating of the overall quality of services provided by your city (survey data, provide year 

completed and total responses)

Excellent - 10%, Good - 74%, Fair - 16%, Poor - 1% (2012 survey, 400 random telephone 

interviews)

2. Percent change in the taxable property market value 2015 to 2016 taxable market value change: 5.12%

3.
Citizens' rating of the overall appearance of the city  (survey data, provide year completed 

and total responses)

Excellent - 12%, Good - 74%, Fair - 13%, Poor - 2% (2012 survey, 400 random telephone 

interviews)

4.* Nuisance code enforcement cases per 1,000 population n/a

5.* Number of library visits per 1,000 population n/a

6.* Bond rating Aa1 (Moody's)

7.
Citizens' rating of the quality of city recreational programs and facilities  (survey data, 

provide year completed and total responses)

Facilities: Excellent - 30%, Good - 59%, Fair - 10%, Poor - 1%, Don't Know/Refused - 1%                                                                                                                                                   

Prorgrams: Excellent - 26%, Good - 71%, Fair - 3%, Poor - 0% (2013 survey, 400 random 

telephone interviews)

8.* Accuracy of post election audit (% of ballots counted accurately) 100% accurate

9. Part I and II Crime Rates Part I: 31.78 per 1,000 pop., Part II: 63.37 per 1,000 pop.

10.* Part I and II Crime Clearance Rates Part I Clearance Rate: 62.09%, Part II Clearance Rate: 78.60%

11.
Citizens' rating of safety in their community  (survey data, provide year completed and total 

responses)

Very Safe - 38%, Reasonably Safe - 57%, Somewhat Unsafe - 4%, Very Unsafe - 1% (2012 survey, 

400 random telephone interviews)

12. Average police response time n/a

13. Insurance industry rating of fire services ISO rating: 4

14.
Citizens' rating of the quality of fire protection services  (survey data, provide year 

completed and total responses)

Excellent - 61%, Good - 34%, Fair - 1%, Poor - 0%, Don't Know/Refused - 5% (2012 survey, 400 

random telephone interviews)

15. Average fire response time n/a

16.* Fire calls per 1,000 population 27.81 calls per 1,000 pop.

17.* Number of fires with loss resulting in investigation n/a

18.* EMS calls per 1,000 population 55.75 calls per 1,000 pop.

19. Emergency Medical Services average response time n/a

20. Average city street pavement condition rating n/a

21.
Citizens' rating of the road conditions in their city  (survey data, provide year completed and 

total responses)

Excellent - 4%, Good - 60%, Fair - 32%, Poor - 4% (2012 survey, 400 random telephone 

interviews)

22.*
Expenditures for road rehabilitation per paved lane mile rehabilitated (jurisdiction only 

roads)
n/a

23.* Percentage of all jurisdiction lane miles rehabilitated in the year n/a

24.* Average hours to complete road system during snow event n/a

25.
Citizens' rating of the quality of snowplowing on city streets (survey data, provide year 

completed and total responses)

Excellent - 12%, Good - 67%, Fair - 19%, Poor - 4%, Don't Know/Refused - 0% (2012 survey, 400 

random telephone interviews)

26.
Citizens' rating of the dependability and quality of the city water supply  (survey data, 

provide year completed and total responses)

Dependability: Excellent - 28%, Good - 68%, Fair - 2%, Poor - 1%, Don't Know/Refused - 1%                                                                                                                                                          

Quality: Excellent - 20%, Good - 59%, Fair - 16%, Poor - 4%, Don't Know/Refused - 1%                                                         

(2012 survey, 400 random telephone interviews)

27. Operating cost per 1,000,000 gallons of water pumped/produced n/a

28.
Citizens' rating of the dependability and quality of city sanitary sewer service  (Provide year 

completed and total responses)

Excellent - 23%, Good - 70%, Fair - 5%, Poor - 0%, Don't Know/Refused - 3% (2012 survey, 400 

random telephone interviews)       

29. Number of sewer blockages on city system per 100 connections n/a

General

Streets

Fire & EMS 

Services

Police Services

Sanitary 

Sewer

Water





How would you rate the overall appearance of the city?

% saying Excellent 5%
% saying Good 50%
% saying Fair 37%
% saying Poor 6%
% saying Don't know 2%

Overall appearance of city 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you describe your overall feeling of safety in the 

city?

% saying Very Safe 26%
% saying Somewhat Safe 60%
% saying Somewhat unsafe 10%
% saying Very Unsafe 3%
% saying Don't know 1%

Overall feeling of safety 

% saying Very Safe % saying Somewhat Safe % saying Somewhat unsafe 

% saying Very Unsafe % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the overall quality of fire protection 

services in the city?

% saying Excellent 36%
% saying Good 27%
% saying Fair 7%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 29%

Fire protection services 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments: How would you rate the overall condition of city streets?

% saying Excellent 15%
% saying Good 55%
% saying Fair 23%
% saying Poor 6%
% saying Don't know 1%

Condition of city streets 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the overall quality of snowplowing on 

city streets?

% saying Excellent 19%
% saying Good 48%
% saying Fair 18%
% saying Poor 14%
% saying Don't know 2%

Quality of snowplowing 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the dependability and overall quality of 

city sanitary sewer service?

% saying Excellent 30%
% saying Good 47%
% saying Fair 9%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 13%

City sanitary sewer service 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the dependability and overall quality of 

the city water supply?

% saying Excellent 35%
% saying Good 46%
% saying Fair 13%
% saying Poor 3%
% saying Don't know 3%

City water supply 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the overall quality of city recreational 

programs and facilities (e.g. parks, trails, park facilities, 

etc.)?

% saying Excellent 22%
% saying Good 48%
% saying Fair 15%
% saying Poor 11%
% saying Don't know 4%

City rec programs and facilities 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Comments:

How would you rate the overall quality of services provided 

by the city?

% saying Excellent 11%
% saying Good 61%
% saying Fair 18%
% saying Poor 6%
% saying Don't know 4%

% saying Fair 

Overall qualilty of services 

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair 

% saying Poor % saying Don't know 



Taxable market value:                                  2014                                            2015  
 $1,135,611,852                        $1,293,693,713  

 

 

Percent Change:  13.9% 
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The Council on Local Results and Innovation, in concert with the Minnesota Legislature and the Office of the 
State Auditor has created a series of local performance indicators residents can use to monitor city performance. 
The Eagan City Council has embraced these indicators and adopted a resolution regarding the performance 
indicators to be measured and posted for the public each year. 

So how are we doing? 

Below are some of the results of the survey reflecting the most recent specific performance indicators 
established in the voluntary statewide program: 

 



 

 





 



CITY OF EDEN PRAIRIE 
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-75 

RESOLUTION APPROVING PARTICIPATION IN THE PERFORMANCE 
MEASUREMENT PROGRAM ESTABLISHED BY THE COUNCIL ON LOCAL 

RESULTS AND INNOVATION 

WHEREAS, the Council on Local Results and Innovation established by the Minnesota 
Legislature has implemented a voluntary performance measurement and reporting program; and 

WHEREAS, benefits to the City of Eden Prairie for participation include a reimbursement of 
$0.14 per capita annually and exemption from levy limits for taxes, if levy limits are in effect; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Council on Local Innovations and Results has established a standard set of 
measures for cities to adopt and report; and 

WHERAS, the City has adopted and implemented at least 10 of the measures in order to satisfy 
the program's requirements. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Eden Prairie City Council: 

The City of Eden Prairie will report the results of the performance measures to its citizenry by 
the end of the year through publication, direct mailing, posting on the city's/county's website, or 
through a public hearing at which the budget and levy will be discussed and public input 
allowed. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City Council of Eden Prairie will submit to the Office of 
the State Auditor the actual results of the performance measures adopted by the City. 

ADOPTED by the Eden Prairie City Council on the 14th day of June, 2016. 

ATTEST: 



Performance Measurement Program Report  

City of Eden Prairie 

6/21/2016 

 

General 

Measure Result Notes 

Rating of the overall quality of Eden 
Prairie services 

Excellent- 35% 
Good- 49% 
Fair- 12% 
Poor- 0% 
Don’t Know- 3% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 
291 Reponses 
 
(2016 survey will be 
conducted in Fall) 

Citizens’ rating of the overall 
appearance of the city  

Excellent- 57% 
Good- 39% 
Fair- 4% 
Poor- 0% 
Don’t Know- 0% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 
305 Responses 
 
(2016 survey will be 
conducted in Fall) 

Bond Rating Aaa 
AAA 

Moody’s Investors Service 
Standard & Poor’s Rating 
Services 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of city 
recreational programs and facilities 

Recreation services (programs 
and classes) 
Excellent- 34% 
Good- 41% 
Fair- 7% 
Poor- 1% 
Don’t Know- 18% 
 
Recreation centers or facilities 
Excellent- 36% 
Good- 45% 
Fair- 6% 
Poor- 1% 
Don’t Know- 12% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 
Recreation services- 295 
responses 
Recreation centers or 
facilities- 297 responses 
 
(2016 survey will be 
conducted in Fall) 

 

Police Services 

Measure Result Notes 

Citizens’ rating of safety in 
community (Overall feeling of 
safety in Eden Prairie) 

Excellent- 55% 
Good- 40% 
Fair- 4% 
Poor- 1% 
Don’t Know- 0% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 306 
responses 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 



Fire & EMS Services 

Measure Result Notes 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of 
fire protection services 

Excellent- 46% 
Good- 23% 
Fair- 2% 
Poor- 1% 
Don’t Know 27% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 300 
responses 
 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 

 

Streets 

Measure Result Notes 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of 
city streets as a whole 

Excellent- 26% 
Good- 54% 
Fair- 17% 
Poor- 1% 
Don’t Know- 2% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 297 
responses 
 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of 
snow removal on city streets 

Excellent- 43% 
Good- 42% 
Fair- 10% 
Poor- 5% 
Don’t Know- 0% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 297 
responses 
 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 

 

Water 

Measure Result  Notes 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of 
the city’s drinking water 

Excellent- 41% 
Good- 38% 
Fair- 10% 
Poor- 7% 
Don’t Know- 3% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 299 
responses 
 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 

 

Sanitary Sewer 

Measure Result Notes 

Citizens’ rating of the quality of 
water and sewer services 

Excellent- 27% 
Good- 51% 
Fair- 10% 
Poor- 2% 
Don’t Know- 10% 

2014 Quality of Life Survey- 297 
responses 
 
(2016 survey will be conducted 
in Fall) 

 



















































































CITY OF LITTLE CANADA 

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT PROGRAM 

June 30, 2016 

 

In 2015, the City failed to conduct a survey using the 10 standard measurements plus two 

additional dealing with fiscal health, and code enforcement as we had done in previous years.  

Somehow, this process was overlooked in 2015.  We will make sure this does not occur in 2016. 

 

In 2014, we did conduct the survey.  It was advertised in our newsletter and noticed on our 

utility bills.  It was conducted from September through mid-November of 2015.  The results 

were reported to our residents on the City’s website and our newsletter.  You will note that we 

only had 10 responsed to the survey in 2014. 

 

2014 Results: 

 

The survey results relative to the Performance Measurement Program were as follows:  There 

were only 10 responses to the survey.  2014 Results are the left percentage numbers reported in 

black.  2013 comparisons are the numbers on the right shown in Red. 

 

1.  How would you rate the overall appearance of the city? 

  Excellent – 10% / 21% 

Good – 80% / 72% 

Fair – 10% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 

2. How would you describe your overall feeling of safety in the city? 

Very Safe – 50% / 79% 

Somewhat Safe – 40% / 21% 

Somewhat Unsafe – 10% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 

3.  How would you rate the overall quality of fire protection services in the city? 

 Excellent – 40% / 72% 

 Good – 30% / 14% 

 Fair – 20% / 0% 

 Poor – 0% / 0% 

 Don’t Know/Refused – 10% / 14% 

 

4.  How would you rate the overall condition of city streets? 

 Excellent – 20% / 36% 

 Good – 50% / 57% 

 Fair – 30% / 7% 

 Poor – 0% / 0% 

 Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 



5.  How would you rate the overall quality of snow plowing on city streets? 

 Excellent – 20% / 50% 

 Good – 80% / 50% 

 Fair – 0% / 0% 

 Poor – 0% / 0% 

 Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 

6.  How would you rate the dependability and overall quality of city sanitary sewer service? 

 Excellent – 40% / 64% 

Good – 50% / 36% 

Fair – 10% / 0% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 

7.  How would you rate the dependability and overall quality of the city water supply? 

 Excellent – 60% / 57% 

Good – 30% / 36% 

Fair – 0% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 10% / 0% 

 

8.  How would you rate the overall quality of city recreational programs and facilities?  (e.g. 

parks, trails, park facilities, etc.) 

 Excellent – 20% / 43% 

Good – 40% / 50% 

Fair – 40% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 0% 

 

9.  How would you rate the quality of environmental services in your city?  (e.g. solid waste, 

garbage collection, recycling) services)  

 Excellent – 30% / 57% 

Good – 50% / 36% 

Fair – 10% / 0% 

Poor – 0% / 7% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 10% / 0% 

 

10.  How would you rate the overall quality of code enforcement services in your city? 

 Excellent – 10% / 28.5% 

Good – 30% / 28.5% 

Fair – 20% / 43% 

Poor – 10% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 30% / 0% 

 

 

 

 



11.  How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the city?   

 Excellent – 20% / 43% 

Good – 60% / 50% 

Fair – 10% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 10% / 0% 

 

12.  How would you rate the fiscal management and health of your city?   

 Excellent – 40% / 50% 

Good – 40% / 36% 

Fair – 20% / 7% 

Poor – 0% / 0% 

Don’t Know/Refused – 0% / 7% 

 

 
This report was prepared by:  Joel Hanson, City Administrator (651-766-4040) 







How many years have you lived in this city?

How would you rate the overall appearance of the 

city?

% saying Excellent 8%

% saying Good 57%

% saying Fair 33%

% saying Poor 0%

% saying Don't know 2%

Overall appearance

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you describe your overall feeling of 

safety in the city?

% saying Very Safe 24%

% saying Somewhat Safe 63%

% saying Somewhat unsafe 10%

% saying Very Unsafe 0%

% saying Don't know 2%

Overall feeling of safety

% saying Very Safe % saying Somewhat Safe % saying Somewhat unsafe

% saying Very Unsafe % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of fire and 

emergency medical services in the city?

% saying Excellent 33%

% saying Good 24%

% saying Fair 4%

% saying Poor 6%

% saying Don't know 33%

Overall quality of fire/emergency medical services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall condition of city 

streets?

14%

33%

29%

24%

0%

Overall condition of city streets

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair

% saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 

snowplowing on city streets?

37%

39%

18%

4%

2%

Overall quality of snowplowing

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and overall 

quality of city sanitary sewer service?

41%

37%

2%

2%

18%

Dependability/quality of sanitary sewer

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and overall 

quality of the city water supply?

47%

39%

6%

0%

8%

Dependablility/quality of city water

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair

% saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of city 

recreational programs and facilities (e.g. parks, 

trails, park facilities, etc.)?

24%

49%

16%

0%

10%

Overall quality of city rec programs/facilities

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair

% saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of services 

provided by the city?

16%

61%

10%

6%

6%

Overall quality of services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair

% saying Poor % saying Don't know









Results  Minneapolis  is  Min‐

neapolis’ performance moni‐

toring system to track perfor‐

mance toward City goals and 

strategic  direcƟons.  As  the 

City broadens its measures to 

beƩer  include  those  most 

relevant  to  the  community, 

Results Minneapolis is under‐

went  restructuring.  This 

effort  resulted  in  a  set  of 

roundtables focused on com‐

munity‐wide  measures  with 

City  leaders  and  the  public 

and  a  second  set  of  depart‐

ment‐level meeƟngs  to  track 

progress  on  their  depart‐

ment plans.  

 

 

 

 

*The  City  of  Minneapolis 
Resident Survey  is normal‐
ly  administered  biennially 
and  is  currently  being  
revamped.   New data will 
be available late 2016. 

 Minneapolis, Minnesota                                                    July 19, 2016 

Change in Taxable Property Market Value 

           2012             2013              2014            2015 

Percent Change in Taxable    3.25%            1.83%            9.10%        10.97% 
Property Market* Value  
 
Source: City of Minneapolis Assessor 
 
*Property Market includes ResidenƟal, Apartment, Commercial, Industrial 
and Other properƟes.   

RaƟng of Overall Appearance of Minneapolis 

          2005        2008  2011        2012 

Percentage of Residents     85%             84%            83%          82% 

who answered “Agree”  
or “Strongly Agree” to the 
statement: “My neighborhood  
is clean and well maintained.” 
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 

Overall Quality of City Services 

          2005        2008  2011        2012 

Average Percentage of Residents   82.2%        81.4%        81.5%       83.6% 
who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied” to Individual  
Services Provided by the City 
 
Source:  2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey* 
 
*For a complete list of quesƟons, notes and calculaƟons please see page 4. 

  

Performance Measure Review 2016 
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Public Safety 
        2011             2012             2013             2014             2015    
Part I* Crimes               23,114          23, 530         23,726         23,496          22,018 
Part II** Crimes             29,343          29,524          30,808         38,587          33,140  
Total Number of Crimes        52,457          53,054          54,534         52,083          55,158 

Source: Minneapolis Police Department: Uniform Crime Report Summary 

Please note previous years numbers for any specific category will change over Ɵme due to 
rouƟne case entry and ediƟng. 

 
*Part I crimes are the eight serious crimes including homicide, rape, aggravated assault, 
burglary, robbery, auto theŌ, theŌ and arson. All major ciƟes report these measures to 
the Federal Bureau of InvesƟgaƟon (FBI). 
 
**Part II crimes include the following crime categories: simple assault, curfew offenses 
and loitering, embezzlement, forgery and counterfeiƟng, disorderly conduct, driving un‐
der the influence, drug offenses, fraud, gambling, liquor offenses, offenses against the 
family, prosƟtuƟon, public drunkenness, runaways, sex offenses, stolen property, vandal‐
ism, vagrancy and weapons offenses. 

Quality of Fire ProtecƟon Services 

                      2005          2008     2011           2012 

Percentage of Residents                  97%           97%      97%            97% 

who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied”       
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 
 
QuesƟon reads “Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the new way 
the city provides the service: Fire ProtecƟon and emergency medical response.” 

Parks and RecreaƟon 
                     2005         2008     2011           2012 

Percentage of Residents                  91%               92%              92%             95% 
who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied”       
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 
 
QuesƟon reads “Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the new way 
the city provides the service: Providing park and recreaƟon services.” 



 

Pavement CondiƟon RaƟng 
            2012       2013         2014         2015 
Average Pavement CondiƟon Index (PCI)     71               70  71     70 
for ResidenƟal Streets  
            
Source: Minneapolis Department of Public Works 

Quality of Water 
            2005         2008  2011         2012 

Percentage of Residents        86%          87%   88%          93% 
who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied”       
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 
 
QuesƟon reads “Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the new way 
the city provides the service: Providing quality drinking water.” 

Quality of Snowplowing 
            2005         2008  2011*       2012 
Percentage of Residents         NA          NA              66%           79% 
who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied”       
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 
 
QuesƟon reads “Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the new way 
the city provides the service: Snow Removal.” 
 
*Please note that this quesƟon was added to the Resident Survey in 2011  

Quality of Sanitary Sewer Services 
            2005         2008  2011         2012 

Percentage of Residents        94%          94%   96%           97% 
who answered “SaƟsfied”  
or “Very SaƟsfied”       
 
Source: 2012 City of Minneapolis Resident Survey 
 
QuesƟon reads “Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the new way 
the city provides the service: Providing sewer services.” 
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Please tell me how saƟsfied or dissaƟsfied you are with the way the 
City provides the service. 

Year of Survey 

       2012  2011  2008  2005  2003  2001 

Fire protecƟon and emergency medical response        97%  97%  97%  97%  96%  99% 

Providing sewer services        97%  96%  94%  94%  NA  NA 

Providing park and recreaƟon services        95%  92%  92%  91%  NA  91% 

Animal control service        92%  91%  88%  92%  NA  92% 

Garbage collecƟon and recycling programs        88%  90%  91%  92%  93%  94% 

ProtecƟng health and well‐being of residents        91%  90%  88%  84%  NA  NA 

Preparing for disasters        90%  88%  87%  78%  NA  89% 

Providing quality drinking water        93%  88%  87%  86%  84%  NA 

Police Services        90%  88%  86%  81%  84%  89% 

Keeping streets clean        89%  85%  87%  89%  86%  83% 

Revitalizing Downtown        81%  84%  80%  83%  NA  79% 

ProtecƟng the environment, including air, water and land        87%  83%  81%  77%  79%  77% 

Cleaning up graffiƟ        80%  80%  77%  74%  NA  79% 

Revitalizing neighborhoods        80%  77%  76%  81%  76%  74% 

Dealing with problem businesses and unkempt properƟes     71%  71%  68%  73%  67%  69% 

Affordable housing development        70%  69%  66%  55%  51%  40% 

Snow removal        79%  66%  NA  NA  NA  NA 

Mortgage foreclosure assistance        60%  61%  64%  NA  NA  NA 

Repairing alleys*        71%  64% 
56%  70%  83%  68% 

Repairing streets*        70%  40% 

Table 1: City Services Quality RaƟngs  
Compared Over Time           

 

Percent reporƟng "saƟsfied" or "very saƟsfied"   

QuesƟon wording differed between survey years. In 2003 and 2001, residents were asked how saƟsfied 

they were with the City's efforts at providing the service. Also, "affordable housing development" was 

worded as "preserving and providing affordable housing for low‐income residents" in 2001 and 2003 

and "Revitalizing neighborhoods" was worded as "revitalizing neighborhood commercial areas" in 2001 

and 2003.   

“Repairing streets” and “Repairing alleys” were combined in survey years previous to 2011 and 

*averaged prior to calculaƟng overall quality average; “snow removal” was added in 2011.  
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Mora Area Farmers’ Market 

The Mora Area Farmers’ Market (MAFM) is opening its sixth season on Saturday, May 

7th at Ole Park at the north intersection of State Highway 65 & 23 East.  The market 

will be open every Saturday, May through October, 8:00 am—1:00 pm. 

The Mora Area Farmers’ Market offers a variety of locally grown and produced items, 

including jams, jellies and syrups; breads, cookies and other baked goods; fresh pro-

duce; dried herbs; canned goods; fresh eggs; bedding and potted plants; candles; and glass and wood 

crafts.  All items for sale at the market are grown or produced within 50 miles of Mora. 

For those interested in becoming a vendor at the market, it’s not too late.  Application materials will be 

available as of March 29th and can be obtained by calling Beth Thorp at 320.225.4807; by contacting 

the market at farmersmarket@cityofmora.com; or they can be downloaded from ci.mora.mn.us. 

We hope to see you at the market this summer! 

2015 Community Survey Report 

Last fall we distributed a 

short community survey 

asking you how you feel 

about various services 

provided by the City of 

Mora and Mora Munici-

pal Utilities. In this article 

we will present a sum-

mary of the results of the 

survey. This article along 

with all responses, com-

ments, and graphs can 

be viewed on the city’s 

website. Look for the link 

to the community survey 

on our home page. 

First we would like to 

thank those that took 

the time to return the 

survey. The city sent out 

1,740 surveys in the De-

cember 2015 utility bills.  

One hundred seventy-

four or 10% were re-

turned. This is about 75 

fewer responses than last 

year. We really appreci-

ate the responses we 

received. 

APPEARANCE.  

About 73% of the re-

sponses rated the ap-

pearance of the com-

munity good or excel-

lent; a slight increase 

from last year’s survey.   

FEELING OF SAFETY. 

About 72% of the re-

spondents rated their 

feeling good or excel-

lent. This is lower than last 

year.  

QUALITY OF FIRE PROTECTION 

SERVICES. 

The fire department re-

ceived a good or excel-

lent rating of over 90% 

which was a significant 

increase from last year.  

There were few com-

ments about the fire de-

partment. 

CONDITION OF CITY STREETS.  

About 56% rated the 

condition of city streets 

as good or excellent; this 

was a moderate drop 

(Continued on page 2) 
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summer. 

CONDITION OF OAKWOOD 

CEMETERY. 

About 80% of those re-

sponding ranked the 

cemetery good or excel-

lent; slightly less than last 

year. 

SERVICE AND VALUE OF THE 

NORTH COUNTRY BOTTLESHOP. 

About 70% ranked the 

North County Bottleshop 

good or excellent. This is 

up substantially from last 

year. The bottleshop 

contributes $280,000 per 

year to the city’s Gen-

eral Fund. Every dollar 

spent at the bottle shop 

helps reduce your prop-

erty taxes.   

QUALITY OF BUILDING INSPEC-

TION SERVICES AND CODE 

ENFORCEMENT.   

Just over 53% of the sur-

vey respondents rated 

building inspection and 

code enforcement as 

good or excellent. If you 

have questions on these 

matters contact Randy 

Nummela, Building Offi-

cial, at 679.1511 ext. 108. 

OVERALL QUALITY OF SERVICE. 

Overall quality of service 

received a ranking of 

about 72% good or ex-

cellent; about the same 

as last year.  

DEPENDABILITY AND QUALITY 

OF THE WATER SERVICE AND OF 

THE SANITARY SEWER SERVICE. 

Both of these services 

received slightly above 

83% good or excellent 

ratings; up slightly from 

last year. The most com-

mon comment was 

about the cost of the 

service. Mora Municipal 

from last year.   

QUALITY OF SNOWPLOWING.  

While snow plowing re-

ceived a high rating of 

good or excellent (73% - 

up slightly from last year) 

there were a few com-

ments on the timeliness 

of plowing, use of sand 

and salt, and where the 

snow ends up when the 

plows go by. Snow is a 

fact of life in Minnesota, 

and dealing with it can 

be difficult at times. Our 

staff tries to get streets 

open as soon as possible 

according to a well es-

tablished policy. Some-

times the amount or 

consistency of the snow 

challenges our equip-

ment, so it takes longer 

than expected to clear 

the streets. We have cut 

back on our use of sand 

and salt, but some is still 

needed to deal with icy 

conditions. As for snow 

piled at the end of drive-

ways, that cannot be 

avoided. We do not 

have the time or equip-

ment to clear the end of 

driveways in a timely 

manner. 

CONDITION OF MUNICIPAL 

AIRPORT. 

Most respondents an-

swered “Don’t Know.” 

The City of Mora is re-

quired by long standing 

agreements with the 

state and Federal gov-

ernments to operate the 

airport. Almost every-

thing we do at the air-

port is governed by 

these agreements.   

(Continued from page 1) QUALITY OF PARK FACILITIES. 

The score for this ques-

tion is down from last 

year to 78% scoring it 

good or excellent. 

QUALITY OF THE MORA 

AQUATIC CENTER. 

Almost 69% of the re-

spondents rated this fa-

cility good or excellent; 

slightly lower than last 

year. There were quite a 

few comments on the 

amount of time the 

aquatic center is open. 

The limiting factors on 

the use of the aquatic 

center are weather and 

staffing. We cannot do 

anything about the 

weather. We get about 

three months of warm 

weather-not many peo-

ple want to swim when 

the days turn cool. Most 

of our staff members are 

high school or college 

students. They are avail-

able only from the be-

ginning of June to mid-

August. If we do not 

have enough staff we 

cannot operate the fa-

cility safely. Cost was an-

other frequent com-

ment. The cost of oper-

ating the MAC in 2015 

was slightly over 

$207,000. Revenues for 

lessons, admissions, and 

concessions amounted 

to about $147,000. This 

left a subsidy of $60,000 

or 29% to be covered by 

other revenues. We try to 

minimize this subsidy 

while keeping prices af-

fordable compared to 

other entertainment op-

tions. Look for free and 

reduced admission 

events at the MAC this 

Utilities ranks about in the 

middle for the cost of its 

services among local 

municipal utilities. It is 

difficult to make direct 

comparisons of the cost 

of water and sewer ser-

vices among cities due 

to the types of systems, 

number of customers, 

subsidies from tax reve-

nues, and age of infra-

structure, etc. Mora has 

a complex water and 

wastewater treatment 

system compared to 

other cities. The water 

treatment plant was re-

habilitated in 2010-2011 

and now the wastewater 

treatment plant is under-

going rehabilitation 

which will be completed 

in 2016. We have fewer 

customers to spread that 

cost around, and the 

city does not subsidize 

the utilities with tax reve-

nues as do some cities. 

Please contact the utility 

office if you desire more 

information. 

DEPENDABILITY AND QUALITY 

OF THE ELECTRICAL SERVICE. 

Overall the service was 

rated slightly over 86%, a 

moderate increase over 

last year, as either good 

or excellent. As for com-

ments on cost – we are 

still less expensive than 

our neighboring electri-

cal co-operative. 

Thank you to those par-

ticipating in the survey.  

More details can be 

found on the city’s web-

site. 

Look for the 2016 survey 

this fall. 
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City offices will be closed 

in observance of the fol-

lowing holidays: 

 

Memorial Day 

     Monday, May 30 

 

Independence Day 

     Monday, July 4 

Monthly Meetings 

 City Council meets 

the 3rd Tuesday at 

6:30 pm 

 Public Utilities Com-

mission meets the 

Monday before the 

3rd Tuesday at 3:00 

pm 

 Housing & Redevel-

opment Authority 

meets the 3rd 

Wednesday at 3:30 

pm in the Life Enrich-

ment Center 160 

Valhalla Circle 

 Economic Develop-

ment Authority 

meets the 1st Tues-

day at 7:00 am 

 Planning Commission 

meets the Monday 

before the 2nd Tues-

day at 6:00 pm 

 Park Board meets 

the 2nd Tuesday at 

6:00 pm 

 Airport Advisory 

Board meets the 2nd 

Tuesday at 5:00 pm 

Meetings are held in the 

council room at city hall 

unless otherwise noted. 

The Mora Economic De-

velopment Authority has 

received a $651,590 

Small Cities Develop-

ment Program grant 

from the Minnesota De-

partment of Employment 

and Economic Develop-

ment to provide grants 

and loans for owner oc-

cupied home rehabilita-

tion and commercial 

building rehabilitation.  

Owners of homes on 

streets in the area 

bounded by Railroad 

Avenue / Forest Avenue, 

Grove Street, Fair Ave-

nue, and Clark Street / 

Vine Street will be eligi-

ble to apply for funds to 

perform basic and nec-

essary repairs to their 

homes. Owners of com-

mercial buildings in the 

downtown area bound-

ed by Maple Avenue, 

Union Street, Hersey Ave-

nue / Howe Avenue, 

and Lake Street will be 

eligible to apply for 

funds to perform basic 

and necessary repairs to 

their buildings. The grant 

award will provide fund-

ing for 18 residential and 

10 commercial projects. 

The residential and com-

mercial rehabilitation 

program is being admin-

istered by Lakes & Pines 

C.A.C. and applications 

are currently being ac-

cepted. Lakes & Pines 

C.A.C. has received sev-

eral applications for 

commercial projects; 

however, there are still 

several residential spots 

available. We strongly 

encourage you to con-

SMOKE DETECTORS & CO 

ALARMS—The Minnesota 

State Fire Code requires 

that all owners of apart-

ment rental units check 

their smoke detectors 

and alarm systems once 

a year. We recommend 

that you document your 

inspection and that you 

do an inspection more 

than once a year. 

EQUIPMENT MAINTE-

NANCE—Remember to 

perform required 

maintenance and to 

clean or replace the fil-

ters in your heating and 

Reminders from the Building Dept., by Randy Nummela, Building Official 

Residential and Commercial Rehabilitation Program 

sider utilizing the rehabili-

tation program if you’re 

currently considering im-

provements to your 

home and your property 

is located in the geo-

graphic area described 

above.  

If you have questions 

regarding the rehabilita-

tion program or would 

like to request applica-

tion materials, contact 

Nicole Klosner, Housing 

Rehab and Public Facili-

ties Project Manager for 

Lakes & Pines C.A.C. at 

320.679.1800 ext. 123. 

Application materials 

can also be download-

ed from the Lakes & 

Pines C.A.C. website, 

www.lakesandpines.org/

small-cities-development

-program. 

air conditioning systems.  

If you are not comforta-

ble around this equip-

ment, local mechanical 

and plumbing contrac-

tors can help you. If you 

are looking for a local 

contractor you can call 

the building inspector at 

320.225.4808 for contact 

information. 

ADDRESS SIGNS—

Approved address num-

bers shall be on all new 

and existing buildings in 

such a position as to be 

plainly visible from the 

street or road fronting 

the property. Noncom-

pliance with this require-

ment is a violation of the 

state building code and 

state fire code. Street 

numbers help to insure 

that delivery services, 

utility companies, and 

emergency personnel 

are able to locate struc-

tures in a timely manner. 



Mowing Lawns? 
Grass doesn’t belong  

in the street 

Streets are part of our storm 

water drainage system. 

Grass clippings blown into 

the street can enter storm 

drains and streams, increas-

ing the risk of localized 

flooding and adding pollu-

tants to our streams and 

rivers. Grass clippings, 

leaves, and other yard 

waste should be compost-

ed or otherwise disposed of 

properly. 
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Spring Clean-Up Activities 

The zoning office, along 

with assistance from the 

sheriff’s office, will soon 

be doing its annual 

spring clean-up inspec-

tion of the entire city.  

This includes identifying 

properties that need to 

clean up miscellaneous 

garbage and debris, 

along with identifying 

unlicensed, abandoned, 

or junked vehicles. 

Leaves, grass clippings, 

and branches up to 1-

1/2 inches in diameter 

may be taken to the East 

Central Solid Waste Fa-

cility southwest of Mora. 

There is no charge for 

this service. For hours 

and more information 

call 679.4930. We would 

like to remind you that 

raking leaves and grass 

clippings into the street is 

prohibited. They end up 

in the storm water drains 

and pollute our water. 

Kanabec County Clean-

Up Day is Saturday, May 

21st from 8:00 am to 1:00 

pm at the East Central 

Solid Waste Facility.  

For more information call 

679.5207.  

Household Hazardous 

Waste Collection Day 

will be held on Saturday, 

May 21st. You must pre-

register by April 30th. 

More information and 

registration forms are 

available in the Kana-

bec County Times and 

the Advertiser. For more 

information call Kana-

bec County Environmen-

tal Services at 679.6456. 

Hydrant Flushing 

Mora Municipal Utilities will 

be flushing hydrants once 

again this spring. 

Residents may notice some 

discoloration in their water 

during this time and are 

cautioned to avoid wash-

ing clothes until the water 

clears. 

Watch for dates in the local 

papers. 

Air Conditioning Tune-Up Rebate 

Oakwood Cemetery 

Fresh cut flowers are al-

lowed throughout the 

growing season. We en-

courage the free use of our 

flower containers available 

at the entrance to the 

cemetery. NO glass jars, 

coffee cans, etc. will be 

allowed. 

Artificial flowers are al-

lowed only from May 15 to 

June 15 unless they are in 

an approved planter or 

placed in the ground in a 

manner similar to live plant-

ings. 

If, in the opinion of ceme-

tery management, any 

flowers become unsightly 

the flowers will be removed. 

It's not too late to make sure your air conditioner or air source heat pump 

(ASHP) is operating at optimum efficiency. A tune-up provides an opportunity 

for a licensed HVAC technician to professionally evaluate your cooling system 

and ensure that it operates efficiently. A professional tune-up can improve 

unit efficiency by about 10 percent.  

Mora Municipal Utilities offers our electric customers a $35.00 rebate once 

every two years for the completion of a professional inspection, cleaning, and 

tune-up of each air conditioner or ASHP between April 1 and September 30. 

Your air conditioner or air source heat pump must have a cooling capacity of 

5.5 tons (66,000 BTUh) or less to qualify. 

Just follow these simple steps: 

 Complete the "Customer Information" section of the rebate form which is 

available on-line at SaveEnergyInMora.com or at the utility office. 

 Schedule a tune-up with your AC contractor. 

 Have your licensed contractor perform the tune up between April 1 and 

September 30, and complete/sign the "Contractor Information" section, 

page 2, of the rebate form. 

 Mail or bring in your rebate form and original invoice to the utility office. 

Please see our rebate form for specific requirements and 

terms & conditions. 

To learn more about this rebate program or any of our oth-

er energy efficiency programs, visit us online at  

SaveEnergyInMora.com. 
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Mora Municipal Utilities 
 

 

BUDGET BILLING POLICY 

 

 The Public Utilities Commission adopted a Budget Billing policy in 2014 for Homeowners who want to pay 

an equal amount for their utilities over a 12 month period.  An application for Budget Billing is included for 

those who meet the qualifications.  Please return the completed application to MMU by May 15th, if inter-

ested in signing up. 

 The Budget billing period will run from June 1 to May 31 of each year.  Budgeted amounts will be re-

evaluated annually based on the prior 12 months actual usage for electric, water and sewer. The follow-

ing criteria must be met to be eligible for Budget Billing.  The applicant must: 

1. Own and reside at the property address 

2. Have at least 1 year of billing history with Mora Municipal Utilities 

3. Have their utility account paid in full 

4. Have no late payments during the prior 6 months 

 Actual usage and charges will be reflected on the Budget Bills, but you pay the Budget Total Due 

amount.  Budget due payment on account must be received by the due date each month once en-

rolled in the Budget Billing program.  A missed or late payment will result in cancellation from the program 

and any variance between the monthly budget amount and actual balance on account will be due in 

full.  If there is a credit variance, the credit amount will be applied to the account.   

 Mora Municipal Utilities reserves the right to adjust the monthly budget amount at any time for such rea-

sons as an increase in rates or a significant increase in usage over the prior year.  The customer can can-

cel budget billing at any time by written request.  If cancelled by the customer, any variance between 

the monthly budget amount and actual balance on account will be due in full.  If there is a credit vari-

ance, the credit amount will be applied to the account.   

 

BUDGET BILLING AGREEMENT 

 

MMU Customer Name: __________________________________________ 

 

 

MMU Service Address: __________________________________________ 

 

 

MMU Account Number: _________________________________________ 

 

 

 I authorize Mora Municipal Utilities to calculate an average monthly billing amount each year in June, 

same amount to be paid each month through May.  Each year I agree to catch up the full amount of 

my May bill, due in June, or carry any credit balance over to the next billed month.  

  

 I agree to pay the budget billing amount in full each month by the due date printed on my monthly bill.  

I understand that a missed payment will terminate this contract and I will be removed from the budget 

program.  All bills thereafter will be due in full as billed. 

 

 

  _____________________________________________ ______________________ 

  Signature      Date 
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Preparation for the 2016 swimming season is underway at the Mora 

Aquatic Center (MAC).  

Open swimming begins Saturday, June 4th. Daily pass fees are the same as 

last year $6.00 limited (pools only) and $8.00 unlimited (pools and water 

slides). Look for money saving coupons in this newsletter and area news-

papers. Bonus tickets are now on sale at city hall and will also be on sale 

at the MAC beginning June 4th. The price is $80.00 for a sheet of twenty 

(20) tickets:  1 ticket good for either a  limited or unlimited daily pass.   

On-line swim lesson registration began March 1st. Besides regular pre-

school and children learn to swim lessons, we also offer private lessons, 

instructor aid and community water safety courses, and lifeguard training. 

See the city’s website (ci.mora.mn.us) for details. In-person swim lesson 

registration begins June 1, 2016 from 8:00 am-4:00 pm Monday through 

Friday at city hall. Lesson fees are $80.00 and includes twenty (20) 2016 

complimentary swim tickets.  

See you at the MAC! 

             

 

MAC COUPON       
 

Bring this coupon to the Mora 
Aquatic Center to receive 

$2.00 off daily admission fee 
for each person in your 

group. 

(Offer expires 8/14/16) 

2016 Swimming Season Info 

The Mora Economic Development 

Authority administers a revolving 

loan fund available to local manu-

facturers.  Eligible uses of loan 

funds include: land acquisition, 

construction or rehabilitation, ren-

ovations, site improvements, utili-

ties or infrastructure, equipment, 

inventory, training, and working 

capital.  Loans will be made 

based on a business’ ability to 

meet established economic de-

velopment goals and ability to 

meet other loan program require-

ments.   

For more information about the 

Revolving Economic Development 

Loan Program, please contact 

Beth Thorp, Community Develop-

ment Planner, at 320.225.4807 or 

beth.thorp@cityofmora.com.    

Loan Funds Available 

All recreational fires must com-

ply with the following regula-

tions: 

1. Fire cannot exceed three 

(3) feet in diameter or height. 

2. Fire must be contained in a 

fire ring or outdoor fire place 

made of a non-combustible 

material. 

3. Ground must be clear of 

combustible materials within 

five (5) feet of the base of the 

fire. 

4. Only unpainted and un-

treated wood, coal or char-

coal may be burned. Absolute-

ly NO garbage burning is al-

lowed!! 

5. A fire suppression device 

(i.e. garden hose, fire extin-

guisher, pail of water or sand) 

must be readily available. 

6. Not closer than 25’ to any 

structure. 

Leaf burning is permissible only 

from October 17 through No-

vember 7 as long as a burning 

ban is not effect. Community 

members must obtain a burn-

ing permit from city hall which 

costs $10.00.   

Other types of outdoor burning 

are prohibited. If there is any 

illegal burning the fire depart-

ment may be called to extin-

guish the fire. This service 

comes with a bill of at least 

$500.00. Fines could also be 

imposed. 

Open & Leaf Burning 



Storm Water Fees to Change 

Effective this coming July 

the method and rate 

structure for assessing 

storm water fees is 

changing in order to 

cover the increased cost 

of maintaining and im-

proving the city’s storm 

water control infrastruc-

ture.  Fees will be based 

on the amount of imper-

vious surface on an indi-

vidual parcel.  Fees for 

single family residential 

properties will increase 

to $2.00 per month from 

$1.50.  For small commer-

cial properties of 10,000 

square feet of impervi-

ous surface or less the 

rate will go to $8.50 per 

month from $7.50.  For 

each additional 10,000 

square feet of impervi-

ous surface, or a portion 

thereof, the rate will in-
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crease $1.00 per month.  

About 93% of these cus-

tomers will see a monthly 

charge of $12.50 or less.  

There will be opportuni-

ties to reduce fees 

through best manage-

ment practices.  More 

information on these 

credits will appear in the 

July newsletter. 

City Staff Changes 

Carol Allman retired after 

35 years of employment 

with the City of Mora. 

Kimberly Whited was 

hired as a Liquor Store 

Clerk for the Mora Munici-

pal liquor store in March. 

The City of Mora and Mo-

ra Municipal Utilities wish-

es Carol the best in her 

future endeavors and 

thank her for her many 

years of dedicated ser-

vice; and welcomes Kim-

berly to her new role! 

MORA MUNICIPAL LIQUOR STORE 

Balance Sheet 

12/31/2015 

 
The Mora Municipal Liquor Store balance sheet is published in accordance  

with the requirements of MN Statute 471.6985. 

     Assets   

     Cash & Investments  $            177,915 

     Inventory  $            432,975  

     Fixed Assets Less Depreciation  $        1,472,553  

     Total Assets  $        2,083,444  

    

     Liabilities and Retained Earnings   

     Accounts Payable  $              46,416  

     Long Term Debt  $        1,400,000  

     Retained Earnings  $            637,027  

     Total Liabilities and Retained Earnings  $        2,083,444 

    

    

     Revenues  $        3,077,648  

     Expenditures  $        2,750,245  

     Net Earnings Before Transfer  $            327,402  

    

     Transfer to General Fund  $            270,000  

Reminder 

A reminder that sump 

pumps by city ordinance 

may not be discharged 

into the sanitary sewer. 

They should discharge 

outside away from the 

house.  

Before You Dig 

For residents planning to 

do any digging in their 

yards, it is important to 

call Gopher State One 

Call at 1.800.252.1166 or 

811. Almost everyone has 

some type of buried wires 

or pipes in their yards. 

These need to be located 

before digging takes 

place.  



City of  Mora 

Kanabec County 

Minnesota 
101 Lake Street South 

Mora, MN  55051-1588 

Phone: 320.679.1511 

Fax: 320.679.3862 

Email: j.dhein@cityofmora.com 

Website: ci.mora.mn.us 

Office Hours 

Monday through Friday  

8:00 am to 4:30 pm 
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Spring has arrived! With the snow melting and weather warming, crews will 

be busy throughout the city with spring cleanup and maintenance pro-

jects. 

 

LAWN DAMAGE BY THE CURB  

During snow plowing operations a plow may have disturbed some of the 

grassy areas along the curb line. Crews will be out to repair the damage 

when the weather permits. The city is not responsible if sprinkler systems 

and decorative landscaping placed in the public right of way are dam-

aged during plowing operations. 

 

STREET SWEEPING  

The city conducts a spring street sweeping program that involves the re-

moval of the residual sand resulting from snow and ice control activities. 

The street department will begin sweeping and all streets will be swept full 

width. The city encourages residents to deposit any sand that has accu-

mulated on the boulevard onto the street near the curb. This allows the 

street sweeper to remove the material and makes spring cleanup easier 

for the residents. Do not place leaves and/or branches in the street. Gar-

bage cans and recycling bins should be placed approximately two feet 

(2’) behind the curb in the driveway so they do not interfere with sweeping 

operations.  

 

POTHOLE PATCHING 

This past winter season was particularly hard on city streets due to moisture 

and temperature changes. Crews will do their best to keep the holes 

patched. If you see any major potholes on a city street, please call city hall 

and report the location. We appreciate being notified so the pothole can 

be repaired quickly. 

CRACK SEALING 

This is a preventive maintenance activity conducted mostly in the spring 

and fall when temperatures are between 40° and 65°. Crack sealing pre-

vents water and incompressible material from entering the pavement 

structure and extends the life of the street. Crews will cone off the area in 

which they are working to prevent vehicles from tracking the material until 

it dries.  

 

EMERALD ASH BORER 

Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) is now in the Twin Cities area. It may be only a 

matter of time before it arrives in Mora. At the current time the best advice 

for homeowners concerned about EAB is to: 

 Monitor the health of your ash trees – learn early symptoms and signs of 

EAB. Information can be found at these web sites: 

www.emeraldashborer.info and www.mda.state.mn.us 

 Contact the city or the local D.N.R. Forester if you think you see signs of 

EAB on your trees. The phone number for the D.N.R. Forester is 679.3683. 

 

DO NOT transport firewood from another area. EAB can easily be spread in 

firewood. 

Public Works News by Joe Kohlgraf, Public Works Director 

Firefighters Needed 

The Mora Area Fire Department 

is accepting applications for the 

position of paid-per-call firefight-

ers. Stop by city hall or visit 

ci.mora.mn.us to obtain the re-

quired application packet. Con-

tact j.ness@cityofmora.com with 

questions. 

Make Money 
Over the Summer! 

Apply to work as a lifeguard 

and/or water safety instructor at 

the Mora Aquatic Center or as 

summer maintenance for our 

Public Works Department. Stop 

by city hall or visit ci.mora.mn.us 

to obtain the required applica-

tion packet. Don’t miss out to 

make some extra cash! Contact 

j.ness@cityofmora.com with 

questions. 

http://www.emeraldashborer.info/
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/
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Category # Measures Responses

General 1
Rating of the overall quality of services provided by your city 
(survey data, provide year completed and total responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
March 2015.  The overall quality of life in New Brighton received 
the following ratings: Excellent-28%, Good 62%, Fair 10%, and 
Poor 0%. National Research Center received 370 total responses 
from the citizen survey for this question.

2 Percent change in the total taxable property market value

From December 31, 2014 through December 31, 2015 the City of 
New Brighton's total taxable property market valued increased 
by 5.35%

3
Citizens rating of the overall appearance of the City (survey 
data, provide year completed and total responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
March 2015.  The overall appearance of  New Brighton received 
the following ratings: Excellent-18%, Good 60%, Fair 20%, and 
Poor 2%. National Research Center received 370 total responses 
from the citizen survey for this question.

4 Nuisance code enforcement cases per 1,000 population 95 cases in 2015, 0.0043 cases per 1,000 residents.
5 Number of library visits per 1,000 population 4.415 visits per 1,000 residents in 2015
6 Bond rating AA (Standards and Poors Investment Services)

7

Citizens rating of the quality of city recreational programs 
and facilities (survey data, provide year completed and total 
responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
January 2015.  The recreational opportunities in  New Brighton 
received the following ratings: Excellent-15%, Good 52%, Fair 
29%, and Poor 3%. The athletic fields in  New Brighton received 
the following ratings: Excellent-21%, Good 51%, Fair 28%, and 
Poor 4%. National Research Center received 370 total responses 
from the citizen survey for this question.

8
Accuracy of post election audit (% of ballots counted 
accurately)

Ramsey County canvassing board reported a  100% post election 
accuracy rate in 2015.  Ramsey County did not conduct a post 
election audit in New Brighton for the 2013, 2014 and 2015 
calendar year.

Police Services 9 Part I and II Crime Rates
New Brighton Part I Crime Rate-2,297; New Brighton Part II 
Crime Rate-2,555 (2015 Data)

10 Part I and II Crime Clearance Rates New Brighton has a clearance rate of 38%. (2015 Data)
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11
Citizens' rating of safety in their community (survey data, 
provide year completed and total responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
January 2015.  The overall feeling of safety in  New Brighton 
received the following ratings: Excellent-31%, Good 54%, Fair 
14%, and Poor 1%. National Research Center received 367 total 
responses from the citizen survey for this question.

12 Average police response time Average police response time is 4.12 minutes.

Fire & EMS Services 13 Insurance industry rating for fire services
New Brighton Department of Public Safety-Fire Division has a 
rating of 3.

14

Citizens rating of the quality of fire protections services 
(survey data, provide year completed and total response 
time)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
January 2015.  The fire services in  New Brighton received the 
following ratings: Excellent-57%, Good 39%, Fair 4%, and Poor 
0%. National Research Center received 355 total responses from 
the citizen survey for this question.

15 Average fire response time Average fire response time is 4.22 minutes.
16 Fire calls per 1,000 population 2015 Fire calls per 1,000 population is 0.013.

17 Numbers of fires with loss resulting in investigation There were 0 fires with loss resulting in investigation in 2015.

18 EMS calls per 1,000 population
Allina Health provides EMS Services for the city of New Brighton. 
In 2015, EMS calls per 1,000 population was .089%.

19 Emergency Medical Services average response time
Allina Health provides EMS Services for the City of New Brighton. 
2015 EMS average response time is 7:13 minutes.

Streets 20 Average city street pavement condition

Over 67% of our streets are rated in good to excellent condition.  
17% of our streets are rated fair condition.  16% of our streets 
range below fair condition.

21
Citizens rating of the road conditions in their city (survey 
data, provide year completed and total responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
March 2015.  The street repair/maintenance functions in  New 
Brighton received the following ratings: Excellent-15%, Good 
47%, Fair 29%, and Poor 9%. National Research Center received 
354 total responses from the citizen survey for this question.
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22
Expenditure of road rehabilitation per paved lane mile 
rehabilitated (jurisdiction only roads) $2,341,000 per mile.

23
Percentage of all jurisdiction lane miles rehabilitated in the 
year 0.84 miles out of 64 miles = 1.31%

24 Average hours to complete road system during snow event
8 hours for the Public Works Department to complete snow 
removal activities.

25
Citizens rating of the quality of snowplowing on city streets 
(survey data, provide year completed and total responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
March 2015.  The overall rating for the quality of snow 
removal/plowing in  New Brighton was the following: Excellent-
26%, Good 49%, Fair 19%, and Poor 6%. National Research 
Center received 370 total responses from the citizen survey.

Water 26

Citizens rating of dependability and quality of city water 
supply (survey data, provide year completed and total 
responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
January 2015.  The overall rating for the quality of the drinking 
water in  New Brighton received the following ratings: Excellent-
29%, Good 40%, Fair 19%, and Poor 11%. National Research 
Center received 370 total responses from the citizen survey.

27
Operating cost per 1,000,000 gallons of water 
pump/produced

  $1,876,783 / 787 Million Gallons = $2,385 / MG

Sanitary Sewer 28

Citizens' rating of the dependability and quality of city 
sanitary sewer service (provide year completed and total 
responses)

Survey Data was completed by the National Research Center in 
January 2015.  The quality of the sanitary sewer services in  New 
Brighton received the following ratings: Excellent-28%, Good 
58%, Fair 13%, and Poor 1%. National Research Center received 
370 total responses from the citizen survey.

29
Number of sewer blockages on city system per 100 
connections (0 blockages / 5374 total connections) x 100 = 0.0%



































































CouncilmemberLeTourneauintroducedthefollowingresolutionandmovedforitsadoption:  

RESOLUTION #16-06-107

RESOLUTIONDECLARINGTHECITYORRAMSEY’SPARTICIPATIONINTHE
STATECOUNCILONLOCALRESULTSANDINNOVATION -- PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENTPROGRAM

WHEREAS In2010, theMinnesotaLegislaturecreatedtheCouncilonLocalResults
andInnovation; and

WHEREAS, TheCouncilonLocalResultsandInnovationdevelopedastandardsetof
performancemeasuresthatwillaidresidents, taxpayers, andstateandlocalelectedofficialsin
determiningtheefficacyofcountiesinprovidingservicesandmeasureresidents’ opinionof
thoseservices; and

WHEREAS, BenefitstotheCityareoutlinedinMS6.91andincludeeligibilityfora
reimbursementassetbyStatestatute; and

WHEREAS, AnyCity participatinginthecomprehensiveperformancemeasurement
programisalsoexemptfromlevylimitsfortaxes, iflevylimitsareineffect; and

WHEREAS, TheCityofRamsey hasadoptedandimplementedatleast 10ofthe
performancemeasures, asdevelopedbytheCouncilonLocalResultsandInnovation, and a
systemtousethisinformationtohelpplan, budget, manageandevaluateprogramsandprocesses
foroptimalfutureoutcomes; and

NOWTHEREFORE, BEITRESOLVEDBYTHECITYCOUNCILOFTHECITYOF
RAMSEY, ANOKACOUNTY, STATEOFMINNESOTA, asfollows:  

1) TheCityofRamseywillcontinuetoreporttheresultsoftheperformancemeasurestoits
citizenrybytheendoftheyearthroughpublication, directmailing, postingonthe
city’s/county’swebsite, orthroughapublichearingatwhichthebudgetandlevywillbe
discussedandpublicinputallowed.  

2) TheCityCouncilofRamseywillsubmittotheOfficeoftheStateAuditortheactual
resultsoftheperformancemeasuresadoptedbythecity/county.  

ThemotionfortheadoptionoftheforegoingresolutionwasdulysecondedbyCouncilmember
Kuzmaanduponvotebeingtakenthereon, thefollowingvotedinfavorthereof:  

MayorStrommen
CouncilmemberLeTourneau
CouncilmemberKuzma
CouncilmemberJohns
CouncilmemberRiley
CouncilmemberShryock
CouncilmemberWilliams



andthefollowingvotedagainstthesame:  

None

andthefollowingabstained:  

None

andthefollowingwereabsent:  

None

WhereuponsaidresolutionwasdeclareddulypassedandadoptedbytheRamseyCityCouncil
ththisthe14 dayofJune, 2016.  

Mayor

ATTEST:  

CityClerk

Resolution #16-06-107
Page2of2



Category Measure 2012 2013 2014 2015

1 Rating of the overall quality of services provided by your city Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

2 Percent change in the taxable property market value -7.82% -0.74% 12.76% 4.50%

3 Citizens' rating of the overall appearance of the city Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

4 Nuisance code enforcement cases per 1,000 population 6.31 9.72 14.40 15.48

5 Number of library visits per 1,000 population NA NA NA NA

6 Bond rating AA+ AA+ AA+ AA+

7 Citizens' rating of city recreational programs and facilities Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

8 Accuracy of post election audit (% of ballots counted accurately) 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

9 P I and II Crime Rates (per 1000) 22.20/26.30 17.3/25.43 15.01/27.16 1 year lag

10 Part I and II Crime Clearance Rates (per 1000) 41.00% 51.00% 46.00% 1 year lag

11 Citizens' rating of safety in their community (survey) Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

12 Average police response time (emergency calls) 8:36 No Data No Data 4:33

13 Insurance industry rating of fire services ISO 4/7 ISO 4/7 ISO 5/7 ISO 5/7

14 Citizens' rating of the quality of fire protection services Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

15 Average fire response time 8:05 8:24 8:12 8:27

16 Fire calls per 1,000 population 13.20 10.98 16.50 12.46

17 Number of fires with loss resulting in investigation 29.00 34.00 27.00 16.00

18 EMS calls per 1,000 2.50 4.56 4.70 5.55

19 Emergency Medical Services average response time 0.34 0.26 6:85 6:51

20 Average city street pavement condition rating Paser Scale (1-10) 7.50 7.25 7.40 7.50

21 Citizens' rating of the road conditions in their City Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

22 Expenditures for road rehabilitation per paved lane mile rehab.  Does not 

include minor upkeed (pot holes, patching, etc.)

$1,941.00 $1,350.00 $10,628.00 $41,700.00 

23 Percentage of all jurisdiction lane miles rehabilitated in the yr 12.00% 8.00% 12.00% 9.00%

24 Average hours to complete road system during snow event 8.00 8.90 7.61 8.20

25 Citizens' rating of the quality of snowplowing on city streets Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

26 Citizens' rating of water dependability and quality (survey) Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

27 Operating cost per 1,000,000 gallons of water pumped/produced $895.00 $1,080.48 $1,010.91 $992.00 

28 Citizens' rating of the dependability and quality of city sanitary sewer service Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey Citizen Survey

29 Number of sewer blockages on city system per 100 connections 0 0 0 0

Ramsey: Standard Measures 2015

Water

Sanitary 

Sewer

Fire & 

EMS

Police

General

Streets







% Increase in Taxable 

Mkt Value

How would you 

rate the overall 

appearance of the 

city? 

How would you 

describe your 

overall feeling of 

safety in the city? 

How would you rate 

the overall quality of 

fire protection 

services in the city? 

How would you 

rate the overall 

condition of city 

streets? 

How would you rate 

the overall quality of 

snowplowing on city 

streets? 

How would you rate the 

dependability and overall 

quality of city sanitary 

sewer service? 

How would you rate the 

dependability and overall 

quality of the city water 

supply? 

How would you rate the overall quality 

of city recreational programs and 

facilities (e.g. parks, trails, park 

facilities, etc.) 

How would you rate the 

overall quality of services 

provided by the city? 

% Increase in Mkt Value 7.83%7.83%7.83%7.83%

TallyTallyTallyTally

Excellent/Very Safe 10 63 42 9 18 39 33 19 18

Good/Somewhat Safe 60 34 38 63 57 44 39 40 59

Fair/Somewhat Unsafe 28 2 3 25 22 4 12 24 20

Poor/Very Unsafe 2 2 0 4 3 1 2 14 2

Don't know 1 0 18 0 1 13 15 4 2

PercentagePercentagePercentagePercentage

Excellent/Very Safe 9.9% 62.4% 41.6% 8.9% 17.8% 38.6% 32.7% 18.8% 17.8%

Good/Somewhat Safe 59.4% 33.7% 37.6% 62.4% 56.4% 43.6% 38.6% 39.6% 58.4%

Fair/Somewhat Unsafe 27.7% 2.0% 3.0% 24.8% 21.8% 4.0% 11.9% 23.8% 19.8%

Poor/Very Unsafe 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 4.0% 3.0% 1.0% 2.0% 13.9% 2.0%

Don't know 1.0% 0.0% 17.8% 0.0% 1.0% 12.9% 14.9% 4.0% 2.0%

Excellent or Good 96.0% 79.2% 71.3% 74.3% 82.2% 71.3% 58.4% 76.2%









Resolution 2016-009

Accepting St. Joseph' s
Performance Measures Survey Results

Whereas, pursuant to Minnesota Statute 6. 91 the St. Joseph City Council has adopted performance and
output measures recommended by the State of Minnesota' s Council on Local Results and Innovation and
desires to continue with recommended performance measure guidelines and practices.

Now therefore be it resolved, the St. Joseph City Council adopted the following performance
measures initiatives:

1.   That the City has adopted and implemented the minimum 10 performance measures developed
by the Council on Local Results and Innovation.

2.   That the City has implemented a local performance measurement system as developed by the
Council on Local Results and Innovation.

3.   That the City will report the results of the 10 adopted measures to its residents before the end of
2016 on the City' s Website.

4.   That the City has surveyed its residents on the services included in the performance
benchmarks and intends to periodically ( at least biennially) repeat the survey of its residents
to gauge changes in the performance benchmarks.

5.   That the City accepting the results of the performance measures survey conducted in 2016.

Adopted this 18th day of April, 2016.

L.`"&)   C'QAjj)(r
Rick Schultz, Mayor

Jud     - yrens,   dministr. or



City of St. Joseph

Performance Measurement Survey Results - Charts
April 18, 2016

How many years have you lived in this cit,

Total

Years in City Respondents Number of Years in City Individual Responses
00- 05 years 2 2{ 13}, 5{ 1}

06- 10 years 3 7{ 1}, 8{ 1}, 10{ 1}

11- 15 years 2 11{ 2}

16- 20 years 2 16{ 1}, 17{ 1}

21- 30 years 3 22{ 1}, 23{ 1}, 24{ 1}

31- 40 years 0

40 years 2 45{ 1}, 60{ 1}

How would you rate the overall appearance of the city.

Overall appearance of city

o% o%

14%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

How would you rate the fiscal management and health of the cit,

Fiscal health

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

14%

11 Page



How would you describe your overall feeling of safety in the cit,

Police services

Very Safe

Somewhat Safe

How would you rate the overall quality of fire protection services in the city?

Fire protection

00i 0%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

21 Page



How would you rate the overall condition of city streets?

Street condition

0% 0%

Excellent

43%     Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

How would you rate the overall quality of snowplowing on city streets?

Snow plowing

o%

14% 
Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

31 Page



How would you rate the dependability and overall quali ,  of city sanitary sewer
service?

0%      Sanitary sewer service

0%       
0%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

How would you rate the dependability and overall quality of the city water supply?

Water service

Excellent

0%  Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

41 Page



How would you rate the overall quality of city recreational programs and facilities
e. g. narks, trails, park facilities, etc.)?

Parks and Recreation

o%
o%

Excellent
21%

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the cit,

Overall quality of services

0%

14% 
Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don' t Know

51 Page



14 respondents

City of St. Joseph

Performance Measurement Survey Results - Comments
April 18, 2016

The following comments were received from survey respondents.

Streets/ Plowing Services Comments:

Some roads could use repair, also more roads should be constructed connecting the west side of

town with the north (area by county road 75 with the elementary school) to not have to drive

through town when going that way.

We don' t need " Field Street". Fix our existing roads instead.

Utility Services Comments:

Our water smells like chlorine bad.

Parks and Recreation Comments:

Need a bathroom at Klinefelter Park.

Other City Services Comments:

I think our website is not good.

I would like to see more information on the city website. Look at City of St. Cloud, they have
everything. Maybe even connect with businesses looking for help. You can' t even look up past
council meetings.

General Comments:

City fees are too high because we have no commercial or industrial properties to help carry the

tax burden. Treat big companies nicely to get them to invest in St. Joseph instead of going to

other cities because we are so stubborn about meeting the city expectations or we don' t need
you here.

The city council seems to forget the limited financial capacity of its constituents. This past

couple of years we have built a new water plant, and tower and spent time and money on the

planning of a huge water park when many were looking for a splash pad. They also purchased
the old Kennedy Elementary for a senior center, and finally we are building a new Government
Center. The city personnel do a good job maintaining the city, but the council needs to be

concerned about the payments necessary to complete and manage these projects.

The taxes are high because too much money is being spent...just my opinion.

I would question the priorities of the city council. I do not understand why we are considering
things like waterparks instead of more important issues.

Please Do Not use assessments for maintenance and repair items ever. (Budget items) Special

assessments are one of the ways a local government may collect money to pay for local
improvements. Since when are repairs and maintenance an " Improvement"? This is a below

the belt government tactic to get things done!

61 Page
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www.cityofstjoseph. com

Administrator July 27, 2016

Judy Weyrens
Office of the State Auditor VIA: EMAIL

Performance Measurement Program

Mayor

Rick Schultz RE: 2015 CITY OF ST. JOSEPH PERFORMANCE MEASURE PROGRAM

Councilors To Whom It May Concern:

Matt Killam

Bob Loso The following performance measurement should be added to the performance

Renee Symanietz measures submitted for the year 2015 for the City of St. Joseph:

Dale Wick
Taxable Market Value Increase

Assessment Year 2014 [ Pay 2015] 3, 233, 970

Assessment Year 2015 [ Pay 2016] 3, 342, 661 ( 3. 36% increase)

If you have any questions please call me at 363- 7201.

Sin

erttAa-deg--"'"d
Lori Bartlett

Finance Director

zs College Avenue North  •  PO Box 668  •  Saint Joseph ,  Minnesota 56374
Phone 3zo. 363. 7zoi Fax 3zo. 363. 0342

















How would you rate the overall appearance of 

the city?

# saying Excellent 67

# saying Good 214

# saying Fair 49

# saying Poor 5

# saying Don't know 3

Total Responses 338

% saying Excellent 20%
% saying Good 63%
% saying Fair 14%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 1%

Overall appearance of city

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you describe your overall feeling of 

safety in the city?

# saying Very Safe 175

# saying Somewhat Safe 148

# saying Somewhat unsafe 7

# saying Very Unsafe 4

# saying Don't know 4

Total Responses 338

% saying Very Safe 52%
% saying Somewhat Safe 44%
% saying Somewhat unsafe 2%
% saying Very Unsafe 1%
% saying Don't know 1%

Feeling of safety

% saying Very Safe % saying Somewhat Safe % saying Somewhat unsafe

% saying Very Unsafe % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of fire 

protection services in the city?

# saying Excellent 132

# saying Good 131

# saying Fair 6

# saying Poor 4

# saying Don't know 64

Total Responses 337

% saying Excellent 39%
% saying Good 39%
% saying Fair 2%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 19%

Quality of fire protection

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall condition of 

city streets?

# saying Excellent 17

# saying Good 148

# saying Fair 133

# saying Poor 37

# saying Don't know 1

Total Responses 336

% saying Excellent 5%
% saying Good 44%
% saying Fair 40%
% saying Poor 11%
% saying Don't know 0%

Overall condition of city streets

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 

snowplowing on city streets?

# saying Excellent 41

# saying Good 161

# saying Fair 87

# saying Poor 49

# saying Don't know 1

Total Responses 339

% saying Excellent 12%
% saying Good 47%
% saying Fair 26%
% saying Poor 14%
% saying Don't know 0%

Overall quality of snowplowing

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and 

overall quality of city sanitary sewer service?

# saying Excellent 128

# saying Good 165

# saying Fair 13

# saying Poor 4

# saying Don't know 28

Total Responses 338

% saying Excellent 38%
% saying Good 49%
% saying Fair 4%
% saying Poor 1%
% saying Don't know 8%

Dependability and quality of city sewer

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the dependability and 

overall quality of the city water supply?

# saying Excellent 122

# saying Good 162

# saying Fair 30

# saying Poor 10

# saying Don't know 13

Total Responses 337

% saying Excellent 36%
% saying Good 48%
% saying Fair 9%
% saying Poor 3%
% saying Don't know 4%

Dependability and quality of city water

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



How would you rate the overall quality of 

services provided by the city?

# saying Excellent 54

# saying Good 210

# saying Fair 53

# saying Poor 13

# saying Don't know 8

Total Responses 338

% saying Excellent 16%
% saying Good 62%
% saying Fair 16%
% saying Poor 4%
% saying Don't know 2%

Overall quality of city services

% saying Excellent % saying Good % saying Fair % saying Poor % saying Don't know



18.18% 14

81.82% 63

Q1 Do you live within Neighborhood 4 as
seen in the map below (You do not have to

live within Neighborhood 4 to take the
survey)?

Answered: 77 Skipped: 2

Total 77

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

46.15% 36

35.90% 28

17.95% 14

Q2 What age group are you in?
Answered: 78 Skipped: 1

Total 78

17 and under

18-25

26-45

46-65

66+

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

17 and under

18-25

26-45

46-65

66+

Q3 How often do you visit the following
parks?

1 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



Answered: 78 Skipped: 1

33.33%
26

53.85%
42

1.28%
1

0.00%
0

11.54%
9

 
78

 
2.03

76.71%
56

20.55%
15

1.37%
1

0.00%
0

1.37%
1

 
73

 
1.29

Val Smith

Eastside Kiddie

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 Never Few times during the year Once a month More than once a month Weekly Total Weighted Average

Val Smith

Eastside Kiddie

Q4 What are some reasons that bring you to
Val Smith park and which amenities do you

use? Please mark all that apply.
Answered: 52 Skipped: 27

Playground Horseshoes Basketball Ice skating/hockey Trails

Volleyball Park Shelter Baseball/softball Family get together/picnics

walking/biking/jogging

Val Smith

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 Playground Horseshoes Basketball Ice
skating/hockey

Trails Volleyball Park
Shelter

Baseball/softball Family get
together/picnics

walking/biking/jogging Total
Respondents

2 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



46.15%
24

5.77%
3

13.46%
7

30.77%
16

26.92%
14

7.69%
4

34.62%
18

34.62%
18

36.54%
19

28.85%
15

 
52

Val
Smith

Q5 What are some reasons that bring you to
Eastside Kiddie park and which amenities

do you use? Please mark all that apply.
Answered: 21 Skipped: 58

57.14%
12

23.81%
5

38.10%
8

28.57%
6

52.38%
11

 
21

Playground Basketball Open space Family get together/picnics

Walking/biking/jogging

Eastside Kiddie

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 Playground Basketball Open space Family get together/picnics Walking/biking/jogging Total Respondents

Eastside Kiddie

Q6 Please rate your happiness with the
amenities offered at each park (1 being very

unhappy and 5 being very happy)
Answered: 56 Skipped: 23

1.79%
1

10.71%
6

25.00%
14

35.71%
20

26.79%
15

 
56

 
3.75

10.53%
4

7.89%
3

47.37%
18

21.05%
8

13.16%
5

 
38

 
3.18

Val Smith

Eastside Kiddie

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 1 2 3 4 5 Total Weighted Average

Val Smith

Eastside Kiddie

Q7 What are the top three priorities for Val

3 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



50.00% 28

16.07% 9

33.93% 19

35.71% 20

3.57% 2

16.07% 9

30.36% 17

7.14% 4

21.43% 12

28.57% 16

17.86% 10

16.07% 9

Smith park?
Answered: 56 Skipped: 23

Total Respondents: 56  

Playground
(additional...

Community
garden

Trail
maintenance ...

Additional
picnic...

Public art
(sculptures,...

Additional
recycling an...

Additional
trees/shade

More
maintenance...

Additional
landscaping...

Lighting

Enacting an
ordinance to...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Playground (additional equipment, upgrade current equipment)

Community garden

Trail maintenance or additional trail connections

Additional picnic tables/benches

Public art (sculptures, paintings)

Additional recycling and trash receptacles

Additional trees/shade

More maintenance (weed cutting, tree trimming, garbage removal)

Additional landscaping (shrubs, gardens, other plantings)

Lighting

Enacting an ordinance to be smoke free

Other (please specify)

Q8 What are the top three priorities for
Eastside Kiddie park?

Answered: 36 Skipped: 43

4 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



61.11% 22

11.11% 4

44.44% 16

5.56% 2

13.89% 5

27.78% 10

8.33% 3

11.11% 4

22.22% 8

27.78% 10

13.89% 5

Total Respondents: 36  

Playground
(additional...

Community
garden

Additional
picnic...

Public art
(sculptures,...

Additional
recycling an...

Additional
trees/shade

More
maintenance...

Additional
landscaping...

Lighting

Enacting an
ordinance to...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Playground (additional equipment, upgrade current equipment)

Community garden

Additional picnic tables/benches

Public art (sculptures, paintings)

Additional recycling and trash receptacles

Additional trees/shade

More maintenance (weed cutting, tree trimming, garbage removal)

Additional landscaping (shrubs, gardens, other plantings)

Lighting

Enacting an ordinance to be smoke free

Other (please specify)

Q9 What are some reasons that keep you
from visiting Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie

Park? Please mark all that apply.
Answered: 61 Skipped: 18

5 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



13.11% 8

39.34% 24

45.90% 28

3.28% 2

8.20% 5

16.39% 10

19.67% 12

Total Respondents: 61  

Too busy/not
interested

Use other
facilities

Location

Unsafe/security
is insufficient

Facilities are
not well...

Amenities
offered don'...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too busy/not interested

Use other facilities

Location

Unsafe/security is insufficient

Facilities are not well maintained

Amenities offered don't match needs

Other (please specify)

Q10 Please share any final ideas on how Val
Smith and Eastside Kiddie can be improved

and enjoyed by more people of all
demographics, ages, and abilities.

Answered: 24 Skipped: 55

6 / 6

Park Survey: Val Smith and Eastside Kiddie Parks SurveyMonkey



City of Sartell  -  2015 Report - Supplemental 
City ISO Rating - 4 
Taxable Market Value Increased From Pay 2015 to Pay 2016 by 5.03% 











CITY OF SHOREWOOD

RESOLUTION NO.16 -046

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING PERFORMANCE MEASURES

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature created a Council on Local Results and
Innovation ; and

WHEREAS, benefits to the City of Shorewood for participation in the Minnesota
Council on Local Results and Innovation's comprehensive performance measurement program

are outlined in MS 6. 91 and include eligibility for a reimbursement as set by State statute; and

WHEREAS, The City Council of Shorewood has adopted and implemented at leastl 0 of

the performance measures, as developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation, and a
system to use this information to help plan, budget, manage and evaluate programs and processes
for optimal future outcomes; and

WHEREAS, the City of Shorewood desires to participate in the program; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Shorewood will continue to
report the results of the performance measures to its citizenry by the end of the year through

publishing, direct mailing, posting on the city's web site, or through a public hearing at which
the budget and levy will be discussed and public input will be allowed. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The City of Shorewood will submit to the Office of the State

Auditor the actual results of the performance measures adopted by the city /county. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHOREWOOD this 27th day of
June, 2016. 

ATTEST: 

Jean Panchyshyn, City Clerk

Scott ZerbY, Y r

MLy



Performance Measures Results for 2016 
 
 

General  Excellent  Good  Fair   Poor  Don’t Know 

1. Overall Quality   
17% 

 
62% 

 
14% 

 
6% 

 
2% 

2.  % Change 
Taxable Value 

 
+7.6 

       

3.  Overall 
Appearance 

 
21% 

 
61% 

 
16% 

 
1% 

 
1% 

Police Services           

4.  Rating of Safety  Very Safe 
 
65% 

Somewhat 
Safe 
28% 

Neither Safe 
nor Unsafe 
6% 

Somewhat 
Unsafe 
1% 

Very Unsafe
 
0% 

Fire Services           

5.  Fire Quality  25%  30%  4%  0%  41% 

Streets           

6.  Rating Road 
Condition 

 
8% 

 
50% 

 
31% 

 
10% 

 
2% 

7.  Snowplowing  25%  48%  18%  4%  5% 

Water           

8. Dependability & 
quality of water 

 
39% 

 
45% 

 
10% 

 
4% 

 
2% 

Sanitary Sewer           

9.  Dependability & 
quality of sewer 

 
17% 

 
52% 

 
8% 

 
1% 

 
22% 

Parks & Recreation           

10. Quality of 
recreation 
programs & 
facilities 

 
22% 

 
41% 

 
5% 

 
1% 

 
31% 

 
 





Annual Performance Measures Review 
   2011  2012  2013  2014  2015 

General                

Percent change in the taxable property value 
‐

6.40%
‐

7.83% ‐9.65%  6.83% 13.01%

Number of Library Visits per 1,000 population  n/a n/a n/a 
  

9,322 
  

8,340 

Bond Rating AA AA  AA AA AA  AA AA+

               

Streets              

Average city street pavement condition rating  62 62
   

73.00  
  

70.71 
  

61.40 

Average hours to complete road system during snow event  n/a n/a
   

2,579  
  

1,651 
  

849 

               

Police Services              

Part I Crimes  204
      
113  

   
105  

  
78 

  
128 

Part II Crimes  304
      
283  

   
198  

  
210 

  
290 

Total Crimes per 1,000 population 
   
46.73  

   
36.43  

     
26.20  

     
24.35  

     
34.59  

               

Fire & EMS Services              

Insurance industry rating of fire services  4 4
   

4  
  

4 
  

4 

Average fire response time (minutes)  1 1
   

1  
  

2 
  

1 

Fire calls per 1,000 population  31.0 31.6 30.4  31.7 30.6

Total Fire Calls  337 344 352  375 370

               

Water              

Operating costs per 1,000,000 Gallons of water pumped/produced  $4,748 $4,748 $3,917  $4,362 $6,156

               

Total Population  10,621 10,873
   
11,563  

   
11,827 

   
12,085 

 













BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONBRS
Anoka County, Minnesotø

DATE: June 28,2016 RESOLUTION #2016-76

OFFERED BY COMMISSIONER: Schulte

RESOLUTION ADOPTING
PERFORMAI\CE MEASUREMENT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of 2010 Minnesota Laws Chapter 389, Article 2,
Sections I and 2 ("2010 Law"), the Minnesota State Legislature developed a Performance Measurement
Program that is voluntary for counties and cities; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the 2010Law,the Council on Local Results and Innovation submitted a
recommended standard set of 'Model Performance Measures for Counties,' a copy of which is on file in
the office of the Anoka County administrator; and,

WHEREAS, there are direct financial impacts for participation in this program; and,

WHEREAS, participation in the Performance Measurement Program will allow the county to be
better prepared for enhanced or expanded performance measurement initiatives from the State of
Minnesota; and,

WHEREAS, implementing an outcomes-based system of program evaluation is in the best interests
of every Minnesota citizen and local govemments that desire to maximize public resources and enhance
the quality of life in their communities to the fullest extent possible:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED thatthe Anoka County Board of Commissioners desires
to participate in the Performance Measurement Program and hereby adopts the 'Model Performance
Measures for Counties,' which are on file in the office of the Anoka County administrator.

STATE OF MINNESOTA)
couNTY oF ANOKA ) tt

I, Jerry Soma, County Administrator,
Anoka County, Minnesota, hereby certi$r that I
have compared the foregoing copy of the
resolution of the county board of said county with
the original record thereof on file in the
Administration Office, Anoka County,
Minnesota, as stated in the minutes of the
proceedings of said board at a meeting duly held
on June 28,2016, and that the same is a true and
çorrect copy of said original record and of the
whole thereof, and that said resolution was duly
passed by said board at said meeting,

June 2016
Witness-.¡n¡þand and qfll this 28th day of

Drsrnrcr#l -Loor

Drsrrucr #2 - Bneesreo

Drsrzucr #3 - Wpsr

Drsrrucr #4 - Kononx

Drsrrucr #5 - Ge¡vacHp

Dtsrruct #6 - Srvene¡es

Drsrrucr #7 - ScHuLre
JERRY SOMA

COLINTY ADMINISTRATOR

YES

X

NO

X

X

X

X

X



RESOLUTION #2016-76
Page2

Frunatio¡r|Þ,,ffirarn

Public Safetv:
Deputy Response lime (TÌme ¡t takes on top-priority calls from dispatch to the
first officer on scene.)

EXIIIBIT

Anoka County
201 5 Performence Measurement Outcomes

Frobatlon / Correctlons:
Percent of aclult,offenders with a new felony conviction within three years of
discharge

Publlc Works:

Hours to plow complete system during a snow event

Average county pavement condition rating

Public Health:
Life Expectancy generally and by sex
- Male
- Female

@!e
WorKo¡ce participation rate for MFIP participants

Partici¡5ants serued in MFIP and DWP
Percentage of children where there is a recurrence of maltreatment within 12

months following an intervention

Taxatlon:
Level of assessment ratio (lf the median ratio falls between 90% and 105%, the
/eyel of assessmenf is deterrnined to be acceptable)
Met turn-around time of 10 days for recording, indexing and returning real estate
documents

Electlons:
Accuracy of post-election audit (Percentage of ballots counted accurately.)

Veterans' Services:
Percent of veterans surveyed who said their questions were answered when
seeking benefit information from their County Veterans' Office

Parks:
Annual number of visits
Annual number of rounds at Chomonix
Annual Beach Attendance at the Aquatic Centers

Librarv:
Number of annual visits (/nciudes physical and mobile vrstts )

Measurements

5 min 59 sec

6-8 hours day shift
8-10 hours night shift

67

80.6 yrs - Est
78.3 yrs - Est
82.9 yrs - Est

38.90/o

2,524

12 out of 276 cases (4.2o/o)

23o/o

93.54o/o

100o/o

Non-election year

100o/o

3,900,000
28,761

120,04Q

1,720,108



 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 CARVER COUNTY, MINNESOTA 
  
DATE       June 21, 2016                                                         RESOLUTION NO.____35-16_______________________  
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER__Lynch_______________               SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER___Maluchnik___________   
═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════ 

 
Performance Measurement Program, 2016 Report 
WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature created the Council on Local Results and Innovation in 2010; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Council on Local Results and Innovation developed a Performance Measurement Program 
that is voluntary for counties and cities to participate in; and 
 
WHEREAS, Carver County has elected to participate in the Performance Measurement Program since 
2011; and 
 
WHEREAS, there are direct financial impacts for participation in this program, $13,603 was received for 
2015; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County Board has adopted and implemented at least 10 of the performance measures, as 
developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation, and a system to use this information to help 
plan, budget, manage, and evaluate programs and processes for optimal future outcomes; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Carver County Board will continue to report the results of 
the performance measures to its citizens by the end of 2016. 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Carver County Board approves submission of the Carver County 
Performance Measures Report. 
 
 
    YES     ABSENT     NO 

 

Degler                                                                                            _____________________________  

Ische                                                                                              _____________________________ 

Lynch                                                                                              _____________________________  

Maluchnik                                                                         _____________________________ 

Workman                                                                                       _____________________________ 

 

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════ 

STATE OF MINNESOTA                                                                                             
COUNTY OF CARVER 
 

I, David Hemze, duly appointed and qualified County Administrator of the County of Carver, State of Minnesota, do hereby 
certify that I have compared the foregoing copy of this resolution with the original minutes of the proceedings of the Board of County 
Commissioners, Carver County, Minnesota, at its session held on the 21st day of June,  2016, now on file in the Administration office, 
and have found the same to be a true and correct copy thereof. 
 
 _________________________________________________ 

    County Administrator    

DocuSign Envelope ID: 1AC27759-9080-4095-8343-7B9FA4844247



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Program Year 2016 

Performance Measures  
 
 

 
 



About This Program 
The Minnesota State Legislature in 2010 created the Council on Local Results and Innovation to 
develop  standard  performance  measures  to  aid  residents,  taxpayers,  and  state  and  local 
elected  officials  in  determining  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  counties  and  cities  in 
providing services and measuring  residents’ opinion of  those services. The Council  released a 
standard  set  of  10  performance  measures  for  counties  and  created  a  comprehensive 
performance measurement system for counties to implement.  
 
Carver  County  voluntarily  agreed  to  participate  in  the  state’s  Performance  Measurement 
Program  in  2011  and  has  participated  each  year  since  that  time.  The  County  follows  the 
guidelines  sent out by  the Council and  receives Local Government Aid  reimbursement  for  its 
participation in the program. Carver County is one of 20 counties in the state (23 percent of all 
counties) that participate in the Performance Measurement Program. 
 
The Performance Measurement Program reinforces Carver County’s work to achieve its vision, 
mission, and goals listed and described as follows: 
 
Vision: Where the future embraces the past in keeping Carver County a great place to live, work 
and play for a lifetime. 
 
Mission:  To meet  the  service  requirements  and  special  needs  of  our  residents  in  a  fiscally 
responsible and caring way. We will plan  the county's growth  to preserve  its uniqueness and 
will encourage rural and urban compatibility. We will protect our history while planning  for a 
dynamic future. 
 
Goals  and  Outcome/Output  Measures:  Carver  County’s  Strategic  Plan  outlines  five  goals 
designed to serve as the foundation for all future strategies, work, and priorities of the County. 
Each year, the County Board works with County staff to develop an  Implementation Plan that 
outlines outcome/output measures that address the following five goals: 

 Communities Goal: Create and maintain safe, healthy, and livable communities. 

 Connections Goal: Develop strong public partnerships and connect people to services 
and information. 

 Finances Goal: Improve the County’s financial health and economic profile. 

 Growth Goal: Manage the challenges and opportunities resulting from growth and 
development. 

 Culture Goal: Provide an organizational culture which fosters individual accountability 
to achieve goals and sustain public trust and confidence in County government. 

 
Within  this  Performance Measurement  and  Indicators  Report,  the  County’s  goal  statements 
related  to  Communities,  Connections,  Finances,  and  Growth  are  listed  with  one  or  more 
performance  measures  or  indicators  listed  under  the  goal.  No  performance  measures  or 
indicators for the Culture goal were included in this report since none of the state standards for 
performance measures align with the County’s goal statement related to Culture.  



Communities Goal 
Create and maintain safe, healthy, and livable communities. 
 

Public Safety Standard Measures 
Crime Rates and Response Times: One aspect of public safety is reflected in data submitted by 
the Minnesota  Bureau  of  Criminal Apprehensions  on  Part  I  and  Part  II  crimes  committed  in 
Carver  County.  Part  1  crimes  include:  homicide,  rape,  aggravated  assault,  burglary,  robbery, 
auto  theft,  theft,  and  arson.  Part  II  crimes  include:  other  assaults,  forgery,  fraud,  stolen 
property,  vandalism,  weapons,  prostitution,  other  sex  offenses,  narcotics,  gambling, 
family/children  crime, driving under  the  influence  (DUI),  liquor  laws, disorderly  conduct, and 
other offenses. The following table indicates Part I and Part II crime rates for Carver County and 
Carver County Deputy average response times for these types of crimes. The average response 
time  is  indicated  in minutes  from  the  time  the  call was dispatched  to  the  first  squad on  the 
scene for a top‐priority call for Part I and Part II crimes: 

 

 
Public Safety  

Year  Part I Crimes  Part II Crimes  Response Time In Minutes 

2011  896  1,802  3.22 

2012  865  1,627  3.06 

2013  818  1,587  4.53 

2014  865  1,645  3.36 

2015  928  1,789  2.89 

 
Adult Offenders New Felony Convictions: The  recidivism  rate  for  felony offenders  is another 
measure of public safety. Data from the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission  is used 
to determine the percent of adult offenders with a new felony conviction within three years of 
discharge. Pre‐trial supervision cases were excluded as these cases are not formal supervision, 
and different results are expected for cased placed on supervision post‐adjudication.  

 

   
Adult Offenders with New Felony Convictions Within 3 Years of Discharge 

Data Sample Analysis Year  Percent of Recidivism 

2007‐2008 Data Sample Analyzed in 2011  2.7% (1) 

2009‐2010 Data Sample Analyzed in 2012  6.3% (2) 

2010‐2011 Data Sample Analyzed in 2013  5.6% (3) 

2011‐2012 Data Sample Analyzed in 2014  4.0% (4) 

2012‐2013 Data Sample Analyzed in 2015  6.0% (5) 



(1) Sample generated  from a Court Services Tracking System  (CSTS) report of closed cases between 7/1/07 and 
6/30/08. Out of  the  sample of 621  cases, a  random  selection of every  sixth  case was  selected  to make an 
approximate 18% sample to track recidivism. 

 
(2) Sample generated from a Court Services Tracking System (CSTS) report of closed cases from 4/1/09 to 4/1/10. 

Out of  the  sample of 644  cases, every  fifth  case was  selected  to  total a  sample of 128 offenders, which  is 
approximately a 20% sample. Recidivism was tracked on these cases. Eight offenders reoffended at a felony 
level. 

 
(3) Sample generated from a Court Services Tracking System (CSTS) report of closed cases from 6/1/10 to 6/1/11. 

Out of  the  sample of 539  cases, every  fifth  case was  selected  to  total a  sample of 107 offenders, which  is 
approximately a 20%  sample. Recidivism was  tracked on  these  cases.  Six offenders  reoffended at a  felony 
level. 

 
(4) Sample generated from Court Services Tracking System (CSTS) report of closed cases from 6/1/11 to 6/1/12. 

Out  of  the  sample  of  537  cases,  the  first  three  pages  of  clients were  selected  to  total  a  sample  of  125 
offenders,  which  is  approximately  a  23%  sample.  Recidivism  was  tracked  on  these  cases.  Five  offenders 
reoffended at a felony level. 

 

(5) Sample generated from a Court Services Tracking System (CSTS) report of closed cases from 6/1/12 to 6/1/13. 
Out of  the  sample of 540  cases,  random  clients were  selected  to  total a  sample of 79 offenders, which  is 
approximately a 15% sample.  Recidivism was tracked on these cases.  5 offenders reoffended at a felony level. 

 

 
Public Health/Social Services Standard Measures 
Tobacco and Alcohol Use:   In assessing the health of the County, areas of focus for the Public 
Health Department have  included tobacco use and excessive alcohol use by County residents. 
The department uses the County Health Rankings to obtain information on tobacco and alcohol 
use by County residents.  
 
The table below compares the percentage of County residents who use tobacco with the state 
average,  and  it  compares  the  percentage  of  County  residents who  drink  alcohol  excessively 
with the state average. 
 

 

Tobacco and Excessive Alcohol Use 
Year  Carver County  

Tobacco Use    
Minnesota  
Tobacco Use 

Carver County 
Excessive Alcohol Use 

Minnesota  
Excessive Alcohol Use 

2011  15%  19%  20%  20% 

2012  15%  18%  22%  19% 

2013  15%  17%  25%  20% 

2014  14%  16%  26%  19% 

2015  13%  16%  26%  19% 

 
 



Low‐Birth‐Weight  Births:  Another  measure  of  a  healthy  community  is  reflected  in  the 
percentage  of  low‐birth‐weight  births  that  occur  each  year.  Data  from  the  Minnesota 
Department of Health and the County Health Rankings provide information on the percentage 
of low‐birth‐weight babies born to County residents.  
As  the  table  below  indicates,  the  percentage  of  low‐birth‐weight  births  in  the  County  has 
remained consistently below the state average from 2011‐2015. 
 

 

Low‐Birth‐Weight Births 

Year  Carver County    Minnesota 

2011  5.6%  6.5% 

2012  5.3%  6.5% 

2013  5.7%  6.5% 

2014  5.7%  6.5% 

2015  5.7%  6.5% 

 
 
Maltreatment of Children: The safety of children in terms of the prevention of child abuse and 
neglect  is  also  a measure  of  a  community’s  health  and  safety.  County  records  are  used  to 
determine  the percent of children where  there  is a  recurrence of maltreatment  following an 
intervention. The measures indicated in the table below follow federal measurement guidelines 
used to determine the percentage of children who were victims of substantiated or  indicated 
child  abuse  and/or  neglect  during  the  reporting  period  that  had  another  substantiated  or 
indicated report within 12 months. 
 

   
Maltreatment of Children Recurrence 

Year  Percent of Recurrence of Child Abuse and/or Neglect in 12‐Month Period 

2011  9.4% 

2012  0% 

2013  0% 

2014  0% 

2015  2.1% 

 
 
Elections Standard Measures 
Accuracy  of  Post‐Election  Audit:  One measure  of  a  liveable  community  is  participation  in 
elections  and  confidence  in  the  accuracy  of  election  results. Minnesota  counties  perform  a 
post‐election audit of election results returned by the optical scan ballot counters used in state 



general elections.  The  review  is  a hand  count of  the ballots  for each eligible election  in  the 
precinct compared with the results from the voting system used in the precinct. The following 
table indicates the percentage of accuracy for the past three state elections.  
 

   
Election Results Accuracy Base on Post‐Election Audit 

Year  Percentage of Accuracy 

2010  100% 

2012  100% 

2014  100% 

 
 
Environment Standard Measures 
Collection of Hazardous Household Waste and Electronics: Hazardous waste can contaminate 
the  soil  and/or water  supply  if  not  disposed  of  property,  posing  a  threat  to  health  and  the 
environment. Recycling  rates  for hazardous household waste and electronic provide another 
measure of a healthy community.  
 
The Carver County  Environmental Center  records  the  total  tonnage  of  hazardous  household 
waste  and  electronics  collected  for  recycling.  The  following  table  lists  the  tonnage  for 
electronics recycled in the County and the combined total for hazardous household waste and 
electronics.  
 

 

Hazardous Household Waste and Electronics Collected  

Year 
Electronics 
Recycled 

Hazardous Household 
Waste 

Total Hazardous Household Waste and 
Electronics Recycled 

2011  286 tons  203 tons  489 tons 

2012  276 tons  212 tons  488 tons 

2013  316 tons  210 tons  526 tons 

2014  292 tons  214 tons  506 tons 

2015  292 tons  228 tons  520 tons 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Connections Goal 
Develop strong public partnerships and connect people to services and information. 

 
Social Services Standard Measures 
Workforce Participation Rates: The Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) is the state’s 
welfare reform program for low‐income families with children. It helps families work their way 
out  of  poverty  by  expecting,  supporting,  and  rewarding work.  Direct  benefits  include  food 
support and cash assistance. MFIP clients also receive Medical Assistance (MA), child care help, 
and  employment  services.   When  most  families  first  apply  for  cash  assistance,  they  will 
participate in the Diversionary Work Program, or DWP. This is a four‐month program that helps 
parents  go  immediately  to  work  rather  than  receive  welfare.  Connecting  MFIP/DWP 
participants  to  services  and  information  so  they  can  become  self‐sufficient  through 
employment is one measure of strong public partnerships. 
 
The  table  below  reflects  data  from  the Minnesota  Department  of  Human  Services  on  the 
percent of MFIP/DWP  adult  residents of  the County who  are working 30 or more hours per 
week or are off cash assistance three years after beginning the program. 
 

 
Workforce Participation Rate for MFIP/DWP Participants 

Year  Percentage Working or Off Cash Assistance After Three Years 

2011  50.1% 

2012  55.4% 

2013  52.8% 

2014  53.8% 

2015  48.1% 

 
 
Library Standard Measures 
Library  Use:  Another  measure  of  the  County’s  efforts  to  connect  people  to  services  and 
information is reflected in the number of annual visits to County libraries. The County’s Library 
System  consists  of  six  public  branch  libraries  in  the  communities  of  Chanhassen,  Chaska, 
Norwood Young America, Victoria, Waconia and Watertown, a  law  library at the Government 
Center in Chaska, and four express library locations in Carver, Cologne, Mayer and Victoria.  
 
The  following table reflects the number of Library visits using County records to compare the 
total population, total number of visits per year, and the number of visits per 1,000 residents. 
 
 



 
Library Annual Visits  

Year  County Population  Total Library Visits  Visits per 1,000 Residents 

2011  92,104  584,998  6.4 

2012  93,584  580,242  6.2 

2013  95,463  557,219  5.8 

2014  97,162  551,358  5.7 

2015  98,714  535,064  5.4 

 
 
Veterans Services Standard Measures 
Veterans  Benefits:    A main  purpose  of  the  County’s  Veterans  Services Office  is  to  connect 
veterans and their families with the benefits they are entitled to receive. One measure of the 
County’s ability  to connect veterans  to  the services and  information  they need  is reflected  in 
the total number of dollars brought  into the County as benefits for veterans. The table below 
reflects those totals for federal and state programs.  
 

 
Veterans Benefits  

 

Year 

Federal: 
Compensation 
& Pension 

Federal: 
Education & 
Vocation Rehab 

Federal: 
Insurance & 
Indemnities 

Federal: 
Medical 
Care 

State:  
Soldiers 
Assistance  

2012  $7,460,000  $1,662,000  $489,000  $7,880,000  $11,914 

2013  $8,791,000  $1,705,000  $419,000  $9,063,000  $19,610 

2014  $10,071,324  $1,829,524  $288,026  $8,212,363  $15,797 

2015  $10,251,000  $1,783,000  $458,000  $9,457,000  $57,069 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Finances Goal 
Improve the County’s financial health and economic profile. 

 
Financial Standard Measures 
Bond Ratings: One  indication of a county’s financial health  is  its bond rating. Bond ratings are 
expressed as letters ranging from “AAA,” which is the highest grade, to “C,” also referred to as 
“Junk,” which  is  the  lowest  grade. An  issuer  that  is  rated AAA has  an exceptional degree of 
creditworthiness and can easily meet its financial commitments. 
 
Carver County’s  ratings  shown  in  the  table below were  issued by Standard and Poor’s  (S&P) 
Rating Services.  
 

 
Bond Ratings 

Year  S&P Rating 

2011  AAA 

2012  AAA 

2013  AAA 

2014  AAA 

2015  AAA 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Growth Goal 
Manage the challenges and opportunities resulting from growth and development. 

 
Taxation Standard Measures 
Level of Assessment Ratio: Carver County is among the fasted growing counties in the state. As 
the number of households in the County increases along with population growth, the challenge 
is to provide accurate property value assessments. The level of assessment ratio is an indication 
of  the  quality  and  accuracy  of  the  County’s  property  value  assessments.  It  is  based  on  the 
difference between a property’s assessed value and the actual sale price of the property. If the 
ratio falls between 90% and 105%, the level of assessment is determined to be acceptable. The 
following table shows the level of assessment ratio for all property types. 
 

 
Level of Assessment Ratio 

Year  Median Ratio Percent 

2011  94.7% 

2012  93.7% 

2013  96.3% 

2014  95.0% 

2015  94.2%* 
*Based on 2015 assessment for the sales during 2015, brought forward for 2016 assessment. 

 

 
Public Works Standard Measures 
Snow  Plowing:  As  the  County’s  population  has  increased,  so  has  traffic  on  its  County  road 
system. One of  the challenges  the County  faces  is  to meet  the  financial challenge associated 
with plowing 270 miles of roadway in a timely manner during snow events. The following table 
provides estimates of how much time it takes to plow all County roads each year. 
 

 
Snow Plowing –Hours to Plow County Road System 

Year  Range  Average 

2011  8‐10 hours  N/A 

2012  8‐10 hours  N/A 

2013  8‐10 hours  N/A 

2014  8‐10 hours  N/A 

2015*  5.5‐6.5 hours  5.45 hours 
*2015 was an abnormally light winter 

 



 
County Pavement Condition Rating: Another challenge brought about by increased use of the 
County’s road system is maintaining road pavement conditions.  The Public Works Division uses 
a rating of the surface quality of the pavement known as the Pavement Condition Index (PCI). 
The PCI uses a scale of 0 to 100 in which a rating of 85+ is Excellent, 55‐84 is Acceptable, and 0‐
55 is Failed. The table below shows that the pavement conditions for all County Roads for each 
year.  
 

 
Average County PCI Rating  

Year  Pavement Condition Index Rating 

2011  74.3 

2012  80.3 

2013  79.2 

2014  76.9 

2015  76.1 
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Enclosure 1

Crime
Actual 

Offenses
Cleared by 

Arrest
Actual 

Offenses2
Cleared by 

Arrest2
Actual 

Offenses3
Cleared by 

Arrest3
Murder 0 0 1 1 0 0
Rape 3 2 3 2 0 0
Robbery 0 0 0 0 0 0
Assault 8 4 3 3 8 6
Burglary 23 3 29 2 19 6
Larceny 52 6 57 12 49 6
Auto Theft 4 2 5 0 13 4
Total w/o Arson 90 19 98 20 89 21
Total w/ Arson 90 19 99 20 90 22
Other Assaults 35 27 29 20 37 25
Forgery/Counterfeit 4 3 1 0 0 0
Fraud 64 28 66 33 46 23
Embezzlement 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stolen Property 0 0 2 1 10 5
Vandalism 30 3 33 3 17 2
Weapons 2 1 0 0 7 6
Prostitution 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Sex Offenses 2 2 6 3 1 1
Narcotics 16 16 40 37 90 81
Gambling 0 0 0 0 0 0
Family/Children 12 4 6 1 12 8
D.U.I 93 91 118 114 122 117
Liquor Laws 23 23 28 27 28 22
Drunkenness 0 0 0 0 0 0
Disorderly 17 7 16 12 17 9
Vagrancy 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 44 28 65 47 124 93

2013 2014 2015
Sheriff Department - Public Safety - Clay County Only



Enclosure 1a

Clay County Crash Report

Category 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
2015 (Avail July 

2016)
Fatal Crashes 5 2 4 5 4
Injury Crashes 222 203 199 187 206
Property Damage Crashes 617 629 439 648 497
Total Crashes 844 834 642 840 707
Number Killed 8 2 4 6 4
Number Injured 280 273 282 247 282



Enclosure 2

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 160 98.2 164 98.2 158 96.3 188 99.5
Yes 3 1.8 3 1.8 6 3.7 1 .5
Total 163 100.0 167 100.0 164 100.0 189 100.0
No 81 95.3 81 95.3 80 100.0 79 98.8
Yes 4 4.7 4 4.7 0 .0 1 1.3
Total 85 100.0 85 100.0 80 100.0 80 100.0

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 160 98.2 160 95.8 158 96.3 185 97.9
Yes 3 1.8 7 4.2 6 3.7 4 2.1
Total 163 100.0 167 100.0 164 100.0 189 100.0
No 78 91.8 80 94.1 78 97.5 76 95.0
Yes 7 8.2 5 5.9 2 2.5 4 5.0
Total 85 100.0 85 100.0 80 100.0 80 100.0

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 153 93.9 158 94.6 153 93.3 179 94.7
Yes 10 6.1 9 5.4 11 6.7 10 5.3
Total 163 100.0 167 100.0 164 100.0 189 100.0
No 71 83.5 75 88.2 73 91.3 71 88.8
Yes 14 16.5 10 11.8 7 8.8 9 11.3
Total 85 100.0 85 100.0 80 100.0 80 100.0

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 144 88.3 155 92.8 149 90.9 171 90.5
Yes 19 11.7 12 7.2 15 9.1 18 9.5
Total 163 100.0 167 100.0 164 100.0 189 100.0
No 69 81.2 70 82.4 71 88.8 69 86.3
Yes 16 18.8 15 17.6 9 11.3 11 13.8
Total 85 100.0 85 100.0 80 100.0 80 100.0

2011
Clay County Closed 2011 Adult Felons

Recid_6mos

Recid_1yr

Recid_2yrs

Supervised Release

2008 2009 2010

casetype
Probation

Supervised Release

casetype
Probation

Probation

Supervised Release

casetype
Probation

Supervised Release

casetype
Recid_3yrs



Enclosure 3

Year Hours Year Rating
2011 - 2012 12 2014 92.69
2012 - 2013 12 2015 91.75
2013 - 2014 12
2014 - 2015 12

Year Ride Quality Index (RQI) Surface Rating (SR)
Pavement Quality Index 

(PQI)
2011 - 2012 2.70 3.30 2.90
2012 - 2013 2.57 3.43 2.93
2013 - 2014 2.24 3.33 2.64
2014 - 2015 2.09 3.28 2.44

Index Name
Pavement Attribute 
Measured by Index Rating Scale

Ride Quality Index (RQI) Pavement Roughness 0.0 - 5.0
Surface Rating (SR) Pavement Distress 0.0 - 4.0
Pavement Quality Index (PQI) Overall Pavement Quality 0.0 - 4.5

MN/DOT Pavement Condition Indices

Average Bridge Sufficiency RatingHours to Plow complete system during a snow event:

Clay County Highway Department Performance Measures Standards

Average Clay County Pavement Condition Rating



Enclosure 4

Ref:  www.countyhealthrankings.org

2016 Population = 60,661 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Clay County Clay County Clay County Clay County Clay County

Health Outcomes 71 64 43 51 57
Premature death before age 75 (per 100,000) 6459 6427 5097 5097 5563

% of live births with low birthweight 7.3% 6.9% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7%

Health Factors 22 22 32 20 22
% of Adult Smokers 19% 18% 17% 17% 17%

% of Adults reporting BMI of 30 or more 28% 30% 30% 31% 30%
% of people reporting Excessive/Binge Drinking 22% 20% 21% 23% 23%
Motor vehicle crash deaths (per 100,00 people) 13 11 8

Alcohol -impaired driving deaths (%) 14% 22%

Clinical Care 22 23 23 24 18
% of persons under age 65 without health insurance 11% 11% 9% 9% 8%

Ratio of Primary care physicians to population 3981 : 1 3981 : 1 4550 : 1 3738 : 1 3760 : 1

Social and Economic Factors 18 17 31 21 21
% High School Graduation 85% 78% 75% 79% 77%

% of adults 25 - 44 with some college 75.1% 73.5% 73.6% 73.1% 73.2%
% Unemployment 4.9% 4.8% 5.0% 4.2% 3.7%

% of Children in Poverty (Under age 18) 13% 15% 17% 13% 13%
% of Children in single-parent households 29% 26% 27% 27% 25%

Ranking out of 87 Counties
Public Health Rankings for Minnesota



Clay County, MN Minnesota
Population 60,661 5,420,380
% below 18 years of age 23.00% 23.60%
% 65 and older 12.40% 13.90%
% Non-Hispanic African American 1.50% 5.50%
% American Indian and Alaskan Native 1.50% 1.30%
% Asian 1.40% 4.50%
% Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0.00% 0.10%
% Hispanic 4.00% 5.00%
% Non-Hispanic white 89.90% 81.90%
% not proficient in English 0.50% 2.10%
% Females 50.80% 50.30%
% Rural 27.90% 26.70%

Demographics



Enclosure 5

2012 2013 2014 2015
40 58 35 136
37 55 34 123
3 3 1 13

2012 2013 2014 2015
Percent of Participation 42.50% 51.90% 44.70% 39.6%

2012 2013 2014 2015
Cost Effectiveness for every dollar spent: $5.72 $5.73 $5.84 5.35%

Of all children who were victims of substantiated child abuse and/or neglect during the
reporting period, what percentage had a subsequent substantiated allegation within
twelve months?

Work Participation Rate among MFIP and DWP recipients:

Child Support Cost Effectiveness:

Social Services:

Substantiated Victims of Maltreatment.
No recurrence within 12 months.

Recurrence within 12 months.



Enclosure 6

Name 2012 2013 2014 2015
Bond Rating AA AA AA AA
Debt service levy per capita 11.43 11.38 19.84 19.45
Outstanding debt per capita 185.05 361.93 318.07 265.13

Auditor-Treasurer



Enclosure 6a

Type of Property 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 A2012* A2013 A2014 A2015
Residential/SRR Aggregation 94.3% 95.4% 96.5% 93.9% 97.8% 97.2% 97.4% 92.4% 95.8%
Residential/SRR off water 94.3% 95.3% 96.5% 93.9% 97.8% 97.4% 92.4% 95.8%
Residential/SRR on water NA 103.8% 75.8% NA 86.0% 85.8% 105.8% NA 96.1%
Apartment 85.7% 87.5% 87.6% 93.9% 93.8% 89.5% 100.9% 103.4% 98.8%
Commercial/Industrial 86.0% 87.2% 85.2% 99.9% 100.3% 88.3% 92.0% 100.1% N/A
Commercial only 99.5%
Ag/Rural > 34.5 Acres NA NA 85.4% 83.6% 91.9% NA NA 96.7%
2a/2b > 34.5 Acres NA NA 85.4% 83.6% 91.9% NA NA N/A
2a/2b > 34.5 Acres w/o water influence NA NA 85.4% 83.6% 91.9% NA NA N/A
2a Agricultural NA NA 79.5% 82.9% 93.5% 83.0% NA NA N/A
2b Rural Vacant 34.5 or more NA NA NA 88.8% NA NA 88.3% 90.6%
2a/2b Bare Land NA NA 81.3% 82.9% 93.5% NA 92.9% N/A
2a Agricultural Bare Land NA NA 79.5% 82.9% 95.4% NA NA N/A
2b Rural Vacant Bare Land NA NA NA 88.8% NA NA NA N/A
2b/2c >34.5 Acres NA NA NA 88.8% NA NA NA N/A
Total Ag/Rural < 34.5 Acres NA NA 87.1% 136.8% 85.8% NA NA N/A
2a/2b < 34.5 Acres NA NA 87.1% 136.8% 85.8% NA NA N/A
2a Agricultural < 34.5 Acres NA NA 107.5% 136.8% 125.8% NA NA N/A
2a/2b Bare Land < 34.5 Acres NA NA NA 136.8% 169.8% NA NA N/A
2a Agricultural Bare Land <34.5 Acres NA NA NA 136.8% 169.8% NA NA N/A
Agricultural NA NA NA NA NA 83.0% 98.6% NA N/A
Timber Seas & Ag NA NA NA NA NA 83.0% 98.6% NA N/A
Ag Improved/Unimproved (34.5+) Aggregation NA NA NA NA NA NA 93.0% 97.2%

* This was the year the DOR didn't have current data to set ratios

Median Ratio
Assessor - Level of Assessment Ratio



Enclosure - 7

Year Percent
2011 No elections held this year
2012 100%
2013 No elections held this year
2014 100%
2015 No elections held this year
2016
2017

Elections

Accuracy of post-election audit (% of ballots counted accurately)



Enclosure 8

Year
Veteran 

Population
Total 

Expenditure
Compensation & 

Pension
Construction

Ed &Vocational Rehab 
Employment

Loan Guaranty 
#

General Operating 
Expenses

Insurance & 
Indemnities

Medical Care
Unique 
Patients

2013 4150 $33,302 $12,149 $0 $1,732 $0 $0 $284 $19,137 $1,639
2014 4304 $35,598 $13,807 $0 $1,840 $0 $0 $289 $19,662 $1,684
2015 3270 34,413 $13,806 $0 $1,740 $512 $18,356 $1,674

MACV Funds 
Received

Year Dollar Amount $$  Amount Year # of Hours Year
Clay County General 
Unemployment Rate

Clay County Vet 
Unemployment 

Rate

MN 
Unemployment 

Rate
2013 $97,770 2010 1337 2009 - 2013 4.42% 2.76% 5.80%
2014 $66,701 $18,300 2011 1444 2008 - 2012 4.50% 2.70% 5.70%
2015 $109,866 $23,293 2012 1360 2012 - 2015 4.10% 2.80% 5.20%

2013 1333
2014 1368
2015 1346

Years Population Veterans Veterans (%) Male Vets Male Vets (%) Female Vets Female Vets (%)

2009-2013 59,638 3,423 5.7 3,262 95.3 161 4.7
2008-2012 58937 3602 6.1 3421 95.0 181 5.0
2012-2015 60,249 3,270 5.40% 3,053 93.40% 217 6.60%

Veteran Services
Clay County

State Soldiers Assistance 
Program $$

Volunteer Hours for the VSO Office

2009 - 2013 Veterans Population Breakdown

Unemployment Rates for Veterans Compared with General Population

Federal dollars Distributed - Clay County - ($000)



Enclosure 9

Year Total Visits County Population Visits/1000 residents Annual Visits
2011 352833 58999 59 5980
2012 328354 60118 60 5473
2013 321399 60118 60 5357
2014 288626 60426 60 4810
2015 292344 61196 61 4793
2016
2017

Lake Agassiz Regional Library System



Enclosure 10

Name 2013 2014 2015
Recycling Rate (%) 36% Not Yet Published 34%
Pounds of Electronics Recycled 326,715                    228,290
Pounds of Hazourdous waste Collected (Gal.) 9,126                        10,414

2014 first year reporting

Environment



12.50% 4

50.00% 16

31.25% 10

6.25% 2

0.00% 0

Q1 How would you rate your overall quality
of life in Clay County?

Answered: 32 Skipped: 0

Total 32

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

1 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement ProgramEnclosure 11



64.52% 20

58.06% 18

41.94% 13

41.94% 13

41.94% 13

25.81% 8

22.58% 7

Q2 What are the best things about living in
Clay County? (Select all that apply.)

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Quality of Life

Location

My Neighborhood

Quailty of
Schools

Feeling of
Safety

Local Economy

Parks/Lakes

Job
Opportunities

Public Library

Services
Provided

Transportation
System

Shopping

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Quality of Life

Location

My Neighborhood

Quailty of Schools

Feeling of Safety

Local Economy

Parks/Lakes

2 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



19.35% 6

16.13% 5

16.13% 5

9.68% 3

6.45% 2

Total Respondents: 31  

# Other (please specify) Date

1 hand outs 5/6/2016 4:01 PM

2 Family 2/29/2016 10:42 AM

Job Opportunities

Public Library

Services Provided

Transportation System

Shopping

3 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



29.03% 9

16.13% 5

12.90% 4

12.90% 4

9.68% 3

6.45% 2

6.45% 2

Q3 What do you feel is the most serious
issue facing Clay County at thistime?

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Taxes Too High

Conditions of
Roads

Lack of
Economic...

Crime

Availability
of Affordabl...

Loss of Rural
Feel

Safety

Lack of Jobs

Education
System

Lack of Growth
and Development

Traffic
Congestion

Pollution

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Taxes Too High

Conditions of Roads

Lack of Economic Development

Crime

Availability of Affordable Housing

Loss of Rural Feel

Safety

4 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



3.23% 1

3.23% 1

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Total 31

# Other (please specify) Date

1 Especially on the ag land compared to surrounding counties. 4/9/2016 9:31 PM

2 I also feel the 1st Ave and downtown area could use some updating and make the city more friendly to new
businesses

3/8/2016 9:45 AM

Lack of Jobs

Education System

Lack of Growth and Development

Traffic Congestion

Pollution

5 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



43.75% 14

46.88% 15

6.25% 2

3.13% 1

Q4 Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel
in Clay County.
Answered: 32 Skipped: 0

Total 32

Very Safe

Somewhat Safe

Somewhat Unsafe

Very Unsafe

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Safe

Somewhat Safe

Somewhat Unsafe

Very Unsafe

6 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



31.25% 10

12.50% 4

56.25% 18

Q5 If you have ever been a victim of a
crime, did you call law enforcement?

Answered: 32 Skipped: 0

Total 32

Yes

No

Have not been
a victim of ...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No

Have not been a victim of a crime.
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20.00% 2

20.00% 2

40.00% 4

10.00% 1

10.00% 1

0.00% 0

Q6 If law enforcement was dispatched, how
would you rate their response time?

Answered: 10 Skipped: 22

Total 10

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

Did not call
law...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

Did not call law enforcement.
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32.26% 10

48.39% 15

3.23% 1

3.23% 1

12.90% 4

Q7 How satisfied are you with the Clay
County Sheriff Department?

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not used the Clay County Sheriff Department
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0.00% 0

12.90% 4

45.16% 14

25.81% 8

16.13% 5

Q8 How would you rate the road conditions
within the county?

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Excellent
Conditions

Very Good
Conditions

Good Conditions

Fair Conditions

Poor Conditions

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Excellent Conditions

Very Good Conditions

Good Conditions

Fair Conditions

Poor Conditions
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16.13% 5

67.74% 21

16.13% 5

0.00% 0

Q9 How satisfied are you with snow
removal in the winter?

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied
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9.68% 3

77.42% 24

12.90% 4

0.00% 0

Q10 How satisfied are you with weed and
grass control in the summer?

Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied
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6.67% 2

63.33% 19

20.00% 6

3.33% 1

6.67% 2

Q11 How satisfied are you with the Clay
County Highway Department?

Answered: 30 Skipped: 2

Total 30

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not used the Clay County Highway Department services.

13 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



19.35% 6

80.65% 25

Q12 Have you used any of the Clay County
Public Health services within the past two

years?
Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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33.33% 2

33.33% 2

33.33% 2

33.33% 2

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q13 If you have used Clay County Public
Health, what services have you used?

(select all that apply)
Answered: 6 Skipped: 26

Total Respondents: 6  

WIC

Public Health
Clinic

Family Health
Services

Adult Health
Services

Health
Promotion...

Environmental
Health Services

Have not used
Clay County...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

WIC

Public Health Clinic

Family Health Services

Adult Health Services

Health Promotion Activities

Environmental Health Services

Have not used Clay County Public Health services
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0.00% 0

50.00% 3

33.33% 2

16.67% 1

0.00% 0

Q14 How satisfied are you with the Clay
County Public Health system?

Answered: 6 Skipped: 26

Total 6

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not used the Clay County Public Health Department services.

16 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



6.45% 2

93.55% 29

Q15 Have you used the Clay County
Veterans Service Office in the past two

years?
Answered: 31 Skipped: 1

Total 31

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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100.00% 2

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q16 During your visit to the Clay County
Veterans Service Office, did you recieve the
answers and/or information that you were

requesting?
Answered: 2 Skipped: 30

Total 2

Yes

No

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No

I have not used the Clay County Veterans Service Office services.
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100.00% 2

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q17 Did the Clay County Veterans Service
Office appear to understand your inquiry?

Answered: 2 Skipped: 30

Total 2

Yes

No

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No

I have not used the Clay County Veterans Service Office services.
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50.00% 1

50.00% 1

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q18 Please rate the level of service you
received from your Clay County Veterans
Service Office in resolving your issues or

answering your questions:
Answered: 2 Skipped: 30

Total 2

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

I have not used the Clay County Veterans Service Office services.
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33.33% 10

66.67% 20

Q19 Have you used any of the Clay County
Social Services programs within the past

two years?
Answered: 30 Skipped: 2

Total 30

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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0.00% 0

45.45% 5

27.27% 3

18.18% 2

9.09% 1

Q20 How satisfied were you with the
services you received from the Clay County

Social Services Department?
Answered: 11 Skipped: 21

Total 11

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not used the Clay County Social Services Office.
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66.67% 20

33.33% 10

Q21 Have you visited one of Clay County's
Lake Agassiz libraries in the last two years?

Answered: 30 Skipped: 2

Total 30

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No

23 / 28

2015 Standard Performance Measurement Program



10.00% 2

50.00% 10

40.00% 8

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q22 How would you rate the Lake Agassiz
facilites and services?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 12

Total 20

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

I have not
visited a La...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

I have not visited a Lake Agassiz Regional Library.
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30.00% 6

70.00% 14

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q23 Were you satified with the quality of
service you received from the Lake Agassiz

Library staff?
Answered: 20 Skipped: 12

Total 20

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
visited a La...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not visited a Lake Agassiz Regional Library.
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93.33% 28

6.67% 2

Q24 Have you used the services provided
by the Motor Vehicle Department in Clay
County? (License plates, tabs, vehicle
transfers, new vehicle and out-of-state

registrations, boat, snowmobile, all-terrain,
motorcycle and trailer licensing. Driver's

licensing includes driver's license renewals,
name and address changes, identification

cards and instruction permits.)
Answered: 30 Skipped: 2

Total 30

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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18.52% 5

59.26% 16

18.52% 5

3.70% 1

0.00% 0

Q25 Were you satisfied with the service you
received by the Clay County Motor Vehicle

Department staff?
Answered: 27 Skipped: 5

Total 27

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

I have not
used the Cla...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

I have not used the Clay County Motor Vehicle Department services.
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Q26 Comments:
Answered: 0 Skipped: 32

# Responses Date

 There are no responses.  
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 County of Dakota 
 
 YES NO 
Slavik  X  Slavik    

Gaylord  X  Gaylord    

Egan  X  Egan    

Schouweiler  X  Schouweiler    

Workman  X  Workman    

Holberg  X        Holberg    

Gerlach  X  Gerlach     

 

 
 
 
I, Jeni Reynolds, Clerk to the Board of the County of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have compared the foregoing copy 
of a resolution with the original minutes of the proceedings of the 
Board of County Commissioners, Dakota County, Minnesota, at their 
session held on the 21st day of June, 2016, now on file in the County 
Administration Department, and have found the same to be a true and 
correct copy thereof. 
 
Witness my hand and official seal of Dakota County this 23rd day of 
June, 2016. 
 
 

   
 Clerk to the Board 
 

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 
 

June 21, 2016 Resolution No. 16-322 

Motion by Commissioner Workman Second by Commissioner Holberg 
  

 
Approval To Continue Participation In State Standard Measures Program 

 
WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature created the Council on Local Results and Innovation in 2010, and the Council released a 
standard set of performance measures for cities and counties in 2011; and  

WHEREAS, the Dakota County Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution No. 11-318 (June 21, 2011), to participate in the 
voluntary performance measurement program and began assembling the necessary data; and  

WHEREAS, Dakota County values the use of performance measurement to continually improve program and services for the 
residents of Dakota County; and  

WHEREAS, participation in the standard measures program by a city or county is voluntary, but those who choose to participate 
in the program must officially adopt the corresponding performance measures developed by the Council, and file a report with 
the Office of the State Auditor by July 1, 2016, as part of annual reporting requirements; and  

WHEREAS, cities and counties who participate in the program must implement a local performance measurement system as 
defined by the Council on Local Results and Innovation, to include: outcome goals; outcome and output performance measures; 
and reporting on results of the performance measures to their residents.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Dakota County Board of Commissioners hereby adopts the following 
standard performance measures developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation and authorized by the Minnesota 
Legislature:  

 Part I and II Crime  
 Average County Pavement Condition Rating 
 Workforce Participation Rate Among Minnesota Family Investment Program and Diversionary Work Program 

Participants 
 Percentage of Children Where There Is a Recurrence of Maltreatment Within 12 Months Following an Intervention 
 Level of Assessment Ratio 
 Accuracy of Post-Election Audit 
 Dollars Brought into the County for Veterans’ Benefits 
 Bond Rating Citizens’ Rating of the Quality of County Parks, Recreational Programs, and/or Facilities 
 Amount of Hazardous Household Waste and Electronics Collected; and  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Dakota County Board of Commissioners hereby directs the County Manager to cause 
the collection, maintenance, and publication of the set of performance measures, as defined by the Council on Local Results 
and Innovation.  
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BACKGROUND 

In 2010, the state Legislature created the Council on Local Results and Innovation to develop standard 

performance measures for Minnesota cities and counties.  In February 2011, the Council released a 

standard set of performance measures to help residents, taxpayers, and elected officials determine 

whether counties provide services efficiently and effectively, and to measure residents’ opinions of 

those services.  In 2011, Dakota County voluntarily agreed to participate in the program. To meet 2016 

program requirements, the following results are reported for the 10 adopted measures using the most 

recent data available. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

PART I AND II CRIME 

Part I crimes include murder, rape, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, motor vehicle 
theft, arson, and human trafficking.  Part II crimes include other assaults, 
forgery/counterfeiting, embezzlement, stolen property, vandalism, weapons, 
prostitution, other sex offenses, narcotics, gambling, family/children crime, D.U.I., liquor 
laws, disorderly conduct, and other offenses. The figures are rates per 1,000 residents 
(2015). 

Part I:  22.34 
Part II:  29.13 
 

PUBLIC WORKS 

AVERAGE COUNTY PAVEMENT CONDITION RATING 

The Minnesota Department of Transportation rates Dakota County roads every two years on 
a scale from 0 (poor) to 100 (excellent) based on the types of pavement distresses and the 
smoothness of the surface (2014).   

72 

PUBLIC HEALTH, SOCIAL SERVICES 

WORKFORCE PARTICIPATION RATE AMONG MFIP AND DWP RECIPIENTS 

This measure shows the percent of Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) and 
Diversionary Work Program (DWP) adults working 30 hours or more per week or who 
have left cash assistance three years after baseline (April 2014-March 2015) in Dakota 
County.    

71.3% 

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN WHERE THERE IS A RECURRENCE OF MALTREATMENT WITHIN 

12 MONTHS FOLLOWING AN INTERVENTION 

This measure is calculated on a rolling 12-month period (January-December 2014).  It 
looks at all maltreatment (abuse or neglect) findings in the reporting period, and then 
counts the number of cases that had a subsequent maltreatment finding within 12 
months of the first.  

3.6% 
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PROPERTY RECORDS, VALUATION, ASSESSMENT 

LEVEL OF ASSESSMENT RATIO (MEDIAN BETWEEN 90% AND 105% IS ACCEPTABLE) 

The level of assessment ratio measures the accuracy of County assessments by 
comparing the actual market value of homes (as measured by the sales/purchase price) 
with the County-assigned assessed value (2015). 

94% 
 

 

ELECTIONS 

ACCURACY OF POST-ELECTION AUDIT  

The percentage of ballots counted correctly in the last election (2014). 100% 

VETERANS SERVICES 

DOLLARS BROUGHT INTO COUNTY FOR VETERANS’  BENEFITS 

The state Department of Veteran Affairs tracks and publishes yearly program and 
service expenditures for veterans.  The dollars spent on veterans includes health care, 
insurance and indemnity, educational benefits, and compensation and pension (2014).  

$174,948,000 

BUDGET, FINANCIAL 

BOND RATING 

Moody’s Investors Service annually assesses the quality of the County’s financial 
management, current financial condition, and financial outlook (2015).   

Aaa 

PARKS, LIBRARIES 

CITIZENS’ RATING OF THE QUALITY OF COUNTY PARKS, RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS, 

AND/OR FACILITIES 

Every two years, via a statistically valid mailed survey, residents rate the quality of County parks and 
recreation from poor to excellent (2016).  Sample size (N)=867. 
 

Parks and 
Recreation Rating 

Percent of 
Respondents 

Excellent 56% 

Good 40% 

Fair 4% 

Poor 0% 
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ENVIRONMENT 

AMOUNT OF HAZARDOUS HOUSEHOLD WASTE AND ELECTRONICS COLLECTED 

Properly disposing of leftover chemicals, household products, and electronic devices 
helps protect the environment and people’s health.  In 2015, Dakota County collected 
electronics and household hazardous waste (paints, pesticides, acids/bases, solvents, 
batteries, fluorescent bulbs, and other miscellaneous chemicals) at The Recycling 
Zone and during four, one-day collection events. 

Hazardous 
Waste: 
2,025,092 lbs. 
Electronics: 
2,155,231 lbs. 

PROJECT CONTACT   

Josh Hill 

Office of Performance and Analysis  

(651) 438-8391 

Josh.Hill@co.dakota.mn.us 

mailto:Josh.Hill@co.dakota.mn.us






FILLMORE COUNTY 

REVIEW AND STATUS OF 2015 PERFORMANCE MEASURES  

 

2015 Performance Measure 1) Reduce the total number of accidents that occur on County 

State Aid Highways, County Roads and Un-Organized Township Roads that involve fatalities 

and injury from prior year: 

From our reports we are showing 11 personal injury crashes for 2015.  The TZD data does not 

come out until June 30th and this is the report that the Performance Measures ask to get the 

information from.  We can verify the data once the report comes out.  From 2014 to 2015, 

Fillmore County went from 15 personal injury crashes down to 11. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 2) Maintain Pavement Quality Index rating of 72: 

This performance measure was reached, as the current MPQI is 72 for the County. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 3) Tobacco use among adult to national benchmark: 

This performance measure was not reached for 2015 as the performance measure was 14% and 

Fillmore County was at 16%.  The State benchmark is 16% and Fillmore did meet that.  Our SHIP 

Surveillance Survey showed Fillmore County at 13.1%, which would mean we would reach that 

benchmark for the national rate as well, but the performance measures requires us to use the 

County Health Rankings. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 4) Child Support Program Cost Effectiveness: 

This performance measure outlines what a tremendous job that Fillmore County staff does for 

Child Support collections.  We collect $9.52 for every $1.00 spent on the child support program.  

The State average is $3.54.  We are the second highest overall. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 5) Percentage of low birth-weight births: 

This performance measure is surprisingly good for the high number of pregnant women not 

receiving prenatal care and delivering babies at home.  We are one of the lowest in our region, 

tied with Goodhue at 5%, with the national and state percentages at 6%. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 6) Median ratio between 90% and 105% for three types of 

assessment ratios: 

This performance measure was reached as follows: 

 Commercial/Industrial Classification 96% 

 Ag/Rural Vacant Classification  99% 

 Residential Classification   95% 

 



2015 Performance Measure 7) Meet 10 day turn-around time for document recording: 

This performance measure was reached for 2015. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 8) 100% post-election results: 

This performance measure was reached for 2015 with the special election. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 9) Increase by 5% State and Federal dollars brought into County 

for veterans benefits: 

For 2015, the federal and state dollars brought into the County did not increase.  Federal 

numbers went down by approximately 1% but State programs went up to be about even to 

2014.  It was noted that fifty veterans passed during the year so that is a major factor. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 10) Maintain 85% of veterans receiving services and/or benefits: 

For 2015, we have maintained 85% of veterans receiving services and/or benefits. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 11) Goal of 7200 per 1000 residents for annual library visits: 

For 2015, 6,485 was the number of residents per 1000, so we were short of the performance 

measure.  Total visits for 2015 was 135,308. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 12): Goal to keep debt service levy under 11%: 

The debt service levy was at 2.87% for 2015.  Which per capita is $12.19 for the debt service 

levy. 

 

2015 Performance Measure 13) Performance Measure of 38% recycling rate of Municipal 

Solid Waste: 

The recycling rate for 2015 was 44%, so the performance measure was reached and exceeded. 

 

 







Hennepin County  
Model Performance Measures for Counties  

  
The following are the recommended model measures of performance outcomes for counties, 
with alternatives provided in some cases. Key output measures are also suggested for 
consideration by local county officials.   
  
1. Public Safety:   

• Part I and II crime rate   
o Part I crimes include murder, rape, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, 

motor vehicle theft, and arson.  
o Part II crimes include other assaults, forgery/counterfeiting, embezzlement, 

stolen property, vandalism, weapons, prostitution, other sex offenses, 
narcotics, gambling, family/children crime, Driving Under the Influence, 
liquor laws, disorderly conduct, and other offenses.  
 

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency - 2009 

Population 1,138,316   Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 111,630  45,502 66,128 

Clearances 50,175  11,274 38,901 

Clearance Rate 45%  25%  59%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 9,806  3,997 5,809 

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency - 2010 

Population 1,211,265   Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 107,654  44,349  66,305  

Clearances 49,564  10,773  38,791  

Clearance Rate 46%  24%  61%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 9,386   3,859 5,509 

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency – 2011 

Population 1,211,265   Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 104,380  44,335  60,045  

Clearances 45,548  10,787  34,761  

Clearance Rate 44%  24%  58%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 6,855   3,798 3,057 

 



Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency – 2012 
Population 1,163,318 Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 103,625  44,839  58,786  

Clearances 42,800  10,425  32,375  

Clearance Rate 41%  23%  55%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 

8,923 3,861 5,052 

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency – 2013 

Population 1,179,108 Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 102,697  44,253  58,444 

Clearances 41,544  10,780 30,764  

Clearance Rate 40%  24%  53%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 

6,499 3,736 2,763 

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency – 2014 

Population 1,211,265   Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 99,441  43,045  56,396  

Clearances 37,274  10,250  27,024  

Clearance Rate 37%  24%  48%  

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 8,210   3,554  4,656  

 
Offenses, Clearances, Percent Cleared and Crime Rate by Agency – 2015 

Population 1,229,284 Grand Total Total Part 1 Total Part 2 

Offenses 95,521 40,984 54,537 

Clearances 30,919 10,068 20,851 

Clearance Rate 32% 25% 38% 

Crime Rate Per 100,000 
pop 8,310 3,334 4,976 

State of Minnesota, Department of Public Safety, 2009-2016, Bureau of Criminal Apprehension Minnesota 
Justice Information Services, Uniform Crime Report.  
 
 
 
 
 



2. Probation/Corrections: 
DOCCR has defined recidivism as a conviction (adult) or adjudication (juvenile) within Minnesota 
for a new offense that occurs after a selected client is sentenced (or disposed) on an initial offense. 

1. Recidivism events for juveniles include all adjudications for petty misdemeanor offenses 
and above. Status and CHIPS cases are excluded. 

2. Recidivism events for adults include convictions at the misdemeanor level and above. 
Petty misdemeanors are excluded. 

3. No effort is made to identify out-of-state convictions for adults or juveniles. 
 

    Monthly client groups include adults and juvenile and are based on the start date of 
DOCCR service (i.e., ACF booking, probation/supervised release start, or STS referral) for 
the governing case. 

 
Measure: Percent of Adult Probation Offenders with new felony conviction 
 

Felony Recidivism   2008 2009 2010 

No – Did NOT recidivate 80.8%   84.4%   82.4%   

Yes - DID recidivate 19.2%   15.6%   17.6%   

Total 100%   100%   100%   

Produced by MN Data Definition Team; Department of Corrections Planning & Performance-Research Unit.   
Contact Chester Cooper, Director of Community Corrections and Rehabilitation Department, 612-348-5762, for 
more information about this department- specific measure. 

  
 

3. &    4. Public Works: 
Hours to plow complete system during a snow event 
 

Year (2 
a.m. events 
only)   

2005 - 
2006 

2006 - 
2007 

2007 -
2008 

2008 -
2009 

2009 - 
2010 

2010 - 
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012 - 
2013 

2013 - 
2014 

2014 - 
2015 

2015-
2016 

Urban 4:28    5:00 4:41  4:29  4:26  4:36  4.36  4.42  4:54  4:01 4:01 

Rural 4:34  4:36  4:36  4:08  3:41  4:23  4.36  4.36  4:42  4:06 4:04 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Average county pavement condition rating - Hennepin County roadway system is monitored 
via an annual inspections program which rates pavements for their ride quality. This data is 
used by the pavement management system to produce the Pavement Serviceability Rating 
(PSR). The rating varies from 0.0 (Very Poor) to 5.0 (Very Good).  
 

Year  Percent of Lane Miles Rated “Good” (4.0) or “Very Good” (5.0) 

2015 62.8% 
2014 58.7% 
2013  61.9%  
2012  60.5%  
2011  52.9%  
2010  54.3%  
2009  46.6%  
2008  48.1%  
2007  51.5%  
2006  49.4%  
2005  47.0%  
2004  32.6%  
2003  28.7%  
2002  43.5%  
2001  48.5%  
2000  51.1%  
1999  52.7%  
1998  50.6%  
1997  44.0%  

Contact James Grube, Director of Transportation, Public Works Department, 612-596-0307 
 
 
5.    Public Health 

Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance system rating (Citizen Survey: excellent, very good, 
good, fair, or poor)   

SHAPE 2014 - Adult Data Book: ”Overall Health - In general, would you say your health is:?”  
 Sample 

Size N =  
Excellent  Very Good  Good  Fair  Poor  

Hennepin 
County 
Total 

8,541  18.5%  
± 1.3  

45.0%  
± 1.6 

28.9%  
± 1.5  

6.6%  
± 0.8 

1.0%  
± 0.3 

Male 3,118  18.8%  
± 2.2  

44.1%  
± 2.6 

30.4%  
± 2.5  

5.7%  
± 1.1 

1.1%  
± 0.5  

Female 
 

5,422  18.1%  
± 1.5  

45.8%  
± 1.8 

27.6%  
± 1.7  

7.5%  
± 1.1 

1.0%  
± 0.4  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
6.  & 7.    Social Services 

* Workforce participation rate among Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) and 
Diversionary Work Program (DWP) recipients 
 

Minnesota Department of Human Services MFIP Management Indicator:  
TANF Work Participation Rates 

 
Performance Measure 

2013 
(April 2012 – March 2013) 

Published 7/2013 

2014 
(April 2013 – March 2014) 

Published 7/2014 

2015 
(April 2014 – March 2015) 

Published 7/2015 
Annualized TANF Work 
Participation Rate 

37.40% 38.10% 38.18% 

Minnesota Department of Human Services Publication. Minnesota Family Investment Program Annualized Self-support Index and 
Work Participation Rate for the year (For Determination of Performance-Based Funds for the Following Year). 

 
* Percentage of children where there is NOT a recurrence of maltreatment within 12 months 
following an intervention 

 
Who Applied To All children who were victims of substantiated 

child abuse and/or neglect during the reporting 
period 

Time of Measure 12 months 
Data Source SSIS Charting & Analysis  
Federal or State Target 100%  
July 2009 – June 2010 (drawn on 5/20/2013) 90.4%  
July 2010 – June 2011 (drawn on 5/20/2013) 89.7%  
July 20011 – June 2012 (drawn on 6/30/2013) 90.3%  
July 2012 – June 2013 90.7%  
July 2003 – June 2014 92.4%  
July 2014 – June 2015 87.9% 

Contact Rex Holzemer, Assistant County Administrator, Human Services and Public Health Department, 
612-348-3456. 
 
8. Taxation 

Level of assessment ratio (if the median ration falls between 90% and 105%, the level of 
assessment is determined to be acceptable.) 

Year Median Ratio (%) Mean Ratio (%) 

2013  97.8  101.7 
2012  95.4  97.1 
2011  95.3 96.9 
2010  95.3 97.4 
2009  95.0 96.3 
2008  95.0  95.9 
2007  95.8 96.0 
2006  95.9 96.2 
2005  95.8  96.3 
2004  95.7  96.1 
2003  95.9  96.3 
2002  95.4 95.6 

Contact James Atchison, County Assessor, 612-348-4567. 



 
9. Elections 

Accuracy of post-election audit (Percentage of ballots counted accurately.) 

In 2015, the County Canvassing Board did not conduct a post-election audit because, by law, these are 
only conducted in even years. There is no change from 2014 data. 

In 2014, the County Canvassing Board randomly selected 13 precincts to be hand counted and 
compared against the election night machine count. All 13 had 100% accuracy. 

In 2013, the County Canvassing Board did not conduct a post-election audit because, by law, these are 
only conducted in even years. There is no change from 2012 data. 

In 2012 — the last even-year election — 13 precincts were randomly selected for audit: All 13 precincts 
had 100% accuracy. 

In 2011, the County Canvassing Board did not conduct a post-election audit because, by law, these are 
only conducted in even years. There is no change from 2010. 

In 2010, the County Canvassing Board randomly selected 13 precincts to be hand counted and 
compared against the election night machine count. Listed below were the precincts selected and the 
difference by percentage on how the hand count compared to the election night results. 

Contact Mark Chapin, Resident and Real Estate Services Department. 612-348-5297. 

10. Veterans’ Services 
Output Measure: Percent of veterans who said their questions were answered when seeking 
benefit information from their County Veterans’ Office 

 
First Quarter 2011 
Question Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree 
Total 

Responses 
I am able to get what I need at 
this service location, when I 
need it. 

26% 63% 11% 0% 19 

Staff members at this location pay 
attention to what I say. 

57% 43% 0% 0% 21 

I have opportunity to make 
choices that are important to me. 

47% 47% 5% 0% 19 

The services I receive at this 
service location make me better 
able to do the things I want to do 
now. 

45% 50% 5% 0% 20 

Staff members give me clear 
information on the different 
service choices available to help 
me. 

33% 67% 0% 0% 18 

Staff members here clearly 
explain to me what I need to do 
next to get the services I need or 
want. 

44% 56% 0% 0% 18 

 
 



 
First Quarter 2012 
Question Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree 
Total 

Responses 
I am able to get what I need at 
this service location, when I 
need it. 

35% 65% 0% 0% 20 

Staff members at this location pay 
attention to what I say. 

35% 65% 0% 0% 20 

I have opportunity to make 
choices that are important to me. 

53% 47% 0% 0% 19 

The services I receive at this 
service location make me better 
able to do the things I want to do 
now. 

45% 55% 0% 0% 20 

Staff members give me clear 
information on the different 
service choices available to help 
me. 

50% 45% 0% 5% 20 

Staff members here clearly 
explain to me what I need to do 
next to get the services I need or 
want. 

50% 50% 0% 0% 20 

 
 
First Quarter 2013 
Question Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree 
Total 

Responses 
I am able to get what I need at 
this service location, when I 
need it. 

49% 51% 0% 0% 40 

Staff members at this location pay 
attention to what I say. 

69% 31% 0% 0% 39 

I have opportunity to make 
choices that are important to me. 

59% 38% 0% 3% 39 

The services I receive at this 
service location make me better 
able to do the things I want to do 
now. 

51% 49% 0% 0% 37 

Staff members give me clear 
information on the different 
service choices available to help 
me. 

47% 53% 0% 0% 36 

Staff members here clearly 
explain to me what I need to do 
next to get the services I need or 
want. 

53% 47% 0% 0% 36 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
First Quarter 2014 
Question Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree 
Total 

Responses 
I am able to get what I need at 
this service location, when I 
need it. 

49% 51% 0% 0% 39 

Staff members at this location pay 
attention to what I say. 

69% 31% 0% 0% 39 

I have opportunity to make 
choices that are important to me. 

59% 38% 0% 3% 39 

The services I receive at this 
service location make me better 
able to do the things I want to do 
now. 

51% 49% 0% 0% 37 

Staff members give me clear 
information on the different 
service choices available to help 
me. 

47% 53% 0% 0% 36 

Staff members here clearly 
explain to me what I need to do 
next to get the services I need or 
want. 

53% 47% 0% 0% 36 

 
First Quarter 2015 
Question Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree 
Total 

Responses 
I am able to get what I need at 
this service location, when I 
need it. 

37% 59% 4% 0% 75 

Staff members at this location pay 
attention to what I say. 

62% 36% 1% 0% 77 

I have opportunity to make 
choices that are important to me. 

47% 49% 3% 1% 77 

The services I receive at this 
service location make me better 
able to do the things I want to do 
now. 

48% 47% 4% 1% 75 

Staff members give me clear 
information on the different 
service choices available to help 
me. 

52% 45% 1% 1% 73 

Staff members here clearly 
explain to me what I need to do 
next to get the services I need or 
want. 

57% 40% 1% 1% 75 

Contact Milt Schoen, Director of Veterans Services, Human Services and Public Health Department 612-
348-3499. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
10. Library 
Year Number of Residents Library Visits Visits Per Resident 

2015 1,210,720 5,462,859 4.51 
2014 1,195,058 5,568,480 4.66 
2013 1,180,138 5,240,918 4.44 
2012 1,184,576 5,400,000 4.56 
2011 1,152,425 5,856,792 5.08 
2010 1,168,983 5,764,193 4.93 
Contact Lois Thompson, Library Director, 612-543-8541. 
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This Report Contains: 

 

 Page 1:  Resolution 2016-04-19-01 – Authorizing Participation in 2016 Program 

 Pages 2 - 3:  Actual results of the performance measures adopted by Murray County for 2015 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted to the  

Minnesota Office of the State Auditor 

On June 29, 2016 

By Heidi E. Winter, Auditor-Treasurer 

 

 

 

 



Page 2 of 4 

 



Page 3 of 4 

Actual Results of 2016 Performance Measures Adopted by Murray County 

(All reported results are for 2015, except where otherwise noted) 

Executive Summary:  The Murray County Board of Commissioner voted to participate in the 2016 Performance 

Measure Program on April 19, 2016.  Resolution 2016-04-19-01 adopted ten benchmarks on which to measure 

output which include the areas of Public Safety, Probation/Corrections, Public Works, Public Health, Social 

Services, Taxation, Elections, Veterans’ Service, Parks and Libraries.  The actual results of those performance 

measures are included in the following report.   

Benchmark 1:  Public Safety 
 

Part I and II crime rates:   

 Actual Results:  Part 1:  75,  Part II:  810 

 

Deputy Response Time for top-priority calls from dispatch to the first officer on scene:   

 Actual Results:  12.5 

 

Number of accidents resulting in fatality or serious injury on county or township roads:  

 Actual Results:  1 

 

Benchmark 2:  Probation/Corrections 
 

Percent of adult offenders with a new felony conviction within 3 years of discharge  

 Actual Results:  0.0% (0 of 29 offenders committed a new felony level crime within 3 years of discharge) 

 

Benchmark 3 - Public Works 
 

Hours to plow complete system during a snow event  

 Actual Results:  8 hours (4 hours to get routes open initially, with two additional rounds made for cleaning 

and winging out the snow) 

 

Average county pavement condition rating  

 Actual Results:  7 (Based on 1 to 10 scale)  
 

Benchmark 4 - Public Health 
 

Life Expectancy generally and by sex and race  

 Actual Results:   

o General Life Expectancy:  79.7 years 

o Male Life Expectancy:  76.8 years 

o Female Life Expectancy:  82.6 yeas 

o No data available on race 

 

Benchmark 5:  Social Services 
 

Workforce participation rate among MFIP and DWP recipients  

 Actual Results:   

o Workforce Participation Rate for MFIP:  41.0% 

o Workforce Participation Rate for DWP:  40.0% 

 

Percentage of children where there is a recurrence of maltreatment within 12 months following an intervention  

 Actual Results:  0% 
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Benchmark 6:  Taxation 
Level of assessment ratio  

 Actual Results:  100% (Per Department of Revenue) 

 

Benchmark 7:  Elections 
 

Accuracy of post-election audit (Percentage of ballots counted accurately.)  

 Actual Results:  100% (Based on Post-Election Equipment Review (PEER) for the 2014 General Election.  

Precincts reviewed were Lake Sarah Township and Skandia Township) 

 

Benchmark 8:  Veterans’ Services 
Percent of veterans surveyed who said their questions were answered when seeking benefit information from their 

County Veterans’ Office  

 Actual Results:  98% (Based on 276 client visits) 

 

Benchmark 9:  Parks 
 

Citizens' rating of the quality of county parks, recreational programs, and/or facilities.  

 Actual Results:  (Taken from 2015 citizen surveys) 

o Excellent 35% 

o Good  59% 

o Fair  6% 

o Poor   0% 

 

Benchmark 10:  Library 
 

Number of annual visits per 1,000 residents  

 Actual Results:  (Taken from the Plum Creek Library System) 

o 26.08 visits per 1,000 residents 

o Total Visitors:  26,084 as follows: 

 Fulda Public Library:   10,920 

 Slayton Public Library:  12,428 

 Outreach (Formerly Bookmobile):  2,736 
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Olmsted County has been a voluntary participant in the Minnesota Council on Local Results and Innovation’s (Council’s) Standard 
Performance Measure Program since 2011. 
 

In Olmsted County, our strategic management system is called “Managing for Results” (M4R).  M4R includes county-wide performance 
measures as well as a framework for departments to report on performance measures specific to their service area. 
 

As required since 2013’s report, we need to show the Council how these measures have been adopted and implemented into our 
performance measurement system.  Olmsted County’s performance measures and results have been organized within our M4R 
Strategy Map and Balanced Scorecard format. 
 

The Council also believes counties should adopt community goals related to the services that are provided.  In Olmsted County, we 
have adopted Strategic Priorities for each of the balanced scorecard perspectives (categories of performance) including Build the 
Community.  These community-related goals/priorities include:  Plan for the Future; Assure Effective, Accessible and Responsive 
Services; Assure a Safe and Healthy Community; and Be Good Stewards of Our Environment. 
 

Definitions of our Strategic Priorities and the components of our Balanced Scorecard Template are included in this report.  Please note: 
 

Olmsted County Strategy Map – Page 3.  Each “bubble” within the four perspectives represents a county-wide strategic priority.  
The Building the Community perspective is especially aligned with community goals.  

 

Strategic Priority Definitions – Page 4. 
 

Template of Balanced Scorecard Components and Definitions – Page 5. 
 

Balanced Scorecard Excerpt containing our twelve State Standard Performance Measures and Results – Pages 6-14. 
 

Definition of Terms used on the Strategy Map: 
 

Mission = Why We Exist 
Vision  = A word picture of a desired future state 
Values = Represent the deeply held beliefs within the organization and are demonstrated through the day-to-day behaviors of 
employees. 

 

Per the Council’s reporting requirements, a copy of the resolution approved by the Olmsted County Board to participate in this program 
will be submitted electronically to the Minnesota Office of the State Auditor, along with this report. 
 
 

- Belinda J. Krenik, Director of Communications & Strategic Planning, July 1, 2016. 
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Company

LOGO Olmsted County’s Strategic Management System

Olmsted County Strategy Map

MISSION:  Provide the foundation of a vibrant community

VISION: A dynamic, world-class County delivering excellence every day
VALUES:  Integrity, Innovation, Pro-Activity, Respect, Reliability

Develop the 
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Assure Effective, 
Accessible and 

Responsive Services

Exercise Sound 
Fiscal Management

Manage the 
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Build the 
Community

Run the 
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Pursue  Operational 
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Encourage Learning 
and   
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Assure a Safe and 
Healthy Community

Cultivate                  
Well-Trained                  
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Leadership 

Be Good Stewards 
of Our Environment

Recruit and Retain 
Excellent and 
Diverse Staff

Communicate the 
Value We Provide

Plan

for 
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Company

LOGO Olmsted County’s Strategic Management System

County-wide Strategic Priorities

June 2014 

STRATEGIC PRIORITY DEFINITION

Plan for the Future We anticipate issues and opportunities  and develop strategies to successfully position our 
organization to meet the needs of our residents.

Assure Effective, Accessible and 
Responsive Services

Community members are confident that County Government is providing valuable services and 
achieving expected results; staff and elected officials are easily contacted; and community needs are 
responded to quickly and sufficiently.

Assure a Safe and Healthy Community Community members feel safe.  Good health is encouraged through promotion of healthy lifestyle 
choices.  The general economic conditions of individuals and the community are improving.

Be Good Stewards of Our Environment The County promotes and models reasonably sustainable, use of natural resources.

Exercise Sound Fiscal Management The County delivers services in a cost-effective manner and ensures adequate resources to carry out 
its responsibilities; the County’s infrastructure assets are managed responsibly.

Pursue Operational Excellence The County employs a culture of continuous improvement and seeks to improve operations by 
implementing best practices and research-based programs.

Communicate the Value We Provide The County seeks effective tools and messages to provide meaningful information about the impact 
of the work we do.

Recruit and Retain Excellent and 
Diverse Staff

The  County recruits and retains a diverse, highly competent first-rate staff.  We understand a 
diverse, first-rate staff makes us a stronger and smarter, more effective organization.

Encourage Learning and Growth The County’s working environment enables an inspired workforce with many opportunities for 
learning and growth.

Cultivate Well-Trained and Responsive 
Leadership

Personal actions of senior leaders (Department Heads and Administration) guide and sustain the 
organization by supporting and promoting the County’s vision, creating opportunities for open 
communication throughout the organization, assuring a positive work environment, and encouraging 
high performance.

Strategic Priorities—are the broad directional areas or methods our organization needs to pursue to take us from where we are 
today – to achieving our vision: should be easy to understand, brief and broad, measurable, no “start/stop” time. 

 



Page 5 of 14 
 

Company

LOGO Balanced Scorecard Template

Perspectives Strategic 
Priorities

Performance 
Measures

Targets and 
Results

Initiatives Owners

Categories of 
performance:

Build the Community
(Customer/Stakeholder)

Manage the 
Resources
(Financial/Asset Management)

Run the Business
(Internal Business Processes)

Develop the 
Employees
(Learning & Growth)

Broad directional 
areas or
methods 
organization 
needs to take us 
from where we 
are today – to 
achieving our 
vision.

Standards 
used to 
evaluate and 
communicate 
performance 
against 
expected 
results.

Targets
Desired results 
of measures.

Results
What actually 
happened 
numerically, 
qualitatively, 
etc.

Specific 
program, 
activity, project 
or action we 
will undertake 
in an effort to 
meet or exceed 
our 
performance 
targets.

Individuals
responsible 
for reporting 
on specific 
performance 
measure 
results.
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Managing for Results (M4R) - Olmsted County’s Strategic Management System 

Olmsted County Balanced Scorecard – Standard State Performance Measures  
July 1, 2015 – July 1, 2016 

Administration  Community Services  County Attorney’s Office  Data Practices, Staff Development and Intergovernmental Relations  

 Environmental Resources  Facilities & Building Operations  Finance 

Human Resources  Information Technology Solutions  Property Records & Licensing  Public Health Services  

Public Works  Rochester/Olmsted Planning  Sheriff’s Office 

  
 
 

 
 

As voluntary participants in the Minnesota Council on Local Results and Innovation’s State Performance Measures Program, we have adopted 

and implemented 12 state-approved performance measures.  The requirement is a minimum of ten.   
 

Types of Model Program Measures (as defined by the Council): 
     Outcome – describe the results of service efforts.  Used to help assess whether the outcome goals/targets are being met. 

      Output – details the units produced, goods or service provided, or people served. 
 

Here are the results as integrated into our Managing for Results (M4R) system framework: 
 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

PERSPECTIVE:  BUILD THE COMMUNITY/Strategic Priority:  1. Assure Effective, Accessible and Responsive Services 

State Performance Measure 1.1 - 
Public Safety 

 

Citizens/Residents’ Rating of Safety 
in Their Community  
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
     New Measure introduced in this year’s July 1,  
     2016 Report 

 

1.1.1  Olmsted County Resident Survey – 2016: 
Question #4. “How safe or unsafe you feel in 

Olmsted County” Ratings. (No established target 
provided by Minnesota Council on Local Results and 
Innovation). 
 

Results:  723 Respondents (36% Response Rate). 

Average ratings ranged from 38 – 86 on the 100-point 
scale*, or between “somewhat unsafe” and “very safe”.   

 

*Zero equals “very unsafe” and 100 is equivalent to “very 
safe”. 

 

This public safety measure was included in 
this year’s report because we partnered 

with four other counties (Scott, Washington, 

St. Louis and Dakota) to conduct a resident 
survey in February 2016. 

 
The partnership contracted with the 

National Research Center, Inc., of Boulder, 
Colorado to conduct, analyze and present 

the survey results to our County Boards of 

Commissioners. Results were shared May 
2016, complete with national and partner 

county benchmarks. 
 

Sheriff Kevin 
Torgerson 

 Mission:  Provide the foundation of a vibrant community 

Vision:  A dynamic, world-class County delivering excellence every day 

Values: Integrity, Innovation, Pro-Activity, Respect, Reliability 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

Respondents felt the safest in government buildings and in 

their neighborhood and the least safe on County roads 

due to distracted or drunk or impaired drivers. 
 

Respondent Characteristics: Olmsted County residents 
who had lived in the County for five years or less were 

more likely to give positive ratings to feelings of safety 
than their counterparts who had lived in the County for 

more than five years. 

An engagement campaign is being created 

through GovDelivery (a digital software 

communications tool) in collaboration with 
Olmsted County Administration and Sheriff’s 

Office to respond to the concerns identified 
in the survey on the topic of public safety. 

State Performance Measure 1.2 – 
Public Works 

 
Hours to Plow Complete System 

during a Snow Event 
      
     Measure Type:  Output 

 
"Arterials" - Both classes serve to carry 
longer-distance flows between important 
centers of activity. Arterials are laid out 
as the backbone of a traffic network and 
should be designed to afford the highest 
level of service, as is practical.* 
 
* Neuman, Timothy R (1992). "Roadway 
Geometric Design".  In Institute of Traffic 
Engineers. Traffic Engineering Handbook. Prentice 
Hall. p. 155. ISBN 0-13-926791-3. 

1.2.1  Olmsted County has 512 miles of roadway under its 
jurisdiction for snow and ice control.  The Olmsted County 

Snow and Ice Policy has different requirements based on 
the classification of the roads.  Our highest classification of 

road requires substantially bare pavement within 48 hours 

of the event:   
               a.  Principal Arterial – Within 48 hours. 

               b.  Minor Arterial – Within 72 hours.  
 

Results:  Both Targets met. 
 

               2015-2016 (59.12” of snow) 

 
               2014-2015 Snow Season (48.4” of snow) 

               2013-2014 Snow Season (62.01” of snow)  
                2012-2013 Snow Season (74.0” of snow) 

               2011-2012 Snow Season (20.6” of snow)  

Assure adequate equipment, staff and 
supplies. 

Public Works 
Director Mike 

Sheehan 

State Performance Measure 1.3 – 

Public Works 

 
Average County Pavement 

Condition Rating 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
 

The County Public Works Department is 
responsible for about 518 miles of 

1.3.1  Average PCI score of 72. 
 

Results:  Targets exceeded for bituminous pavement and  
concrete pavement. 
 

               2015: 

a. Bituminous (asphalt) pavement – 73  
b. Concrete pavement - 87  

               

 

Secure adequate funding for capital 

improvement projects. 

 
In 2015, approximately 35 miles of 

bituminous roadway had reclamation and 
overlay work performed on them. 

Reclamation is a process that rebuilds worn 

out asphalt pavements by recycling the 
existing roadway. 

Public Works 

Director Mike 

Sheehan 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Level_of_service
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-13-926791-3
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

roadway: approximately 87 miles of 
concrete, 293 miles of bituminous and 
141 of gravel roadways.   
 

They utilize the Pavement Condition 
Index (PCI) to evaluate and prioritize 
upgrades and maintenance of the 
Highway System.  Roads are scored 
from 0-100 (0 = Failed, 100 = Excellent) 
based on a number of different factors.   
The lower the score, the more intense 
the required maintenance, with 
reconstruction occurring on the lowest 
ranked roads. 

               2014: 

a. Bituminous (asphalt) pavement – 71  

b. Concrete pavement - 83  
 

               2013 - 74 
                2012 – 74 

               2011 – 74 

State Performance Measure 1.4 –  

Property Records, Valuation, 

Assessment 
 

Real Estate Document Turnaround 
Time 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
    New Measure  introduced in  July 1,  2014  
     Report 

1.4.1 Turn-around time for recording, indexing and 

returning real estate documents require a 10-day 

turn-around time 90% of the time, (Minnesota 
Statutes 357.182, Subd 6 by the year 2011). 
 
Results:  Target met. 

               5 day turn-around for eRecorded documents  

               and 10 day turnaround for paper Recorded  
               documents. 

 Implemented ‘Landscan’ application which  

automates the indexing processing by 

utilizing OCR (optical character recognition). 

Data entry fields such as grantor, grantee, 

legal descriptions, etc., are automatically 

populated then forwarded for quality control 

verification.  

Property Records 

and Licensing 

Director Mark 
Krupski 

State Performance Measure 1.5 – 
Veterans’ Services 

 
     Measure Type:  Output 
     New Measure introduced in July 1, 2014  
      Report 

1.5.1  Federal and State dollars brought into county 
for veterans’ benefits, (No established target provided 
by Minnesota Council on Local Results and Innovation). 
 

Community Services’ M4R Target:  Maximize State 

and Federal Veteran’s Administration (VA) 
expenditures in Olmsted County. 

 
Results:  Olmsted County Veteran Services - 2015 

Veteran Population = 10,646 
(a decrease of 222 veterans from 2014) 

 

  Federal Expenditures*-(Dollars Expressed in Millions) 

       $40,546,993 (an increase of $2,924,993 from 2014)  

 

Assist Olmsted County Veterans in securing 
SSAP Benefits for Dental Assistance, Optical 

Assistance, Rent and Utility Assistance, and 
Subsistence Allowance Benefits. 

 

Engage and leverage key stakeholders 
through presentations and vendor booths. 

 
Make new claims for service-connected 

disability compensation or non-service 

connected disability pension or increase 
evaluations for existing claims. 

 

Senior Veterans’ 
Services Officer 

Neil Doyle 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

*(Compensation & Pension, Education and Vocational 
Rehab/Employment, Insurance & Indemnities, and Medical Care) 
 

  State Soldiers Assistance Program** (SSAP) 
Usage – (figure below also includes Local Veteran Service 

Organizations and non-profit entities financial assistance)   
  (Dollars Expressed in Thousands) 

       $141,602.96  
**(provides cash assistance in the form of shelter payments/ rent and 
mortgage, utilities, and personal needs grants to Veterans who are 
unable to work as a result of a temporary disability) 

Make claims for death benefits, Death 

Pension or Dependency and Indemnity 

Compensation. 
 

File formal appeals and Notice of 
Disagreements when claims for benefits are 

improperly adjudicated. 
 

Send letters to recently discharged veterans 

to inform them of the benefits that they 
may be entitled to and available services. 

PERSPECTIVE:  BUILD THE COMMUNITY/Strategic Priority:  2. Assure a Safe and Healthy Community 

State Performance Measure 2.1 – 
Public Safety 

 

Reduced Recidivism 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
 

Please note: 
State measurement language is different 
than the way we report:  asks for 
percent of adult offenders with a new 
felony conviction within 3 years of 
discharge.  This difference in reporting 
was approved by the Office of the State 
Auditor in 2012. 
 

Definition of Terms: 
Probation is a court ordered sanction 
placing certain conditions on a convicted 
offender, which could include some local 
jail or workhouse time, but allowing the 
offender to remain n the community 
under the supervision of a probation 
officer. 
 

2.1.1  Recidivism is reduced after supervision 
[adults] – Dodge/Fillmore/Olmsted County (DFO). 

     a.  85% of DFO probationers with a felony case 

remain free of felony conviction within 3 years of 
discharge from supervision. 
           
     b.  75% of DFO supervised releasees remain free of 

felony conviction within 3 years of discharge. 
 

Results:     
 

a. 2015 – 93%     Target exceeded. 

 
2014 – 91.6%  

2013 -  94.5% 
2012 – 94%  

2011 – 94% 
 

b. 2015 – 78%     Target exceeded. 

 
2014 – 72.5%   

2013 – 77.1% 
2012 – 82% 

2011 – 74% 
 

Research-driven practices. 
 

Odyssey – Crossroads. 
 

Journey Drug Treatment. 
 

Cognitive Skills Programming. 
 

Starting Over Program. 
 

Validated Risk Needs Assessment. 
 

Intensive Supervision. 

 
Sex Offender Treatment. 

 

Gang Intervention Programming. 
 

Domestic Violence Education and 
Treatment. 

 

Re-Entry Programming. 
 

Prioritize supervision and treatment 
interventions to higher risk clients. 

 

Community 
Services - DFO 

Community 

Corrections 
Director Travis 

Gransee 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

Supervised Release is the status of a 
convicted felon who has been released 
from a state correctional facility.  Certain 
conditions must be met in order to 
remain in the community. 

Target interventions to reduce risk. 

 

Utilize effective communication and 
motivational interview strategies to enhance 

positive change. 

State Performance Measure 2.2 – 

Public Health 
 

Olmsted County Residents’ Life 

Expectancy at Birth 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
 

2.2.1  Comparable Life Expectancies: 

United States = 78.61 Years 
State of Minnesota = 80.85 years 

 

Results:  Target “Generally” exceeded State and U.S. 
Average Life Expectancy. 2014 data most recent data 

available. 
                         

Generally     82.9 Years (2014) 
                    82.7 Years (Reported in 2013)                      

                    82.4 Years (Reported in 2012 based on 2008-2010                        

                                             data)     

By Gender    

        Male     80.4 Years (2014) 
                    80.6 Years (Reported in 2013) 

                    80.1 Years (Reported in 2012 based on 2008-2010                        

                                            data)     

     Female     85.2 Years (2014) 
                    84.7 Years (Reported in 2013) 

                    84.4 Years (Reported in 2012  based on 2008-2010                        

                                             data)     
 
Data sources:  Minnesota Department of Health, Center for Health 
Statistics; United States Census 

A long-term commitment by the Olmsted 

County Board of Commissioners supports a 
strong local public health system that 

contributes to longer life expectancy.   

 
Programs and initiatives throughout 

Olmsted County reflect the Six Areas of 
Local Public Health Responsibility 

which collectively lead to extended – and 

healthier – lives.   
1. Promote Healthy Communities 

and Healthy Behaviors. 
2. Assure the Quality and 

Accessibility of Health Services. 
3. Prevent the Spread of Infectious 

Diseases. 

4. Prepare for and Respond to 
Disasters and Assist 

Communities in Recovery. 
5. Protect Against Environmental 

Hazards. 

6. Assure an Adequate Local Public 
Health Infrastructure. 

 
Continued implementation of Statewide 

Health Improvement Plan (SHIP). 
 

Multiple other initiatives undertaken for 

specific focus areas which contribute to 
overall Life Expectancy outcomes, (ex:  

“Healthy Families America” Model for 
targeted Family Home Visiting Services). 

Public Health 

Services Director 
Pete Giesen 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES  TARGETS AND RESULTS   INITIATIVES    OWNERS 

State Performance Measure 2.3 – 

Social Services 

 
Workforce Participation Rate 

(WPR) 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
 

Workforce Participation Rate (WPR) 
measures work participation for those 
considered “work ready”.  This includes 
Diversionary Work Program (DWP) since 
this program is actually targeted at a 
quick (4-month) re-entry service model 
to get individuals back into the 
workforce and diverted from landing in 
MFIP – a longer term program. 

2.3.1  Minnesota Threshold/Outcome Goal/Target 

= 39.8% 

Federal Threshold/Outcome Goal/Target = 45.6% 
(moving target – represents a change from 2012-2013 

year) 
 

Results:  State and Federal Targets exceeded.   
 

Among Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) and 
Diversionary Work Program (DWP) Recipients:              

                 

                 April 2015 – March 2016 49.7% 
 

                 2014 – 44.3%                  
                 2013 – 48.0%  

                 2012 – 47.4%  

                 2011 – 35.2% 

Sustainment of Family Support & Assistance 

(FSA) Strategic Plan. 

 
Continued Cash and Food intake process 

improvement. 
 

Use of Electronic Document Management 
System (EDMS) in Public Assistance and 

Child Support. 

 
Collaborate with employment services 

vendors Workforce Development Inc. (WDI)  
and Intercultural Mutual Assistance 

Association (IMAA) in making steady 

improvements in service delivery – 
timeliness and accuracy. 

Community 

Services - Family 

Support and 
Assistance 

Director Heidi 
Welsch 

State Performance Measure 2.4 – 

Social Services 
 

Maltreatment Recurrence 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 
 

Please note: 

State measurement language is different 
than the way we report: asks for 
percentage of children where there is a 
recurrence of maltreatment within 12 
months following an intervention.  This 
difference in reporting was approved by 
the Office of the State Auditor in 2012. 

2.4.1  Percentage of Children where there is NO 

recurrence of maltreatment WITHIN 6 MONTHS 
following an intervention, (Child and Family 

Services Review/CFSR language). 

94.6% or Greater 
 

Results:  Target exceeded. 
               2015 – 98% (N = 51 children) 

 
               2014 – 100% 

               2013 – 90%  

               2012 – 100% 
               2011 – 97.1% 
 

Utilize differential response and early 

intervention services. 
 

Use Family Involvement Strategies (FIS). 

Community 

Services – Child 
and Family 

Services Director 

Jodi Wentland 

State Performance Measure 2.5 – 
Taxation 
 

Level of Assessment Ratio 
 

     Measure Type:  Outcome 

2.5.1  Acceptable:  Median ratio falls between 90% 
and 105% 
 

Results:  Targets met for Residential, Commercial, 

Apartment, and Agricultural.  
 

Assessment aides assist Assessment 
Services personnel in revaluation.  

 
State law mandates that 20% (quintile) of 

the total county parcels be inspected 

Property Records 
and Licensing 

Director Mark 
Krupski 
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The Level of Assessment Ratio refers 

mainly to the median sales ratio which is 

highlighted in this chart.  The Sales Ratio 

Criteria set forth by the Minnesota    

Department of Revenue is listed below: 

 Median 90% - 
105% 

  

COD 0-10 
Excellent 

11-19 
Acceptable 

>20 
Poor 

PRD .97-1.02 
Acceptable 

<.97 
Progressive 

>1.02 
Regres
-sive 

 

Median—compares sale prices against 

assessed values. 

Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) - 

measures assessment uniformity. 

Price Related Differential (PRD) - a 
regressive indicates that high value 
properties are under-appraised relative 
to low value properties and 
progressive indicates that lower priced 
properties are under-appraised.  

See Table Below for Details 

 
 

 

 
2016 Assessment Sales Ratio Study* 

 
Property Type Median COD PRD # Sales 

Residential 95.81 
Acceptable 

8.32 
Excellent 

1.01 
Acceptable 

2,723 

Commercial 93.45 
Acceptable 

13.49 
Acceptable 

1.09 
Regressive 

63 

Apartment 95.02 
Acceptable 

**Not Calc 
– sample 
too small 

Not Calc – 
sample 
too small 

23 

Agriculture 96.04 
Acceptable 

Not Calc – 
sample 
too small 

Not Calc – 
sample 
too small 

20 

 

*The “2016” assessment is based upon sales from 

October 1, 2014 through September 30, 2015. 

The assessment date is January 2, 2016, which is based 

upon sales and inspection activity occurring in 2015 and 

the last quarter of 2014. 

**PRD and COD are not calculated when there are 30 or 

less sales. 

annually.  PRL has met this requirement 

with the 2016 Assessment. 

PERSPECTIVE:  BUILD THE COMMUNITY/Strategic Priority:  3. Be Good Stewards of Our Environment 

State Performance Measure 3.1 –  
Environment 
 

Recycling Percentage (Council Language) 

Beneficial Use of Waste (in accordance 

with State Solid Waste Hierarchy – Environmental 
Resources’ M4R Performance Measure Language) 
 

     Measure Type:  Output 

3.1.1  Recycling Percentage.  (No established target 
provided by Minnesota Council on Local Results and 
Innovation). 
 

Environmental Resources’ M4R Target:   

a. 45% Recycling Rate. 
b. 90% of processable waste processed at Olmsted 

Waste-to-Energy-Facility (OWEF). 

Expanded Educational and “How to” 
Resources on website: 
 Background on recycling. 

 Start a recycling program.  

 Assess the School’s Waste. 

 

Environmental 
Resources 

Director John 

Helmers 
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     New Measure for July 1, 2014 Report c. >10% household participation in Hazardous Waste 

reduction program.  
 

Results:  Targets exceeded for “a”, “b” and “c”. 
          
        

      2015 Results 
a. 59% 

b. 100% 
c. 18% 

 

      2014 Results 
a. 59% 

b. 100% 
c. 18% 

 
2013       2013 Results 

a. 51% 

b. 100% 
c. 16.6% 

 

      2012 Results 

   a.   56%*  
      b.   100%   

      c.   17.8%  

 
*Prior to 2013, counties received a 3% Source Reduction 

Credit, and a 5% Source Separated Organics credit for 

providing applicable programs. Those credits no longer 

apply. The recycling rate is now based on actual reported 

tons. 

Created new video encouraging visits to the 

Recycling Center: Olmsted County Recycling 

Center Plus. 
 

Introduced two new software technologies 
to engage and keep customers informed 

about Environmental Resources 
Happenings:  GovDelivery and Waste 

Wizard. 

PERSPECTIVE:  Manage the Resources/Strategic Priority:  4. Exercise Sound Fiscal Management 

State Performance Measure 4.1 – 
Budget, Financial 

 
Bond Rating 
 

4.1.1  Standard & Poor’s Ratings Services or 
Moody’s Investor Services. (No established target 
provided by Minnesota Council on Local Results and 
Innovation). 
 

Maintain consistent internal control systems. 
 

Set example for staff and customers that 
demonstrates a commitment to ethical and 

careful work. 

Chief Financial 
Officer Bob 

Bendzick 
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     Measure Type:  Outcome 
     New Measure introduced in  July 1, 2014   
      Report 

 

Finance’s M4R Target:  Maintain our bond rating. 
 

Results:  Target met – Rating maintained: 

Olmsted County “AAA” 

Standard & Poor’s Rating Services 
The company rates borrowers on a scale from AAA to D. 

Investment Grade:  An organization who owes debt rated 
'AAA' has extremely strong capacity to meet its financial 

commitments. 'AAA' is the highest issuer credit rating 
assigned by Standard & Poor's. 
 

Olmsted County “Aaa” 
Moody’s Investor Services 

The purpose of its ratings is to provide investors with a 
simple system to gauge creditworthiness. Investment 

Grade:  Aaa – rated as the highest quality and lowest 
credit risk. 

 

Work with departments to correct problems. 

 
Continue to earn a Certificate of 

Achievement for Excellence in Financial 
Reporting by the Government Finance 

Officers Association of the United States and 
Canada. The Certificate is the highest form 

of recognition for excellence in state and 

local government financial reporting. 
 

 







 

RAMSEY COUNTY 1 
 

2015 Ramsey County and the Minnesota Local 
Government Performance Measures Report 

 
amsey County participates in MN Council on Local Results and Innovation’s comprehensive 
performance measurement system for cities and counties.  This program encourages local 

governments to publish and compare information on their activities.  The data items were selected 
from a list provided by the state.  Many of the items in the State system are included in the 
performance measurement process which the County began in the 1990s. 

 
Public Safety:  Crime Rates (per 100,000 people) 2012 2013 2014 

Part I Crimes (Serious Crimes) 4,298 3,996 3,807 
Part II Crimes (Other Crimes) 2,033 3,943 3,800 
Total 6,331 7,939 7,607 

This is a measure of crimes occurring in the County that have been reported to Bureau of Criminal 
Apprehension by all law enforcement agencies in the state.  Note:  the 2013 increase in Part II crimes is the 
result of changes in reporting practices.   

 
Public Works:  Pavement Conditions 2012 2013 2014 

Average pavement condition rating for county roads (out of 100) 58 59 61 
Pavement conditions affect driver safety and convenience.  Every segment of roads is examined and rated 
regularly using a standardized system developed by MnDOT.  The results are used to plan and implement 
county maintenance operations efficiently.  

 
Public Health, Social Services:  Low Birth Weights, 
Single Births 

2011 2012 2013 

% of low birth weight births, countywide 4.7% 5.8% 5.5% 

Babies born weighing less than 5 lb. 8 oz. have greater health risks than babies born at a higher birth 
weight.  These risks include a range of poor health outcomes, including death before their first birthday.  
Reducing poor birth outcomes will reduce health care costs, decrease use of social services programs, and 
increase family wellbeing.   

 
Property Records, Evaluation, Assessment:  Assessment 
Ratios 

2012 2013 2014 

Residential Assessment Ratio 99.3 98.1 94.6 
Apartment Assessment Ratio 103.7 99.2 95.1 
Commercial Assessment Ratio 100.0 96.3 96.3 

Assessment ratios are part of the MN Dept. of Revenue annual analysis of the accuracy of property value 
assessments.  These are ratios of assessed values to market sales.  Assessors are required to have ratios 
between 90% and 105%.  (If values are less than 100, the assessed values tend to be lower than market 
sales.  Values over indicate that assessed values tend to be more than market sales.) 

 

R 



 

RAMSEY COUNTY 2 
 

 
Elections:  Accuracy of post-election audit 2012 2013 2014 

% of ballots counted accurately in the post-election review 99.8% 99.9% 99.94% 
After elections, the results of ballot counting are reviewed to determine the accuracy of the counting 
process.   99.5% is the minimum accuracy required by the state. 

 
Veterans Services:  Benefits Received by Veterans 2012 2013 2014 

Federal pension and disability benefits for veterans and survivor $52.62 
 million 

$60.852 
 million 

$70.612 
 million 

Veterans Services provides assistance, counseling and acts as an advocate for veterans, their dependents 
and survivors who are entitled to federal and state benefits. 

Value of VA Medical Care Services which includes state of the art Primary 
and Specialty Care as well as many programs and services. 

$61.454 
million 

$75.501 
 million 

$81.607 
 million 

Veterans Services assists veterans with enrollment in the VA Medical Care System. VA Medical Care 
Veterans Services advocates and refers veterans to programs and services provided within the VA Medical 
Care System. 

 
Parks & Recreation:  Visits (per 1,000 residents) 2012 2013 2014 

Visits to Ramsey County Regional Parks per 1,000 population 18,812 20,372 20,263 
Economics, such as changing gas prices and cautious household spending patterns, and changing 
demographics have resulted in more people recreating closer to home.  This includes increased use of 
parks and recreational facilities.   

 
Libraries:  Visits (per 1,000 residents) 2012 2013 2014 

Physical visits to library facilities per 1,000 population 7,912 7,464 6,967 
Virtual/digital visits per 1,000 population 8,673 8,818 9,020 

Traditionally, physical visits to a library was a measure of services.  Virtual visits to use library materials is 
becoming more common.  The number of times the library website is accessed is used to count virtual 
visits.  

 
Budget, Financial:  Bond ratings 2012 2013 2014 

Standard & Poor's Ratings Services AAA AAA AAA 
Moody's Investor Services Aaa Aaa Aaa 

Rating agencies examine a county's financial and management characteristics in order to rate whether the 
their bonds will be safe investments 
 

Environment:  Recycling percentage 2012 2013 2014 

% Mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) recycled 41.1% 50.4% 52.5 
Recycling is critical for reducing the impact of waste on the environment. 

 
More information: 
 MN Office of the State Auditor Performance Measures Program:  http://www.osa.state.mn.us/default.aspx?page=20130731.000 
Data Sources: 
 Crime Rates:  Minnesota Uniform Crime Reports 2014, Table 46 
 Low Birth Rate Births:  2012 MN Department of Health,, County Health Tables, Natality Table 2 
 Visits to Regional Parks, Annual Use Estimates of the Metropolitan Regional Parks System for 2014 
 Population Estimates, Metropolitan Council Population Estimates Program 
 All other measures:  Ramsey County Critical Success Indicators reported in the County Manager’s 2016-17 Proposed Budget or departmental data 

http://www.osa.state.mn.us/default.aspx?page=20130731.000






























Measures	for	Counties	

St.	Louis	County	Departmental	Key	Performance	Indicators:		

2016	Submission	(2015	data,	unless	noted)	

St. Louis County utilizes best practices in performance management and measurement.  Annually, the 
County Board adopts the standard set of county performance measures proposed by the Minnesota 
State Auditor's Performance Measurement Program.  Created by the Minnesota State Legislature's 
Council on Local Results, this is a standard set of ten performance measures for counties and ten 
performance measures for cities that will aid residents, taxpayers, and state and local officials in 
determining the efficacy of counties and cities in providing services, and measure residents' opinions of 
those services.  Cities and counties that choose to participate in the new standards measure program 
may be eligible for a reimbursement in Local Government Aid, and exemption from levy limits.   
 
Participation in the Minnesota State Auditor's Performance Measures Program is voluntary; however, St. 
Louis County is well positioned to participate by virtue of its continued efforts in performance 
measurement and citizen surveys.  Counties that choose to participate must officially adopt the 
corresponding 10 performance benchmarks developed by the Council, and report on them in order to 
receive a new local government performance aid, reimbursed at $0.14 per capital, not to exceed 
$25,000. 

St. Louis County incorporates performance data in budget and business planning discussions and efforts. 
Each department has a business plan that guides them for the next three to five years. These plans are 
updated and reviewed as changes occur and considered as part of the budget process.  The Business 
Plans include the following sections:  

 Who Are We?  This includes mission statement, primary lines of business (programs), 
organizational chart and significant trends and changes impacting the department. 

 What Do We Want To Achieve?  This includes a vision for the department and key initiatives 
aligned with the St. Louis County Commissioners' Goals. 

 What Resources Are We Going To Use?  Resource plans such as Finance Plan, Workforce Plan, 
Technology Plan, Purchasing Plan, and Space Plan. 

The broader county‐wide goals for a sustained business planning focus by departments' center on 
consolidating core organizational efforts and services in support of the following goals as defined by the 
St. Louis County Board of Commissioners: 

1. Public Health and Safety 
2. Strong Country Infrastructure 
3. Community Growth and Prosperity 
4. Viable Natural Resources and Ecosystem 
5. Effective and Efficient Government 

As the county strives for organizational excellence it is of paramount importance to continue to progress 
in linking departmental program and service initiatives to key organizational priorities and strategies.  



Arson
25 

Assault 
369

Auto Theft
323 

Burglary
1,168 

Homicide
4 

Rape
124 

Robbery
67 

Theft
5,056 

Part 1 Crimes: 7,136 Total

Disturbance                                       
1,232 

DUI                        
898 

Family/
Children  
811

Forgery/
Counterfeit  

165

Fraud                       
855 

Gambling     
1 

Liquor Laws                 
635 

Narcotics                                         
1,106 

Other 
(Excluding 
Traffic)                         
1,611 

Other 
Assaults                                    
1,772 

Other Sex 
Offenses                                

314 

Prostitution                                      
32 

Stolen 
Property                                   

56 

Vandalism                                         
1,771 

Weapons                                           
89 

Part II Crimes: 11,348 Total

Public	Safety	–	County	Sheriff		

Department Goal:	 To protect and serve the citizens of the county and region with professionalism 

and pride. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Public Health and Safety 

	
Measure	1.	Public	Safety	–Crime	Rates/Citizen	Survey	

Current Performance:  In 2015, St. Louis County (population 200,949, US Census Bureau 2014 

population estimate) had the following Part I & II offenses and crime rates: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Source: MN BCA Uniform Crime Reports 

Note: BCA stats are not final until July 1, 2016 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Part I 6,912 6,972 6,601 7,887 7,059 7,136

Part II 10,179 10,220 9,749 11,168 10,295 11,348

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

Part I and II Crime



Measure	2.	Public	Safety	–Citizen	Survey	

Current Performance:  Residents felt the safest from violent (68 points) and property crimes (63). 

 As shown below, ratings were similar to those given in past survey responses.  

	

Measure	3.	Public	Safety	–	Deputy	Response	Time	

Current Performance:  The St. Louis County Sheriff's Office responded to 2,111 Priority One Level 

Incidents throughout St. Louis County between 1/1/15 and 12/31/15.  The average response time from 

time of dispatch to first unit on scene computes to 14.29 minutes, the number of calls is up slightly and 

the average time to respond is down from last year. St. Louis County is very unique compared to other 

Minnesota counties in that it is over 7,000 square miles in size, the type and quality of our roadways 

varies significantly throughout the county, and great distances between calls often requires extra time 

to respond thus impacting the efficacy of this measure as a standard in St. Louis County as compared to 

other counties in the State. 

 

0 20 40 60 80 100

Violent crimes

Property crimes

Illegal drug activity

Intoxicated or impaired
drivers

Distracted drivers

Please rate how safe or unsafe 
you feel from the following in 

St. Louis County:

2016

2013

2011

2007

More	about	our	survey: 
St. Louis County partners with 

other Minnesota counties to work 

with the National Research Center 

on a statistically valid and 

representative residential survey 

which is conducted every 2‐3 years. 

This survey was conducted in 2007, 

2011, 2013 and 2016. The data is 

summarized here. The 2016 survey 

response rate was 33% (1,966 

households received a survey; 658 

surveys were completed). 

Please note: responses have been 

converted to a 100 point scale for 

ease of graphical comparison.   



Public	Safety	–	Arrowhead	Regional	Corrections	(ARC)		

Department Goal:	 To use evidence‐based practices to provide community corrections services in a 

five county area of Northeastern Minnesota (St. Louis, Carlton, Cook, Koochiching 

and Lake Counties).  ARC operates the (1) Northeast Regional Corrections Center 

(NERCC), an institution for adult males, (2) Arrowhead Juvenile Center, a secure 

detention and treatment facility for juveniles, (3) Court and Field (probation and 

parole) services and (4) contracted services for adult female offenders.   

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Public Health and Safety 

 

Measure	4.	Public	Safety	–	Recidivism	

Current Performance:  Arrowhead Regional Corrections’ goal is to maintain its client recidivism rate at 

30% or lower, as defined by the Minnesota Department of Corrections.  The MN DOC defines recidivism 

as “a felony conviction within three years of discharge.”  In 2015, ARC's adult probation recidivism rate 

was 16%.   

 

Data Source: 2015 Minnesota Statewide Probation & Supervised Release Outcomes Report (MN DOC)  

 

	 	



	
Measure	5.	Public	Works	–Total	number	of	fatal/injury	accidents		
Current Performance:  In 2015 St. Louis County experienced 8 fatal and 12 major injury crashes on 

County State Aid Highways (CSAH), County Roads or Unorganized Township roads.  

The trend is moving in the right direction due to significant coordination through the Towards Zero 

Death initiative.  
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The two trend lines represent the 
periods of 1998 to 2003, and 2004 to 
2015. The fatal and major injury crash 
trend appears to begin declining in 2004. 
Extrapolating the pre-2004 trend, it is 
estimated there would have been 57 
fatal and major injury crashes in 2015. 
The actual number was 20. This is a 
difference of 37 crashes. The break in 
the trend appears to mimic the 
Minnesota statewide crash data. 

Public	Works			

Department Goal:	 To provide a safe, well‐maintained road and bridge system. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Strong County Infrastructure 
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19%

Pavement Quality Index 
(PQI) (% of paved 
system)

Measure	6.	Public	Works	–Snow	Plowing	Time		

Current Performance:  It takes the St. Louis County Public Works Department an average of 12 hours to 

plow county roadways during an average snowfall event. 

Data Source: Public Works. By using GPS/AVL software, we are able to track our truck fleet, and gather 

tabular data as to location, travel time (overall, and while plowing), travel distance (overall, and while 

plowing), and material application amounts.   In addition, we are able to generate mapping showing the 

locations of our fleet and their movements at any given time.  

	

Measure	7.	Public	Works	–County	Pavement	Condition	Rating	(PCI/PQI)		

 Current Performance:  To improve the overall pavement quality of 

the roads of St. Louis County jurisdiction (unorganized townships, 

county roads, and county state aid highways) to a level acceptable to 

the public, Public Works strives to maintain 75% of roadway miles 

with a Pavement Quality Index (PQI) of 2.900 or higher and the 

weighted average PQI for all mileage at 3.100 or higher. Pavements 

having a PQI of 2.900 to 3.200 are defined as being in "fair" 

condition. PQI's range from 0.000 (worst) to 4.200 (best). 

 

Please note, this data is from 2012 as the Minnesota 

Department of Transportation (MnDOT) was not able to rate St. 

Louis County’s roads in 2013 or 2014 due to workload 

challenges. They are scheduled to rate St. Louis County roads in 

2016.  

 

Using PQI data from 2012, the percentage of roadway miles 

rated with a PQI of 2.900 or higher is 52.9%, which is under the 

75% target. The weighted average PQI for all mileage, using the 

same data, is 2.731, which is under the target of 3.100. 
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What will be changed to meet this goal: The Department knew that it would not be able to achieve this 
goal, but felt it was important to set targets that would reflect where the county’s system should be. A 
review of the current data indicates that the overall condition of the paved highway system is stable for 
now.  
 
A shift towards doing more preservation projects such as mill and overlays, reclaim and overlays and 
bituminous overlays, along with more preventative maintenance such as crack sealing,  chip seals and 
micro‐surfacing will begin to push the numbers in the right direction.  
 
St. Louis County Public Works continues to implement a pavement management system and will further 
refine its use as well as continue to evaluate all potential sources of revenue. 
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Please rate each of the following 
services provided by St. Louis 
County:

Measure	8.	Public	Works	–Citizen	Survey	Ratings		

Current Performance:  Continuing the trend in citizen survey ratings since 2007, residents again found 

road conditions to be a major problem in 2016. 11% of residents selected infrastructure (including 

sewer, water, roads, bridges, etc.) as the most serious issue facing St. Louis County (up from 10% in 

2013). The 2013 survey continued to separate snow and ice removal from general maintenance, which is 

reflected in the following chart.  While low, these scores are in line with national trends done by the 

National Research Center, and slightly improving over results from the last survey. 

 

 

 

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

More	about	our	survey: 
St. Louis County partners with 

other Minnesota counties to work 

with the National Research Center 

on a statistically valid and 

representative residential survey 

which is conducted every 2‐3 years. 

This survey was conducted in 2007, 

2011, 2013 and 2016. The data is 

summarized here. The 2016 survey 

response rate was 33% (1,966 

households received a survey; 658 

surveys were completed). 

Responses have been converted to 

a 100 point scale for ease of 

graphical comparison.   

Please note: the “maintenance of 

county roads” was a new question 

in 2013.  



Measure	9.	Public	Works	–Average	Bridge	Sufficiency	Rating		

Current Performance: St. Louis County’s average bridge sufficiency rating is 86.1, up slightly from 84.8 in 

2014 and 79.5 in 2013. As this is a newer measure we are still establishing a baseline.  

 

There are several factors to consider when it comes to using the Sufficiency Rating (SR) and setting an 

annual goal as Sufficiency Rating is a risk based number (not a condition based number) and has many 

factors. It may take some serious thought to determine the best metric to measure our success.  

Considerations include:  

 Establish a clear definition of the Sufficiency Rating (SR).  

 Consider using ratings.  NBI ratings are the federal portion of the condition ratings of various 

parts of the bridge (superstructure, substructure, deck, etc.) and are determined by our safety 

inspectors in the field.   

 St. Louis County is responsible for approximately 600 bridges with ever changing condition 

values. It can be difficult to track and calculate any meaningful information without significant 

effort.  The SR data from the State’s SIMS database is the only source for the current SR's and 

condition information that changes annually.   

	
	
	 	



Measure	10.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–General	Life	Expectancy	

Current Performance:  Potential life lost: the premature death rate (PDR) for those under age 75 is the 

number of deaths to residents under age 75 per 100,000 persons age‐adjusted to the 2000 U.S. standard 

population.  The rate is per the top three leading causes of premature death.  

 
Data source: http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/chs/countytables/; *Most recent data – 12 month look back 

According to the County Health Rankings, St. Louis County ranks 67 of 87 counties in terms of length of 

life – premature death for 2016 (2015 data); this is compared to 72 of 87 for 2015(2014 data).  
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Rate per leading causes of 
premature death 
(deaths under 75 yrs of age per 100,000):
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Public	Health,	Social	Services	

Department Goal:	 Children will be born healthy, live a life free from abuse and neglect, and will have 

a permanent living arrangement. Parents will be emotionally and financially able 

to provide for their children. Our community will make healthy life choices; have 

safe food, water, and air. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Public Health and Safety 



Another look at this data is provided from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and the University of 

Wisconsin Population Health Institute, which have information on premature death based on a 

calculated years of potential life lost.  

 

Data source: http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/app/minnesota/2016/rankings/st‐

louis/county/outcomes/overall/snapshot  

 

 

	 	



Measure	11.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–Tobacco	&	Alcohol	Use	

Current Performance:   

2012   Health Outcomes  72  (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

2012   Health Factors    64  (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

 

2013   Health Outcomes  72  (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

2013   Health Factors    59  (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

 

2014   Health Outcomes  75  (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

2014   Health Factors    53 (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

 

2015   Health Outcomes  74 (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

2015   Health Factors    59 (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

 

2016  Health Outcomes  76 (Rank out of 87 counties) 

2016   Health Factors    64 (Rank out of 87 counties) 

 

 

Specifically in regards to tobacco and alcohol use:  

2016  Health Behaviors  78 (Rank out of 87 Counties) 

2016  Adult Smoking    19% (Compared to MN at 16% and the National Benchmark at 14%) 

2016  “Excessive Drinking”  23% (Compared to MN at 21% and the National Benchmark at 12%) 

 

Data source: http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/app/minnesota/2016/rankings/st‐

louis/county/outcomes/overall/snapshot  

 



Measure	12.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–Work	Participation	Rate	

 

Current Performance: The department’s work participation rate measures how effectively people are 

able to enter the workforce and gain economic self‐sufficiency. PHHS’ goal is that MFIP and DWP 

participants will meet or exceed the state’s expectation of a work participation rate of 38.9%.  The 3 

year Self‐Support Index measures whether eligible adults are working an average of 30 or more hours 

per week or no longer receiving MFIP or DWP cash assistance during the quarter three years from a 

baseline quarter.  The required performance range for St. Louis County is 65% ‐ 69.5%. 

 

 

Data source: Minnesota Family Investment Program Annualized Self‐support index and Work 

Participation Report for 2015 
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Measure	13.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–Maltreatment	

Current Performance: A key federal indicator of child safety by which states and counties are measured 

is the absence of child maltreatment recurrence.  The measure is “of all children who were victims of 

determined maltreatment during the first six months of the reporting period, the percent of children 

who were not victims of another determined maltreatment allegation within a 6‐month period,” which 

is found as a county‐specific report in SSIS Analysis & Charting.  County performance (96.3%) is 

measured against the national standard, which is currently 94.6% or higher. 

 

Data source: SSIS Analysis & Charting – Federal Indicators 
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Measure	14.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–Child	Support	Program	
Cost	Effectiveness	

Current Performance:  Child support is money a parent is court‐ordered to pay to their child’s other 

parent or caregiver for the support of the child. The support may be part of an interim, temporary, 

permanent, or modified court order.  Cost effectiveness is the Return on Investment realized as a result 

of this activity in our County; it is the total dollars collected during the federal fiscal year divided by the 

total dollars spent for providing child support services during the same year.  It is also called the “CSPIA 

collections/expense ratio.” 

St. Louis County CSPIA Collects/Expense Ratio 

2010  $5.55 

2011  $4.84 

2012  $5.25 

2013  $5.19 

2014  $5.17 

2015  $4.86 

Data source: 2015 Minnesota Child Support Performance Report 

 

	

	 	



Measure	15.	Public	Health	&	Human	Services	–Low	Birth	Weight	
Children	

Current Performance: The Council on Local Results and Innovation recommended, as one measure of 

life expectancy, babies born with a low birth weight, as these children have an increased risk of dying.  

Approximately half of the St. Louis County public health nurses provide home visits to high risk maternal 

populations, seeing clients prenatally and post‐partum, to provide support and education to prevent 

complications, including low birth weight. 

Please note these numbers have been updated to reflect the new measurement standard with MN 

Department of Health, noted below.  

 

 

Data Source: http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/chs/countytables/profiles2015/index.html  
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Measure	16.	County	Assessor–Assessment	Ratio	

Current Performance: The median assessment level for all classes of property based on sales adjusted 

for local effort falls within the Department of Revenue’s acceptable range of 90% to 105% with a 

coefficient of dispersion less than 20 percent. This means that assessments should consistently fall 

within 90 to 105 percent of sales prices. 

 

 The following are statistics from the 2015 sales ratio report used for taxes payable in 2016 for St. Louis 

County provided by the Minnesota Department of Revenue.  The current St. Louis County level of 

assessment ratio, median ratio, falls between 90‐105% for 2015.  

2015 St. Louis County Sales Ratio Report for Taxes Payable 2016 

PROPERTY TYPE 
MEDIAN 
RATIO 

DOR Acceptable Range 
of 90‐105% 

RESIDENTIAL   93.8%  acceptable 

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL   97.8%  acceptable 

 

Data Source: 2015 Assessment Sales Ratio Study Final Sales Analysis for the State Board of Equalization 

	

Measure	17.	County	Recorder–Turn‐around	Time	

Current Performance: MN Statutes 357.182, Subd. 6 require a 10 day turn‐around time by the year 

2011, 90% of the time. 2015 performance documented a turn‐around time of 6.80 days, surpassing the 

requirement and continuing to improve over the prior year. 

	 	

Property	Records,	Valuation,	Assessment	

Department Goal:	 Inspect, value, and classify ‐ for property tax purposes – all taxable parcels with 

new construction on an annual basis. Assessments meet Department of Revenue 

standards for level and consistency. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Effective and Efficient Government 



Measure	18.	County	Auditor	–	Accuracy		

Current Performance:  During the 2015 general election, according to the post‐election audit, 100% of 

ballots were counted accurately.  

Elections	

Department Goal:	 Maintain high election standards and public confidence in the election process in 

compliance with state and federal election laws (including the Help America Vote 

Act, HAVA). 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Effective and Efficient Government  



Measure	19.	Veterans	Service	Office	–	Customer	Service		

Current Performance:  Customer satisfaction surveys are used by this office to assure customer 

satisfaction.  There were a total of 82 customer comment cards collected, 100% were rated excellent.  

All questions were answered. This is significant, as the St. Louis County Veterans Service Office continues 

to see an increased number of veterans each year.  

 

 

Measure	20.	Veterans	Service	Office	–	Dollars	for	Veterans’	Benefits		

Current Performance:  For 2015, Federal benefits totaled $108,681,000 and State benefits totaled 

$267,141.46 (both up from 2014 amounts) for a grand total of $108,948,141 of Veterans’ benefits 

brought into St. Louis County (up $2,235,675 from 2014).  

Data Source: VA posted 2015 expenditure data 

	

Measure	21.	Veterans	Service	Office	–	Percentage	of	Veterans	Receiving	
Benefits			

This measure was recommended by 2008 OLA report. There is currently no reliable data source for this 

measure.  

 

 

	

	
	 	

Veterans	Services	

Department Goal:	 To annually increase the number of veterans we work with and to serve them in a 

timely and customer‐oriented manner.  

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Public Health and Safety; Effective and Efficient Government  



	
Measure	22.		Parks/Libraries	–	(N/A	No	County	Parks,	Recreational	
Programs	or	County	Facilities)		

Current Performance: Although St. Louis County does not operate county parks some of the 2016 

Residential Survey Data speaks to general ratings in this area. The overall quality of life in St. Louis 

County is high, with 86% of residents rating overall quality of life “good” or “excellent.” Quality of life 

was further analyzed by various contributing factors. St. Louis County residents’ ratings of recreational 

opportunities are much higher than national averages.  
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Parks,	Libraries	

Department Goal:	 N/A – St. Louis County does not provide parks or libraries.  

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Public Health and Safety; Community Growth and Prosperity  

More	about	our	survey: 
St. Louis County partners with 

other Minnesota counties to work 

with the National Research Center 

on a statistically valid and 

representative residential survey 

which is conducted every 2‐3 years. 

This survey was conducted in 2007, 

2011, 2013 and 2016. The data is 

summarized here. The 2016 survey 

response rate was 33% (1,966 

households received a survey; 658 

surveys were completed). 

Please note: responses have been 

converted to a 100 point scale for 

ease of graphical comparison.   

 



Measure	23.		Arrowhead	Library	System	(of	which	St.	Louis	County	is	a	
member)	–	Annual	Visits			

 
Current Performance: St. Louis County is a member of the Arrowhead Library System. As such, we do 

not have direct authority for their services, nor do we know their goals. However, the Arrowhead Library 

System provided the following statistics for consideration:  

Public 
Library 

2010 
Population 

2015 Library 
Visits 

Visits Per 
Thousand 

Aurora  1,709  17,030 9.96 

Babbitt  1,475  16,094 10.91 

Buhl  1,000  6,337 6.34 

Chisholm  4,976  21,872 4.40 

Cook  574  11,845 20.64 

Duluth  86,265  474,982 5.51 

Ely  3,460  76,168 22.01 

Eveleth  3,718  14,028 3.77 

Gilbert  1,799  11,570 6.43 

Hibbing  16,361  83,660 5.11 

Hoyt Lakes  2,017  16,757 8.31 

Kinney  169  1,295 7.66 

McKinley  128  0 0.00 

Mountain Iron  2,869  19,665 6.85 

Virginia  8,712  97,968 11.25 

ALS Bookmobile  64,994  4,917 0.08 

TOTAL  200,226  874,188 4.37 

	
	 	



Measure	24.		County	Auditor	–	Bond	Rating			

Current Performance: AA+ rating achieved in rating review as part of 2013 bond issuances and retained 

for 2014 refinancing issuance and 2015 Capital Improvement bond sale. In its report, S&P listed 

multiple favorable conditions in the County that factored in its assessment including a strong 

economy, very strong budgetary flexibility, strong budgetary performance, very strong liquidity 

providing very strong cash levels to cover both debt service and expenditures, strong management 

conditions with good financial policies and practices; and very strong debt and contingent liability 

position, with low overall debt burden. Analysts also listed as strong the County’s management with 

good financial policies, and the broad and diverse local economy. The AA+ rating makes the County’s 

debt offering more attractive to investors and lowers the cost of borrowing.  

Data source: Standard & Poor's Ratings Services 

	
Measure	25.		County	Auditor	–	Debt	Service	per	capita			

Current Performance: $440 per capita; St. Louis County’s debt levels are well below all established 
limits. Please note: the bond sale in 2015 is to accelerate the county’s Transportation Improvement Plan 
and debt service payments are paid by the dedicated Transportation Sales Tax.  
 

 

Data source: St. Louis County 2015 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
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Budget,	Financial	Performance	

Department Goal:	 Provide professional finance and accounting services in keeping with best 
practices, ensuring that public dollars are used exclusively for authorized public 
purposes. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area:	
Effective and Efficient Government  



	

	
Measure	26.		Environmental	Services	–	Recycling	Percentage			
 
St. Louis County Environmental Services works to maintain State of Minnesota Select Committee on 

Recycling and the Environment (SCORE) recycling levels at or above 50% of the total waste stream.  The 

Environmental Services Department has received funding from the State of Minnesota for recycling 

programs through this fund.  SCORE funds are generated through the State Solid Waste Management 

tax on garbage disposal. SCORE recycling tonnages are calculated annually. The mandated rate to 

receive SCORE funding for non‐metro counties is 35%; the Department goal is 50% or higher.  

Current Performance: 52.3% 
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Environment	

Department Goal:  To act in a leadership capacity to ensure a sustainable integrated waste system. 
Further, to lead by developing public and private partnerships to focus resources 
on areas of greatest impact to the environment and economy of the County. 

Commissioner 

Priority Area: 

Public Health and Safety; Viable Natural Resources and Ecosystem 



Measure	27.		Environmental	Services	–	HHW			

Current Performance:  80.47 tons of Household Hazardous Waste were recycled in 2015. This includes 
nickel‐cadmium batteries, sealed lead acid batteries, fluorescent tubes, and Product Exchange materials 
collected at the St. Louis County HHW facilities and remote collection sites.  The St. Louis County 
Environmental Services Department (ESD) provides a comprehensive solid waste management system 
for that part of St. Louis County outside of the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District. The 
Environmental Services Department works to increase the number of customers utilizing free disposal at 
the twelve HHW mobile collections and two year‐round HHW collection facilities.   
 

 

Strategies: Advertising for the 2015 VSQG and HHW collections remained consistent with past efforts 

and will remain the same for the upcoming 2016 season.  The department uses Facebook in addition to 

print and radio advertising to promote its hazardous waste programs.  In January of 2016, the 

department received its first PaintCare reimbursement check in the amount of $8,144.23 to help offset 

collection, haulage and disposal costs associated with the department’s participation in the program.  

The department anticipates continued program participation on the part of the public to properly 

dispose of household hazardous wastes. 

Additionally, the department is expanding its program to allow for the acceptance of commercially‐

generated hazardous waste from any business identified as a Very Small Quantity Generator (VSQG), 

generating up to two hundred twenty pounds of hazardous waste per month.  The Department will 

conduct three summer VSQG remote collections in addition to year round scheduled appointments at 

the HHW facility located at the Regional Landfill.  The department anticipates providing this service 

starting June 1, 2016.  
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Number of Users of Product Exchange 524 670 693 858 756 739 778 903

Number of Very Small Quantity
Generators (VSQG)

25 23 17 21 14 17 17 16

Number of Minimum Quantity
Generators (MQ)

3 6 7 10 10 7 5 1

HHW Collection Network Statistics









































MODEL PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Sherburne County 

Calendar 2015 
 

Department/Measure Indicator Compliance 

 
Public Safety/Sheriff  
        

          Part I/II crimes, OR 

 

 

 

         Total number of accidents 

         that occur on County State 

         Aid Highways, County Roads 

         and Un-Organized  

         Township Roads that involve 

         fatalities and injury. 

BCA Uniform Crime Report 2014 table 48 page 182 

 

 

 

 

 

DPS Crash Facts 2014 Page 29 Table 1.24 

Part I=434 

Part II=1133 

Total=1567 

 

 

 

Killed=2 

Injured=388 

Total crashes that involved 

injury or fatalities=265 

Community Corrections 

        

          Percent of adult offenders 

          with new felony conviction 

          within 3 years of discharge 

 Out of 1125 offenders whose 

cases expired or closed in 

2012; 102 or 9.1% have been 

convicted of felonies since 

expiration or closing.   

 

Public Works 

 

          Hours to plow system after 

          snow 

 

          Average county pavement 

          condition rating 

 

        

 

 

 

          Average Bridge Sufficiency 

          rating 

 

 

 

 

Bare pavement w/in 48 hrs. – ADT 10,000 

Bare pavement w/in 72 hrs. – ADT 2,500 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Achieved for all storms 

 

 

Last road rating – 2013, 

average rating of all county 

roads 76 (rating system is 0-

100, 0=poor condition, 

100=excellent condition) 
 

 
Taken from the March 2015 

Bridge Report – average 

bridge sufficiency rating = 



 

 

87.5 (rating system is 0-100, 

0=poor condition, 

100=excellent condition) 
 

Public Health  
 

           General life expectancy 

 

            

 

 

 

         Tobacco and Alcohol Use 

            

The data for this measure has not been updated since 
last year at http://www.healthdata.org  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The data for this measure has not been updated since 
last year at http://healthdata.org  

In 2013, female life 

expectancy was at 81.7 years. 

In 2013, male life expectancy 

was at 78.8 years 

 

 

 

 

In 2012, male smoking was at 

22.5%. Female smoking was 

at 19.4% 

In 2012 female heavy 

drinking was at 7.6%. Male 

heavy drinking was at 10.5% 

In 2012, female binge 

drinking was at 17.1% and 

male binge drinking was at 

28.5% 

Social Services  
 

          Workforce participation rate   

          among MFIP and DWP 

          recipients 

          

          % of children where  

          recurrence of maltreatment  

          within 12 months of 

          intervention  

 

          Child Support Program Cost 

          Effectiveness 

 

           % of low birth-weight 

          Children 

 

 

 

 

Data received from Monticello workforce center. 

 

 

 

SSIS Charting & Analysis 2015 

 

 

 

 

State of Minnesota 

 

 

Minnesota Department of Health, County Health Tables, 2014 

 

The workforce participation 

rate as of January, 2016 was 

52.2% (up from 49.9%) 

 

 

2.5% (down from 5.7%) 

 

 

 

 

$7.17 (up from $6.68) ranked 

9
th

 in the state 

 

5.2% (up from 3.8%) 

http://www.healthdata.org/
http://healthdata.org/


Taxation (Assessment) 

 

          Level of assessment ratio  

          (90 – 105% median ratio) 

Submitted Ratio’s for Asmt Year 2015 were in the acceptable 

median ratio. 

No State orders were directed 

by the Department of 

Revenue for Assessment Year 

2015. 

Recorder 

 

          Turn-around time for    

          recording, Indexing and 

          returning real Estate 

          documents 

  

 

In 2015, 99.7% of all 

documents were returned in 

10 days or less. (5 days or less 

for electronic documents) 

Elections 
 

          Accuracy of post election  

          audit –  

          % of ballots counted 

          accurately 

For the PER report from the November 4, 2014 General 

Election, three (3) Sherburne County Precincts were randomly 

selected after the Canvassing of the State General Election for a 

hand count to compare the totals to the M100 machine tapes to 

be completed November 19
th

, 2014 starting at 1:00 p.m. in the 

County Board Room with the following Precincts: Orrock 

Township, St. Cloud City Ward 2 – Precinct 5 and Princeton 

City Precinct 2. 

Using 2014 election 

information as most current 

numbers available.  

Results of the 1,832 ballots 

that the M100 Machine 

counted for the three precincts 

chosen, the hand count came 

up with 1,832 ballots counted 

for a total adjusted difference 

of zero (0) for a 100% 

accuracy rate for the 2014 

PER review report for 

Sherburne County of the 

November 4
th

 General 

Election. 

Veteran’s Services  
 

          % of Veteran’s surveyed  

          who said ?’s were answered 

          by VSO 

 

       

          Dollars brought into county 

          for Veterans’ benefits 

 

          

 

  

 

Survey conducted of 521 

walk-in clients over a two-

month period from 10/1/015 

to 11/30/15 indicated a 99% 

satisfaction rate. 

 

 

$57,612,000 federal dollars 

brought into Sherburne 

County (2015 Federal VA 

figures) 

 

$61,970 state dollars brought 



into Sherburne County (2015 

State VA figures). 

 

Library 
          # of Registered Borrowers 

 As of 12/31/2015 Sherburne 

County had 20,291 registered 

borrowers 

Budget, Financial 

 

         Bond Rating 

 

          

 

 

Debt service levy per capita; 

         outstanding debt per capita 

 

 

Sherburne County’s current Bond rating is a AA+ 

 

 

 

 

Schedule XII of the 2015 Sherburne County Comprehensive 

Annual Financial Report. 

According to Standards & 

Poor’s Bond rating for 

Sherburne County’s most 

recent issuance dated May 26, 

2015 the Counties rating went 

from an AA to an AA+. 

 

Sherburne County’s 2015 

population is 91,705 

according to the Minnesota 

State Demographic Center. 

Our Bonded Debt per Capita 

for 2015 is $147.86 of the 

outstanding gross bonded debt 

of $13,559,437. 

 

Environment 

 

        Recycling % 

 

 

 

        Amount of hazardous 

        household waste and  

        electronics collected 

 

 

 

 

 

       Amount of HHW Collected: 

 

 

49 Percent Recycling Rate 

 

 

 

1,171 Households that participated in various HHW 

collection events throughout 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

728 Households that dropped off HHW at the Tri-County 

HHW Facility. 

 

 

 

 

This is a 1 percent increase 

from last year’s recycling 

rate. 

 

This is a reduction of 122 

household participants from 

2014’s numbers. 

 

 

This is an increase of 50 

households from 2014’s 

numbers. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Approximately 27 tons of HHW was dropped off at the Tri-

County HHW Facility. 

 

 

2015 HHW Volume Totals - 
Mobile Collections Only 

Amounts: 

PCB Ballast (lbs) 260 lbs 

Flam Liquids (gal) 825 gal 

Asbestos Roof Coatings (lb) 55 lbs 

Various Lab Packs (lbs) 9,251 lbs 

Aerosol Containers (lbs) 3,370 lbs 

Latex Paint (cubic yards) 51.84 cy 

Cylinders (unit) 75 units 

Mercury (lbs) 32 lbs 

4' Flor 1,810 units 

8' Flor 268 units 

CFL/Hid 936 units 

Lead Acid Batteries (lb) 2,530 lbs 

Oil Paint (cubic yards) 19.3 cy 

Waste Pesticides & Insecticides 5,475 lbs 
 

 

 

Considering 122 less 

households participated, there 

was a slight increase in some 

of the amounts collected in 

comparison to 2014.  Such as 

PCB Ballasts, Flam. Liquids, 

and Florescent light bulbs. 

 



Resolution Template: March 2016 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA RESOLUTION NO.   2016-076 

DATE June 7, 2016  DEPARTMENT Administration 
MOTION 
BY COMMISSIONER     Weik   

SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER Bigham 

 
 
  

         Participation in the 2016 Performance Measurement Program 
 

 WHEREAS, the Legislature created the Council on Local Results and Innovation in 2010, outlined in MS 6.91; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Council on Local Results and Innovation released a standard set of performance measures for counties that 
will aid residents, taxpayers, and state and local elected officials in determining the efficacy of counties in providing services and 
measure residents’ opinions of those services; and 

 

 WHEREAS, in 2011, the County Board began its participation in the voluntary standard measures program by adopting 
resolution #2011-068; and 

 

 WHEREAS, a county that elects to participate in the standard measures program for 2016 may be eligible for a 
reimbursement of $0.14 per capita in county government aid, not to exceed $25,000; and 

 

 WHEREAS, counties must file a report with the Office of the State Auditor by July 1, 2016 consisting of a declaration 
adopting and implementing performance measures developed by the Council on Local Results and Innovation; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the county has a longstanding commitment to performance measurement and improvement that focuses on 
outcome goals and performance results; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the county has implemented a local performance measurement system including the use of measurement and 
reporting to help plan, budget, manage, and evaluate programs and processes; and 

  

 WHEREAS, the county will report the results of the 12 adopted measures from this program to residents by posting the 
results on the county’s website; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the county has utilized surveys to gather information on the performance benchmarks and most recently 
surveyed its residents in 2016 on the quality of county services and facilities; 
 
 WHEREAS, the county will continue to communicate the results of our performance measurement and improvement 
program with our residents through the use of public meetings, news releases, and an annual report to the County Board and our 
residents. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Washington County Board of Commissioners adopts 12 Model 

Performance Measures for Counties and authorizes the County Administrator to file the declaration to participate 
in the 2016 Performance Measurement Program and to file the Performance Measurement Review with the Office 
of the State Auditor by July 1, 2016. 

 
 
 

ATTEST:          
 
 
 COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
 

                
 
 COUNTY BOARD CHAIR 

MIRON 
KRIESEL 
WEIK 
BIGHAM 
 

 
 YES 
 
 
 
X  
X  
X  
X  

 
 NO 
 
 
 
  
  
  
  

 



State Standard 
Measures Program

In 2010, the Legislature 
created the Council 
on Local Results and 
Innovation. In February 
2011, the Minnesota 
Council released a set of 
performance measures 
for counties that will aid 
residents, taxpayers, and 
state and local elected 
officials in determining 
the efficacy of counties in 
providing services, and 
measuring residents’ 
opinions of those sevices.  

This document provides 
summary information 
on 12 of those perfor-
mance measures. For 
additional information, 
including narratives and 
analysis on many of 
these measures, refer to 
the annual Washington 
County Performance 
Measurement Report on 
the county website: www.
co.washington.mn.us/per-
formancemeasures

Performance Measurement Review
Washington County, Minnesota            2016

PUBLIC SAFETY

Part I and Part II Crimes per 1,000 residents
      2013  2014  2015

Part I Crimes       2.8    2.8    2.6
Part II Crimes     11.1  11.0  11.7

Crimes committed by offenders are classified as either Part I or Part II crimes. Part I crimes include homicide, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated as-
sault, burglary, larceny-theft (shoplifting, pick-pockets), motor vehicle theft, and arson. Part II crimes include other assaults, forgery and counterfeiting, 
fraud, embezzlement, stolen property (buying, receiving, possessing), prostitution, sex offenses, drug abuse violations, gambling, offenses against family 
and children, driving under the influence, violating liquor laws, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, and all other offenses (any offense that does 
not fit in any category except for driving offenses). 

Note: 2014 population estimate was used to calculate 2014 and 2015 crimes per 1,000 residents, as the 2015 population estimate was not available at 
the time of publication. Source: Washington County Sheriff’s Office

Percent of adult offenders with new felony conviction within 3 years of discharge

      2013  2014  2015

Percent of adult offenders
with a felony conviction     14%   18%   16%
within 3 years of discharge

Note: Washington County recidivism rates for 2015 involve probation sentenced offenders with a felony level case discharged in 2011. The percentages 
are within the norm of the seven-county metro area. Source: Washington County Community Corrections

Citizens’ rating of safety in Washington County

      2013  2016    

Overall feeling of safety
in Washington County              70    71                     

Note: Numbers are presented on a 0-100 scale where zero equals “poor,” 33 equals “fair,” 67 equals “good,” and 100 equals “excellent.” Source: Washing-
ton County Residential Surveys, 2013 and 2016



    Page 2            Performance Measurement Review

PUBLIC WORKS

Average pavement condition rating

       2013  2014  2015

Pavement Condition Index (PCI)                    73    74    76

Note: The PCI rating monitors the surface quality of the pavement. Washington County’s goal is to maintain the overall pavement condition of its roadway system at an aver-
age PCI of 72 or greater, with a minimum PCI of 40. Source: Washington County Public Works and Minnesota Department of Transportation

Percentage of children in which there is a recurrence of maltreatment within 12 months following an intervention

       2013  2014  2015

Child Maltreatment      3.5%   4.7%   0.9%

Child maltreatment includes physical abuse, neglect, sexual abuse, mental injury, or maltreatment of a child in a facility. Minnesota’s Department of Human Services mea-
sures repeat maltreatment as the percentage of children in which there is a recurrence of maltreatment within 12 months following an intervention. Washington County’s goal 
is 10% or less. 
Note: Data for 2015 is for a portion of the year, data for 2015 will be finalized after a full 12 months have elapsed after the occurrence of maltreatment. Source: Minnesota 
Department of Human Services’ Social Services Information System

Percentage of low birth-weight children

       2012  2013  2014

Low birth-weight                     3.7%   4.9%   5.0%

Note: Low birth-weight describes babies who are born weighing less than 2,500 grams or 5.5 pounds. This data does not include multiple births. 2015 data was not available 
at the time of publication. Source: Washington County Public Health and Environment

PUBLIC HEALTH, SOCIAL SERVICES

       2008  2013  2016

Condition of county roads                     49                  59    63

Note: Numbers are presented on a 0-100 scale where zero equals “poor,” 33 equals “fair,” 67 equals “good,” and 100 equals “excellent.” Source: Washington County Resi-
dential Survey 2008, 2013, 2016

Citizens’ rating of county roads such as Manning Avenue, Radio Drive, or Bailey Road



 Washington County, Minnesota               Page 3

PARKS, LIBRARIES

Citizens’ rating of quality of parks - Park Visitor Survey

             Very Satisfied Satisfied  Neutral  Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied              No Response

2015     69.7%                  24.7%                  0.4%                    1.1%                        1.8%             ------- (0.0%)
2014     71.3%                  23.4%                  3.2%                    0.8%                        1.3%             ------- (0.0%) 
2013     67.8%                  29.0%                  2.1%                    0.3%                        0.5%                     0.3%
  
This measure provides information on the percentage of surveyed park visitors who were satisfied with their experience in the park they visited that day. Source: Wash-
ington County Public Works - Park Visitor Survey

Number of annual library visits per 1,000 residents
       2013  2014  2015

Number of annual library visits per 1,000 residents  3,946               3,885  3,642

2014 population estimate was used to calculate the 2015 in-person library visits per 1,000 residents, as the 2015 population estimate was not available at the time of 
publication. Note: Numbers do not include libraries in Stillwater, Lake Elmo, and Bayport. 

ENVIRONMENT

       2013  2014  2015

Percentage of recycled waste    48.7%                51.7%  51.5%

Note: The recycling percentage is the total tons of county recyclable materials as a percentage of the waste generated rate. Source: Washington County Public Health 
and Environment SCORE Report

Recycling percentage

Bond rating

       2013A  2014A  2015A  

Standard and Poor’s Rating Service     AAA                 AAA                 AAA   
Moody’s Investor’s Services     Aaa    Aaa    Aaa   

Note: The letter “A” behind each year signifies the name of the bond sale. Source: Washington County Accounting and Finance

BUDGET, FINANCIAL



Washington County 
Performance 
Measurement 
Program 

Since the mid-1990s, 
Washington County de-
partments have tracked, 
reported, and monitored 
performance measures to 
support decision-making, 
and to drive continued 
improvement in the services 
provided.

Progress Meetings, sched-
uled with each depart-
ment once a year, are an 
example of continuously 
improving and advancing 
use of data and analysis 
in the organization. The 
purpose of these meetings 
is to facilitate an ongoing 
dialogue about performance 
results and quality improve-
ment efforts between the 
Office of Administration and 
the county’s departments.

Washington County’s 
multi-departmental Per-
formance Measurement 
and Improvement Team 
(PerMIT) continues to 
further institutionalize the 
use of performance mea-
surement, lean, and quality 
improvement throughout 
the organization. 

Washington County re-
mains committed to making 
data-driven decisions, 
ensuring accountability, and 
providing quality services.

Performance Measurement Review 

WASHINGTON COUNTY VISION, MISSION, GOALS & VALUES

VISION
A great place to live, work and play...today and tomorrow
MISSION
Providing quality services through responsible leadership, innovation, and the cooperation of dedicated people

GOALS
• To promote the health, safety, and quality of life of citizens
• To provide accessible, high-quality services in a timely and respectful manner
• To address today’s needs while proactively planning for the future
• To maintain public trust through responsible use of public resources, accountability, and oppeness of government
VALUES
• Ethical: to ensure public trust through fairness, consistency, and transparency
• Stewardship: to demonstrate tangible, cost-effective results and protect public resources
• Quality: to ensure that services delivered to the public are up to the organization’s highest standards
• Responsive: to deliver services that are accessible, timely, respectful, and efficient
• Respectful: to belive in and support the dignity and value of all members of this community
• Leadership: to actively advocate for and guide the county toward a higher quality of life

Project Contact
Amanda Hollis, Senior Planner
Washington County Office of Administration
14949 62nd Street North  |  Stillwater, MN 55082
amanda.hollis@co.washington.mn.us  |  651-430-6021
www.co.washington.mn.us

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
& INDICATORS REPORT20

15

A great place to live, work and play...today and tomorrow

The annual Performance Measures and Indicators Report 
reflects Washington County’s continued commitment to 
high-quality service that meets and exceeds the needs 
and expectations of Washington County residents. The 
2015 Performance Measures and Indicators Report is the 
county’s 17th annual report. This report will be available 
late June 2016.

www.co.washington.mn.us/performancemeasures

Turnaround time for recording, indexing, and returning real estate documents

       2013  2014  2015

Recording compliance     100%  100%  100%
Timely recording, paper documents              3.54 days             2.75 days             3.51 days
Timely recording, electronic documents               .50 days             .25 days              .10 days
 
To aid and improve commerce in Minnesota, state law compels specific processing requirements and compliance standards for recording of real 
estate documents. Documents submitted in paper form must be returned no later than 10 business days after receipt by the county. Documents sub-
mitted electronically must be returned no later than 5 business days after receipt by the county.

PROPERTY RECORDS, VALUATION, ASSESSMENT
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Attach B

Frequency Percent
No 85 93.4
Yes 6 6.6
Total 91 100.0
No 41 91.1
Yes 4 8.9
Total 45 100.0

Frequency Percent
No 83 91.2
Yes 8 8.8
Total 91 100.0
No 40 88.9
Yes 5 11.1
Total 45 100.0

Frequency Percent
No 80 87.9
Yes 11 12.1
Total 91 100.0
No 37 82.2
Yes 8 17.8
Total 45 100.0

Frequency Percent
No 78 85.7
Yes 13 14.3
Total 91 100.0
No 35 77.8
Yes 10 22.2
Total 45 100.0

Supervised 
Release

Winona Co Adult Felons Closed 2011

Recid_3yrs

CASETYPE
Probation

Supervised 
Release

Recid_2yrs

CASETYPE
Probation

Supervised 
Release

Recid_1yr

CASETYPE
Probation

Supervised 
Release

Recid_6mos

CASETYPE
Probation



Attach C, D & E 
 
Winona County Highway Department/Public Works 
 

 Hours to plow complete system during a snow event: 
4 hours 

 
 Average county pavement condition rating: 

3.18 average Pavement Quality Index (PQI) for all County State-Aid Highway and County 
Highway paved roads based on 2012 information. 

 
 Average Bridge Sufficiency Rating: 

90.18 for bridges Winona County is required to inspect and manage, including county, 
township and small city bridges 
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Winona County Libraries Annual Visit Per 1,000 Residents Attach L

Location Annual Visits County Population Visits Per 1,000 Residents

Total Visits 78,949 51,109

Visits per 1,000 Residents 1.54
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Attach  N

Winona County Debt

Year 2007 GO Bond PrincipalInterest 2009 GO Bond PrincipalInterest 2010 GO Bond PrincipalInterest Total

2016 435,000.00         27,100.00       420,000.00     40,862.50    235,000.00        48,350.00       1,090,000.00     116,312.50       

2017 460,000.00         9,200.00         435,000.00     28,037.50    240,000.00        40,925.00       1,135,000.00     78,162.50         

2018 445,000.00     14,281.25    245,000.00        32,737.50       690,000.00        47,018.75         

2019 30,000.00        6,525.00      250,000.00        24,075.00       280,000.00        30,600.00         

2020 25,000.00        5,500.00      260,000.00        15,150.00       285,000.00        20,650.00         

2021 25,000.00        4,500.00      265,000.00        5,300.00         290,000.00        9,800.00            

2022 30,000.00        3,400.00      30,000.00           3,400.00            

2023 35,000.00        2,100.00      35,000.00           2,100.00            

2024 35,000.00        700.00         35,000.00           700.00               

2025 -                       -                     

Total 895,000.00         36,300.00       1,480,000.00  105,906.25  1,495,000.00     166,537.50    3,870,000.00     308,743.75       

Total Principal and Interest 4,178,743.75    

* GO= General Obligation Total Population 51,109                

**2009 GO-Call date 2019 Outstanding debt

*** 2007 GO and 2010 GO- Do not have a call date per Capita 75.72$                

2016 Debt Levy 1,144,719.00$   

Debt Levy

per Capita 22.40$                

W:\AD\County Board\6-14-2016\2016 Performance Measures\Budget Financial Final Budget Financial Final Sheet1
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  Attach O & P  

 

Solid Waste Performance Measures 

 

Recycling Program 

Materials collected in 2015 through the county’s residential and commercial collection was up 1% over 

2014, with a total of 5,119 tons recycled.   

The county’s overall recycling rate in 2015 was 54.4%, according to the most recent SCORE Report. The 

SCORE recycling rate includes all the materials recycled in the county (other than what is collected in 

scrap yards), and includes internal recycling done by businesses and industries. 

Participation in the curbside recycling by businesses continues to grow, as many businesses obtained 

their first blue curbside cart in 2015.   The county’s recycling participation rate is sky-high, and likely 

exceeding 95%. 

  

Household Hazardous Waste Program 

Facility usage increased by 3.7% in 2015, to 2,924 participants. 

Forty-nine tons of hazardous waste were collected and properly managed, a 9% increase over 2014. 

486 residents reused 10,638% of materials, saving the county $3,666 in disposal costs. 

Nineteen county businesses managed $4,239 number of hazardous waste through the county. 

Nearly 3,500 gallons of motor oil were recycled through the county, some of which was used to heat the 

Environmental Services building.  





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Equal Opportunity Employer 

 

   

In 2015, Yellow Medicine County declared to participate in the Performance Measurement 

Program created by the Council on Local Results and Innovations.  The County adopted the ten 

performance benchmarks developed by the Council and implemented them in 2011.  The results 

of these measures are required to be reported to the Office of the State Auditor on an annual 

basis.  Below are the ten performance measures, goals, and outcomes for 2015: 
 

1. Performance Measure:  Type I and II Crime Rates 

Performance Goal:  To decrease crime rates over 5 years 

 

Outcome:  The Yellow Medicine County Sheriff’s office had 51 Type I events and 111 Type 

II events in 2015.  These events correlate with a Type I crime rate of 831 and Type II crime 

rate of 1,809.  These crime rates are based on 2014 population of 6,137 as reported in the 

2014 Uniform Crime Report. 

 

 

2. Performance Measure:  Percent of adult offenders with a new felony conviction within 3 

years of discharge 

 

Performance Goal:  To decrease percent of adult offenders with a new conviction over 10 

years 

 

Outcome:  Current data includes offenders released in 2011 that had recidivism in 2012, 

2013, and 2014.   

 

For adult felony probation (offenders not sent to prison) cases: 

1 year recidivism – 100% did not recidivate,  

2 year recidivism – 86.4% did not recidivate, 13.6% did recidivate  

3 year recidivism – 86.4% did not recidivate, 13.6% did recidivate 

 

For adult felony supervised release (offenders released from prison) cases: 

1 year recidivism – 100% did not recidivate,  

2 year recidivism – 92.3% did not recidivate, 7.7% did recidivate 

3 year recidivism – 76.9% did not recidivate, 23.1% did recidivate  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Department of  

Finance & Administration 

 
180 8th Ave 

Granite Falls, MN  56241 

 

Telephone:  (320) 564-5841     Fax:  (320) 564-0927 

 

Website:  www.co.ym.mn.gov  
 

 

http://www.co.ym.mn.gov/


3. Performance Measure:  Hours to plow complete system during a snow event 

 

Performance Goal:  On average, it can take 4 to 6 hours to plow the complete system during 

a snow event.  This range is impacted by the variable nature of snow events, and thus can 

significantly fluctuate from year to year. Therefore, our goal is to ensure the County is using 

efficient and safe methods for proper snow removal.  We will continue to report the average 

hours to plow each year, but this number will be subjective to the weather and road 

conditions.   

 

Outcome:  During 2015, Yellow Medicine County averaged 4 hours per snow event to plow 

the complete system.  

 

 

4. Performance Measure:  Average county pavement condition rating 

 

Performance Goal:  To improve the county pavement condition over 5 years to achieve 

payment targets as set by the State. 

 

Outcome:  Yellow Medicine County pavement condition rating was “Good” and ranged from 

3.0 to 3.5.   

 

 

5. Performance Measure:  Life Expectancy generally and by sex and race 

 

Performance Goal:  To increase the life expectancy for county residents over 5 years. 

 

Outcome:  According to the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation, Yellow Medicine 

County life expectancy in 2013 (most recent year available) for males was 78.4 years and 

females was 81.7 years.  Life expectancy by race was not available. 

 

 

6. Performance Measure: Workforce participation among Minnesota Family Investment 

Program (MFIP) and Diversionary Work Program (DWP) recipients 

 

Performance Goal:  To increase the workforce participation rate over 5 years. 

 

Outcome:  Estimated workforce participation rate for 2015 is 27.5%.  This rate is based upon 

the activities of MFIP participants. 

 

 

7. Performance Measure:  Percentage of children where there is a recurrence of maltreatment 

within 12 months following an intervention 

 

Performance Goal:  Maintain a 0% recurrence rate.   

 

Outcome:  In 2015, 0% of children had a recurrence of maltreatment within 12 months 

following an intervention. 

 

 

 

 

 



8. Performance Measure:  Level of assessment ratio 

 

Performance Goal:  Maintain an acceptable ratio between 90% and 105% 

 

Outcome:  The 2015 Assessment Median Ratios by classification are the following: 

Residential – 99.21% 

Agricultural – 94.98% 

Commercial/Industrial – N/A 

 

9. Performance Measure: Turn-around time for recording, indexing, and returning real estate 

documents.  

 

Performance Goal: To maintain compliance with Minn. Statute 357.182 that requires a 10 

day turn-around time. 

 

Outcome: In 2015, the average turn-around time for recording, indexing, and returning real 

estate documents was 7.33 days.  

 

 

10. Performance Measure: Accuracy of election ballot counting (reporting of even years)  

 

Performance Goal: To increase the accuracy of ballots counted for each election  

 

Outcome:  Not reported in 2015. 

 

OR 

 

Performance Measure:  Number of annual visits per 1,000 residents (reporting of odd years) 

 

Performance Goal:  To increase the number of visits to county libraries over 5 years. 

 

Outcome:  Total visits in 2015 include: 

  Clarkfield: 9,233 

  Canby: 21,892 

  Granite Falls: 13,780 
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