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INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL AGENDA - REVISED
MONDAY, APRIL 28, 2014
8150 BARBARA AVENUE

7:00 P.M.
CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL
PRESENTATIONS

CONSENT AGENDA - All items on the Consent Agenda are considered routine and have
been made available to the City Council at least two days prior to the meeting; the items will be enacted in one motion.

There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Council member or citizen so requests, in which event the
item will be removed from this Agenda and considered in
normal sequence.

A. i) Minutes - April 3, 2014 Special City Council Meeting
ii) Minutes - April 7, 2014 City Council Work Session

B. Resolution Approving Disbursements for Period Ending April 23, 2014

C. Resolution Receiving Bids and Awarding Contract for the 2014 Pavement
Management Program, City Project No. 2014-09A, Cracksealing

D. ITEM PULLED BY STAFF
E. Approve Soft Drink Supplier Proposal

F. Approve 2014 Tree Replacement Plan

G. Personnel Actions

. PUBLIC COMMENT: Public comment provides an opportunity for the public to address the Council on items that are

not on the Agenda. Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes per person.

. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

A. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Assessment Hearing for 2013 Pavement Management
Program, City Project No. 2013-09C - Mill and Overlay

REGULAR AGENDA:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:

A. JEFF LEYDE: Consider the following actions for property located at Brent Avenue between
49th and 50th Streets:
i) Resolution relating to a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Change the Land
Use Designation from LDR, Low Density Residential to HDR, High Density
Residential
ii) Ordinance Amendment to Change the Zoning of the Parcel from R-1A, Single
Family Residential to R-3C, Multiple Family Residential



PUBLIC WORKS:

B. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Approval of the Land Alteration Permit (LAP) No.
C-094-14 for Luther Company Limited Partnership at 1470 50th Street E.

ADMINISTRATION:

C. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Approval of Separation Agreement
With Golf Course Manager

D. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Resolutions Reflecting the Elimination
of the Golf Course Manager Position, the Assignment of Responsibilities to other

Golf Course Staff, and the Modification of the City’s Compensation Plan for
Non-Union Employees

FINANCE:

E. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider 2014 Budget Amendments

8. MAYOR & COUNCIL COMMENTS

9. ADJOURN

This document is available upon 3 business day request in alternate formats such as Braille, large print, audio recording,
etc. Please contact Melissa Kennedy at 651.450.2513 or mkennedy®@invergroveheights.org




INVER GROVE HEIGHTS SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014 - 8150 BARBARA AVENUE

1. CALL TO ORDER The City Council of Inver Grove Heights met in special session on Thursday, April 3,
2014, in the City Council Chambers. Mayor Tourville called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. Present
were Council members Bartholomew, Mueller and Piekarski Krech; City Administrator Lynch, Assistant
City Administrator Teppen, City Attorney Kuntz, Community Development Director Link, Public Works
Director Thureen, Parks and Recreation Director Carlson, Finance Director Smith, Chief Stanger, Chief
Thill and Deputy Clerk Kennedy

2. DISCUSSION OF DRAFT MISSION AND VISION

Mr. Lynch stated the City Council directed staff to bring forth draft mission and vision statements and
review the process that was used to develop the statements. He explained the process began
approximately one year ago when the Council chose the words ethics, excellence, and engagement to
represent the City’s values. He stated the department and supervisor groups worked to define the values
in the context of the various services provided across the organization and to identify the ways in which
their employees lived the values in the day-to-day operations of their departments. A group, consisting of
14 volunteer employees from across the organization, was formed and tasked with the development of a
mission statement. The Mission Committee met in three, two hour sessions with a facilitator and
participated in a variety of exercises and assignments all geared towards preparing several draft mission
statements for the organization. A total of 73 employees participated in the mission statement
development project by providing feedback and input to the group. He reviewed the three (3) draft mission
statements presented by the Mission Committee. The recommended mission statement was: “the mission
of the City of Inver Grove Heights is to provide services and facilities that enhance the quality of life in this
vibrant community”. A separate Vision Committee was then created to use the selected mission
statement as a guide for the development of a vision statement. A total of 15 staff members met to
identify the five (5) most important issues facing the future of the City. The group was then divided into
sub-groups around the five (5) identified issues and tasked with performing a SWOT (Strengths
Weaknesses Opportunities Threats) analysis in the context of each issue. Out of that work six (6) draft
vision statements were prepared for Council consideration. He explained throughout the process it was
thought that the mission statement primarily drives the workforce and the vision statement primarily drives
the community and the Council’s decision making process.

Councilmember Mueller questioned if someone was hired to perform the work.

Mr. Lynch stated a facilitator was hired to guide the process followed by each committee but the work was
done internally by existing employees.

Councilmember Bartholomew opined he liked the tone of the recommended mission statement. He
suggested changing the end of the statement to “in our vibrant community” rather than “in this vibrant
community”.

Mr. Lynch stated staff was still working to determine how to communicate the mission statement to the
community at large. He noted the initial thought was to start by incorporating the statement into various
communication pieces such as on emails, letterhead, website, and the Insights newsletter.

Councilmember Bartholomew suggested that the statement be shortened to capture its essence for
presentation purposes on communication and correspondence.

Mayor Tourville suggested leaving the statement off of the letterhead. He agreed it should be featured on
the website. He opined that a lot of organizations have taglines on letterhead or emails but not
incorporate an entire mission statement into those communication pieces. He reiterated it would be a
good idea to incorporate it into social media and the website.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated there would be some value in having it on certain communication
pieces such as the Insights newsletter.
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Dian Piekarski, 7609 Babcock Trail, asked for clarification on the difference between the mission and
vision statements in terms of their applicability to the workforce, the Council, and the community as a
whole. She questioned how many of the employees that participated in the process actually live in Inver
Grove Heights.

Mr. Lynch stated both statements were prepared by City staff and that while some of them may live in the
community it was not a requirement for participation in the process. He explained in terms of the
application of each statement the mission generally drives and guides the work force and in that is related
to the purpose and function of the City. The mission is about who we are as an organization and what the
organization provides. The vision statement primarily drives the community as a whole and guides the
Council’'s work and decision making.

Councilmember Bartholomew summarized that the vision statement was a reflection of where the City
wants to go and the mission statement was a reflection of how to achieve that vision.

Mr. Lynch noted the process had generally been internal up to this point and the intent was to move
forward with an opportunity for public input.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the vision statement was supposed to be something that could be
used when the City Council was making decisions. She opined that she was not sure any of the draft
statements achieved that purpose. She noted she was in favor of the recommended mission statement.

Councilmember Bartholomew supported the recommended mission statement. He agreed with
Councilmember Piekarski Krech’s concerns regarding the vision statement. He stated the vision
statement should tie into the values that were chosen by the Council.

Mayor Tourville stated he was also ok with the mission statement but was not sold on any of the draft
vision statements. He opined he could live with a combination of a couple of the statements and
suggested staff should work on some revisions to the draft statements for further discussion.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined the vision statement should encompass some of the things that
are unigue about the City. She suggested something that combined the concept of a “community of
choice” and “a place where people want to stay”. She stated the statement should reflect how the Council
will make decisions so Inver Grove Heights is a place that people want to come and stay.

Mr. Lynch questioned how Council wanted to handle the development of a vision statement.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech suggested soliciting input from different groups within the community
such as the school board, Chamber of Commerce, citizen advisory commissions, and business groups.
She stated the Council could use that input to develop a final statement at a work session.

Councilmember Mueller stated staff did not need to redo everything and suggested that some tweaking of
the draft statements take place for further discussion. He opined it was a good idea to get input from other
groups in the community.

Mayor Tourville stated he did not have a problem incorporating the values into the vision statement. He
added it would be a good idea to get input from other groups. He suggested Council direct staff to
develop several revised statements and vet out to different groups for feedback. He noted a number of
cities have sent the project to school districts and solicited input from civics or social studies classes. He
stated staff could put the recommended mission statement on the next Council agenda for approval.

Councilmember Bartholomew opined it was important to put the individual departments’ mission
statements on the website and to make them visible for both employees and the public. He suggested the
Finance department’s mission statement be revised to state, “to provide accurate and timely financial
information”.

Mr. Lynch noted the individual departments would be asked to revise their current statements to ensure
they tied into the new organizational statement.
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3. ISSUES/CHALLENGES PRESENTATIONS BY DEPARTMENT HEADS

Mr. Lynch stated the department heads were asked to identify the short term and long range issues and
challenges facing their respective departments.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Link explained he chose to focus on two (2) complex issues, the Northwest Area and redevelopment.
He stated construction activity and development inquiries had significantly increased. The 2013 numbers
were the highest the City had experienced in the last in 5-10 years depending on which metric is used. He
noted the City had received inquiries on 10 different properties in the City since the first of the year and the
City also received the first development application for the Northwest Area since the Argenta Hills
development with the potential for another development application to be submitted in the near future.

Mr. Link stated in the short term, his department’s focus on Northwest Area would be more reactive or
immediate in nature because the work would primarily consist of responding to development applications.
He stated this would be challenging because the Northwest Area regulations are still relatively new to the
City, and the process is both difficult and complex. The development design the City chose for the
Northwest Area is different from what the City has previously experienced. The design was developed
over an eight (8) year process which involved numerous studies and heavy citizen involvement. The
chosen development design focuses on land use, storm water, and financing. The development design is
premised on a different way of handling storm water including reduced impervious surface, onsite
retention and treatment, and low impact development techniques. The emphasis is on the preservation of
open space and natural resources. He explained staff will need to work closely with developers to
educate them on the process because the development design is different from what they are used to in
other communities and it is more lengthy, intense, difficult and costly. He noted his department’s
immediate priority was to react to development proposals. The long-term priority was an ongoing,
proactive function that would involve planning for parks, collector streets, and the storm water system,
monitoring land use regulations, storm water regulations, densities and intensities, and utility financing.
He explained funding was a major challenge in addition to providing the infrastructure itself and
maintaining the necessary staffing levels to handle the development applications, inquiries, and
associated tasks.

Mr. Link explained redevelopment was a common activity in many cities but was a relatively new activity
for Inver Grove Heights. He stated redevelopment efforts were focused on the Gun Club site and the
Concord neighborhood. The goals of redevelopment would be to strengthen neighborhoods and
businesses, stabilize and improve property values, improve tax base, employment, and commercial
opportunities, and to take advantage of recent public investments. He noted redevelopment would require
more involvement by the City than new development because it would involve planning, acquisition and
assembling parcels, environmental investigation and remediation, seeking developers, financial
assistance, and managing risk. In the short term the City’s focus would be on acquisition and demolition,
environmental investigation and remediation, and providing infrastructure where necessary. In the long
term the focus would be on marketing, seeking developers, and processing development applications.
Challenges would include financing, infrastructure, and staffing levels.

Councilmember Mueller stated he would like to see staff work on redevelopment of the Gun Club site and
further development of the Northwest Area in 2014. He questioned how much land the City had available.

Mr. Link stated that would depend on what was defined as available. He noted only part of the Northwest
Area had utilities. He stated the development inquiries had been related to properties that are spread out
over the entire Northwest Area.

PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. Thureen explained the current major areas of focus for his department included the Pavement
Management Program, new storm water permit, the Northwest Area, and succession planning for the
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Utilities division. He stated the immediate work on the Pavement Management Program involved
progressing with the 2014 street reconstruction project and beginning work on the feasibility study for the
reconstruction of Broderick Boulevard. He explained the City applied for a new storm water permit and the
City had 12 months to meet the new requirements and develop an implementation plan for the next five (5)
years. The department would also be heavily involved in the development activity in the Northwest Area
including the planning process for the additional trunk utility expansion and revisions of the transportation
system. He noted the City was taking a lead role in the Argenta Trail/T.H. 55 study. He explained
succession planning for the Utilities division was necessary due to the forthcoming retirement of the
current superintendent. He noted all but one of the employees within the Utilities division would reach
retirement age in the next three (3) to seven (7) years. The succession plan was needed to ensure
operational continuity is maintained.

Mr. Thureen explained over the next two (2) to three (3) years the major challenges for his department fell
into five areas including: pavement management, storm water management, facilities, Northwest Area
development and the workforce.

Mr. Thureen stated the Council was recently updated on the street system’s condition and

the funding needs going forward to extend the life of the system. He explained the average expected life
of pavement that does not receive regular maintenance was 20 to 30 years. The City has pavement that
is almost 50 years old that has not received crack seal and seal coat treatments as frequently as is
necessary and that has never received a mill and overlay. He noted the system’s mileage was projected
to increase 20 to 25 percent by the time the City is fully developed.

In terms of storm water management the City would need to implement the new federal storm water permit
requirements. He noted the City had considerable system maintenance, repair, and replacement needs.
He explained there were approximately 160 storm water treatment ponds that would require inspection to
determine the level of sediment deposition. If the ponds are in need of sediment removal, staff would
need to develop a maintenance project schedule. The City would also need to deal with the issue of PAH
contamination in the sediment. He stated the City had two major storm sewer outfalls to the Mississippi
River that were in need of reconstruction. He noted the City would need to increase the in-house staff
time committed to, and the level of contracting for, storm water system maintenance. Funding levels
would need to be discussed as the current storm water utility fee schedule generates approximately one-
half of what the City currently spends on storm water system maintenance annually and approximately
one-quarter of what the City should be spending to properly maintain the system.

Mr. Thureen stated he also wanted to have more discussion with Council regarding potential upgrades to
the Public Works Maintenance Facility. He explained the current facility did not have adequate space for
the employees or the equipment and the infrastructure system in the City continues to grow. In the future
the City will need enough space to house additional employees and equipment. He noted the existing
buildings were in need of major maintenance that could exceed $580,000. He stated it was important that
the space needs study be completed in order to develop a plan to address the issue.

He explained the Council already heard about the infrastructure challenges in the Northwest Area. He
reiterated the storm water planning, design, and construction inspection would require significantly more
time than is typically necessary for areas outside of the Northwest Area. Developers, engineers,
contractors, and home builders are generally not familiar with the type of design required in the Northwest
Area. He noted that although storm water management approach had lower initial costs, it required more
time and cost to design. He stated the construction of the collector street system would also be a
challenge as it is expected that developers will resist constructing portions of the system at no cost to the
City.

Mr. Thureen stated the employee work force was aging and staff intended to develop succession plans for
each of the divisions within Public Works.

Mayor Tourville asked staff to provide a schedule for upcoming Pavement Management projects because
4
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the Council is often asked that question by citizens.

Mr. Thureen stated major projects were planned out, but the street maintenance projects were generally
grouped by neighborhood and considered annually based on street ratings.

FINANCE

Ms. Smith stated the short term issues and challenges in the Finance Department included development
of online utility billing and payment options, completion of a sales tax audit in May, presentation of the
2013 CAFR in May, and preliminary 2015 budget discussions. She noted the preliminary General Fund
surplus estimate was approximately $900,000 due to excess revenues and decreased expenditures. The
preliminary market value and tax capacity reports reflect an additional increase for 2015. Going forward
the Finance Department would like to pursue the GFOA Distinguished Budget Presentation Award, a
multi-year process, that would include more narrative information in the budget including city-wide
strategic plans, mission and values, goals, objectives, and performance measures. The department would
also like to move forward with implementation of a multi-year budgeting tool. She stated the main issue or
challenge facing the department in the long-term was financing stability. She explained the City would be
considering TIF bond refinancing and renegotiation of the lease with the school district for use of the
VMCC. Other items to be considered were long term financing of the Pavement Management Program,
identification of a long-term revenue source for the EDA, completion of the Ehlers review of the Northwest
Area financing plans, identification of funding for local improvement projects such as a new fire station.
She explained the City needed to find right balance of funding and stability for long-range projects.

Mayor Tourville questioned how the audit process went with the new auditors.
Ms. Smith stated overall the audit process went well.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he liked the idea of giving customers the option for online utility
payments and encouraged the Finance Department to see if the city’s online capabilities could be
expanded further.

PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr. Carlson stated the short term priorities for the Parks and Recreation Department included completion
of the Northwest Area park planning process, renewal of the lease with the school district for use of the
VMCC, identification of an operational model for the golf course, and identification and adoption of a
funding plan for the parks and recreation system. He noted the renewal of the lease with the school
district was extremely important because some of the revenue generated was used to offset operating
costs and debt obligations at the VMCC.

He explained the long term priorities were to develop a replacement strategy for the refrigeration system at
the ice arena, consideration of capital improvements at the Grove and VMCC to potentially repurpose
some of the space to uses that are less expensive to operate, identification of parcels in the Northwest
Area for future park land and trail systems, and implementation of the Parks and Recreation System Plan.
He noted there had been discussion related to repurposing the splash pool and the concession stand near
the splash pool to different uses.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech noted she heard from customers that there would be no swimming
opportunities for little kids if the splash pool was repurposed. She opined the facility needed a water
feature that was zero depth and that the facility was unique because it offered water space for non-
swimmers. She stated staff needed to determine what the key demographic was and who the City wanted
to attract to facility.

Mayor Tourville opined the splash pool was a key feature of the facility and that staff should consider
adding space for families.

Councilmember Mueller opined the Northwest Area park plan should be a priority now.
5
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Mr. Carlson stated the plan was a priority and staff was working internally through the planning process so
the City will be prepared to work with potential developers.

Dian Piekarski questioned how Dakota County’s trail plans would be incorporated into the Northwest Area
park plan.

Mr. Carlson stated the County had adopted a preferred alignment and master plan for the
Mendota/Lebanon Greenway. He explained the preferred alignment was included on the City’s maps so
developers would know where it is to be located. He noted the County was an active participant in the
process and may purchase easements or open space to make the greenway happen. He stated the goal
was for the City’s Northwest Area park plan to connect with the County’s plans for the greenway.

POLICE

Chief Stanger stated the number one priority for the Police Department for the next one (1) to three (3)
years was staffing. He explained the first area he would like to address in 2014 was CSO position. He
stated in 2013 the CSO program was reduced to a single, part time, non-benefitted position. He noted the
position continued to be compensated at a full-time rate and was included in the 2014 budget. He
explained the person in the CSO position has since resigned and moved on to a different career. He
stated the department was in the process of redeveloping/updating the CSO job description to fulfill the
community needs by employing two (2) part-time CSO positions within the budgeted pay rate. He noted
with the creation of a training program for the CSO position, staff’s intent was to also include an aspect to
potentially identify and develop future police officers.

Chief Stanger explained that even though the demand for police services had increased over the years,
the sworn staff levels had remained constant for ten (10) years. He stated in order to meet the demands
for services the sworn staffing levels would need to increase over the next three (3) years. He proposed
the addition of two (2) police officers in 2015 to increase both the patrol and investigative divisions. He
suggested the recruitment of two (2) additional patrol positions starting in 2016, to enable the department
to increase patrol staff and front line supervisory staff to allow for 24/7 on-duty supervision. He noted the
goal was to get back to a proactive department versus a primarily reactive department.

FIRE

Chief Thill stated the department’s biggest challenge in both the short and long term was staffing. She
explained staff worked hard to get the newest six (6) recruits. She noted the requirements and
expectations for paid-on-call firefighters were very high. The department works hard to provide high
quality service and staff wants to be able to maintain that service level. She explained fewer people were
willing to volunteer their time and many metro fire departments were having trouble recruiting paid-on-call
firefighters. She stated the department lost 4-5 firefighters every year for various reasons. She explained
in order to keep the firefighters safe the department had extensive training requirements that take the
same amount of time as a full-time firefighter. She stated the training requirements had increased by 25%
and it made it difficult to recruit and retain firefighters. She explained the City had to find ways to make the
paid-on-call job more attractive to potential candidates including consideration of changes to the response
and training models and development of a competitive compensation plan. She noted if the City added a
third fire station the department would need to recruit ten10 additional firefighters, five (5) of which should
be hired in 2015 because it takes three (3) years to complete the training program. She reiterated that the
pool of candidates would continue to shrink unless changes were made because the time commitment
was a major deterrent for potential recruits. She stated the goal was to expand pool of candidates by
exploring options for utilizing City employees as paid-on-call firefighters and increasing relationships with
neighboring fire departments. She explained the department’s long term goals centered on fire prevention
and community risk reduction. This would include an evaluation of existing facilities and

investigation of potential revenue sources to plan for the future of the department.
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4. DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION REGARDING DRAFT JOB DESCRIPTIONS

Mr. Lynch explained as per Council direction the position description for the City Administrator was
updated to more accurately reflect the duties that are performed. He stated he was looking for further
direction and feedback from the Council.

Mayor Tourville suggested several changes related to formatting that could be incorporated into the
document. He stated the position description had not been updated since 2006.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the old position description was a compilation of a number of
documents.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he was not prepared to approve the new position description or move
forward until he had a chance to compare the documents side by side and submit questions to the City
Administrator to reconcile the differences.

Councilmember Mueller agreed more discussion and revision was needed.

Mr. Kuntz stated the context of the current position description was an exhibit to the City Administrator’'s
contract. He explained if the position description was amended the contract would also need to be
amended to conform to the changes.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned why there was no information pertaining to salary or
gualifications included in Exhibit A.

Mr. Kuntz stated that information did not need to be included because it was an exhibit attached to an
employment contract.

Mayor Tourville opined there were a number of redundancies that could be eliminated from the position
description.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated it was important to make sure that everything that is expected of the
position was included in the revised job description.

Mr. Kuntz stated if the title of the position was going to be changed the City would need to designate the
duties of the City Clerk to another position.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated that was why it was important for the Council to look at the make-
up of the Administration department to determine what things needed to change and how things needed to
be done.

Mr. Lynch stated job descriptions were also provided for both an Administrative Services Manager and
Human Resources Director for discussion and consideration for potential changes in the administration
department.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned why the selection criteria were the same for each of the
positions. She opined the whole idea for changing the Assistant City Administrator position was so it
would no longer be at the level of a department head. She stated the position descriptions require the
same education and experience as the City Administrator position.

Mr. Lynch stated Council had previously discussed two options. The first involved the reclassification of
the current Assistant City Administrator position to something else. The second was consideration of a
new position. He explained in either scenario the City would want a professional person with a substantial
background such as a Bachelor’s Degree or a Master’s Degree because that position would be
responsible for making recommendations to the City Administrator and dealing with complex tasks such as
personnel issues.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech suggested that the City Administrator position description include a
requirement for a Master’s Degree.
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Mayor Tourville stated the job description for the Human Resources Director was much different than that
of the Administrative Services Manager.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the qualifications were not different in terms of experience and
education. She questioned if all current employees met the requirements of their job descriptions.

Councilmember Mueller stated he thought staff was going to project out 5-6 years and revamp the
compensation schedule so new employees would not reach the top of range so quickly. He opined that
issue should be made a priority and dealt with before the City considers hiring new people.

Mr. Lynch stated the City went through a lengthy compensation and classification study a few years ago.
He noted Council previously discussed that if a change was made to Assistant City Administrator position
that the person currently in the position would stay at the same compensation level until they left. He
explained the State of Minnesota requires comparable worth and pay equity analysis across the
organization. He stated changes made in one area of the compensation plan would impact all other
positions because it had to be scaled accordingly.

Mayor Tourville stated a compensation study would affect a lot of different areas and was a lengthy
process involving a lot of work. He suggested that the Council needed to figure out what their priorities
were so staff knew what to focus on.

Councilmember Mueller noted he did not want to affect the pay schedule for current employees.

Mr. Lynch stated staff could make an updated compensation and classification study a priority if Council
so directed.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he firmly believed that a redundancy existed in the City Administrator
and Assistant City Administrator positions. He explained the challenge to staff was either to eliminate the
position or reclassify the position to something else. He opined that the position description for the
Administrative Services Manager was not different from the current duties of the Assistant City
Administrator position. He suggested that the major change to be made was to emphasize that the
position should assist the City Administrator in the overall management of City activities and all
references to “develop or direct” should be eliminated so it is clear that it is an assistant position.

Mayor Tourville suggested that job description for the City Administrator should be finalized first and then
Council could consider what to do with the Assistant City Administrator position. He stated the changes
made to the City Administrator’s job description would force the job description for the Assistant City
Administrator to be updated in accordance with what the City Council wanted.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined the City had to get rid of some top level positions if they were
going to be able to afford to address some of the challenges presented by the various department heads.
She stated the City had too many supervisors and too many department heads. She opined the Assistant
City Administrator position did not need to be at a department head level. She stated citizens want to
know what the City is doing to be effective and efficient. She commented that there were a lot of financial
needs and the Council could not put all of the City’s resources into salaries.

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to schedule a special meeting on April 21,
2014 at 6 p.m. to further review the City Administrator’s job description.

Ayes: 4
Nays: 0 Motion carried.

5. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLANNING

Mr. Lynch provided an overview of what took place during the Council’s strategic planning sessions in
2013 and the determined outcomes that were identified. The primary topics of discussion were reviewed
and a progress report on each topic was provided. He explained the department heads identified the
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challenges and issues ahead for their departments and indicated written summaries would be provided to
the Council. He stated the goal of the strategic planning process was to establish the priorities of the City
for the next 12-18 months. He noted in past strategic planning sessions too many priorities had been
identified and suggested that the Council narrow the focus to five or six major issues to work on over the
next 12-18 months.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated not much had been accomplished with respect to the performance
measurement topic.

Mr. Lynch stated a number of things had been discussed at the staff level. He explained the City had
software in place to measure work orders and service outcomes.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated they did not know what went on in a typical day at City Hall or what
gets accomplished. She questioned if staff knew how much contact happens daily and what the result of
that contact is or how effective the City’s customer service training was. She opined that staff was doing a
lot of things behind the scenes that the City Council was not aware of. She stated they needed to identify
what services the City provides to community and if they were getting better at providing those services.
She stated the performance measurement tool would provide an idea of where the City was at in terms of
day-to-day operations.

Mr. Lynch explained the City had certain departments and divisions that collected a large volume of data
while others did not simply because of the nature of their functions. He stated the City could track a lot of
data, but needed to determine how the data would be used. He noted internal discussions had occurred
about measuring how long it takes to do things and tracking that information over time to measure
changes and determine if services are improving. He stated a survey was done that provided feedback
regarding City services but, absent that, the majority of the contact with citizens or customers is with the
City Council or the department heads and supervisors. He reiterated that the City needed to find out how
data would be used and what the City wanted to improve.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated the concern was with quality improvement and developing a
mechanism to track the quality of City services over time. He opined that it should be a relatively easy
task to accomplish and expressed frustration that more progress had not been made in the area since the
topic was identified in 2013. He agreed that generally speaking staff did a good job but was concerned
that the City lost the opportunity to improve the quality of services and processes in place when things do
go wrong or mistakes are made.

Mayor Tourville stated there was an advantage to having a starting point and establishing criteria with
which to measure the quality of services. He suggested staff could establish a depository for complaints
and compliments.

Councilmember Bartholomew stated it would be very simple for staff to retain information or track
complaints and compliments within each department.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated at some point all complaints and compliments should come
together to determine if there is a pattern. She questioned what had been done to introduce the values to
employees.

Mr. Lynch stated staff began the process shortly after the City Council established the three (3) values.
He explained departments had discussions that centered on the words to determine what they meant and
how employees lived those values within their daily work. He stated the employee groups would be
reminded of the values in conjunction with the roll out of the mission and vision statements.

Mayor Tourville reviewed the objectives that had been completed or were in the process of being
completed. He stated the topics of economic development/redevelopment and transportation planning
needed to continue to be priorities going forward. He suggested scheduling additional strategic planning
sessions.
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Mr. Lynch stated the nine (9) items listed in the March 14™ memo were very broad and comprehensive.
He noted he heard several themes during the department head presentations and Council discussion that
could be used to define the scope of the City’s strategic planning efforts. He identified those themes as
fiscal management, staffing, quality improvement, economic development/redevelopment, facilities
management, and community feedback (how to obtain and use it) to track services on an ongoing basis.
He suggested that the Council narrow down the scope of those themes to establish priorities that could
realistically be accomplished in the next 12-18 months.

Mayor Tourville suggested incorporating the City’s values into the strategic plan.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the issues that were identified were all intertwined. She opined
that the values should be used as a framework for the Council to look at decisions and put them in
perspective according to parameters that everyone understands.

Mayor Tourville suggested circulating the definitions of the values and how they would be used as a
framework for decisions at the Council level.

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Mueller, to add Strategic Planning to the April 21 Special
Meeting agenda

Ayes: 4
Nays: 0 Motion carried.

6. ADJOURN

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Mueller to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned by a
unanimous vote at 9:15 p.m.
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INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION
MONDAY, APRIL 7, 2014 - 8150 BARBARA AVENUE

1. CALL TO ORDER The City Council of Inver Grove Heights met in study session on Monday, April 7,
2014, in the City Council Chambers. Mayor Tourville called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Present
were Council members Bartholomew, Madden, Mueller and Piekarski Krech; City Administrator Lynch,
Assistant City Administrator Teppen, City Attorney Kuntz, Community Development Director Link, Parks
and Recreation Director Carlson, Public Works Director Thureen, Finance Director Smith, Chief Stanger,
Fire Chief Thill and Deputy Clerk Kennedy

2. ERANCHISE FEES

Mr. Lynch stated the item was part of an ongoing conversation that began with the identification of needs
within the infrastructure system and a funding gap. He explained franchise fees were identified as a
possible funding source.

Ms. Smith stated an annual need of $7.5 million was identified for the Pavement Management Program.
Current funding sources included $500,000 from the Host Community Fund, $2.0 million in special
assessments, and potential state aid (although it would likely not be available until 2019). She noted there
would be a funding gap even if a franchise fee was imposed. She provided parcel specific information
related to franchise fees and taxes that were based on franchise fee collections of $1.1 million as a flat fee
per account compared to the per parcel tax increase if $1.1 million was levied. She explained the
residential and commercial properties listed were the same parcels used for budgeting purposes. She
stated in order to generate $1.1 million with a franchise fee, a flat fee for electric of $2.51 and $1.20 for
gas would result in an annual charge of approximately $44.52 for residential properties. If the $1.1 million
was levied the increase in tax would be $40.53 for a property valued at $125,600. She noted the franchise
fee was more expensive than a tax levy increase for properties valued at approximately $125,000. She
stated 91% of the electric accounts that would be subject to a franchise fee were residential properties and
95%

of the gas accounts that would be subject to a franchise fee were residential properties.

Mayor Tourville clarified the franchise fee would be the same across for all properties regardless of
valuation or usage.

Ms. Smith responded in the affirmative. She stated the charge was converted into a flat fee so it would not
vary based on fluctuating usage. She noted the fee would be recalculated annually to ensure the
percentage converted into a flat fee was consistent.

Mayor Tourville stated some surrounding cities calculated the fee based on percentage.

Mr. Lynch stated there was greater variability in terms of percentage because it was a function of the total
amount to be collected.

Councilmember Mueller questioned if there would be set up fees with the utility companies.

Mr. Lynch stated the City would be charged an administrative fee that could be spread out over all payees.
In exchange the City would forego charging utility companies for right-of-way permits, a value of
approximately $12,000 - $15,000.

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the City could take the franchise fee and apply it as a fee to
property tax statements. He also questioned why the City could not directly bill utility customers for the fee
in a similar manner to what is done for the storm water utility fee. He opined it would add more clarity for
customers if the fee was added to the storm water utility bill.

Mr. Lynch stated the City could not directly bill gas and electric customers because the City did not own
those specific utilities. He noted the City owned the storm water utility.
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Mr. Kuntz stated there were statutory regulations in place that would prevent the City from direct billing.
He explained the enabling authority would be City. The City would impose the franchise fee on the utility
companies and the utility companies would choose to pass the fee onto their utility customers.

Councilmember Bartholomew opined that if the City was contemplating raising funds for City
improvements, then the City should be able to bill customers directly for the fee. He stated his fear was
that franchise fee would get lost in the details of a utility bill and people would either forget about it or not
realize what the fee was charged for.

Mr. Kuntz stated one issue with direct billing would be to determine what the remedy would be
if the fee was not paid. The City would not own the utility and could not turn off service for non-payment.

Councilmember Mueller questioned if non-profits were subject to the franchise fee.

Mayor Tourville stated all users of the utilities would be subject to a franchise fee. He clarified that tax
exempt properties would not be subject to a levy increase.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned what the consequence would be for those who default on
their utility bill. She questioned if the utility companies would pay the total franchise fee to the City no
matter what or if they would only pay for the amount generated by those customers who have paid their
bill.

Mayor Tourville stated a lien would be placed against the property for failure to pay.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated she was concerned that the fee would be the same for all
residential properties. She explained people in less expensive homes presumably had less money and it
was not fair that they would pay same amount as everyone else. She opined there were moral
implications to the imposition of a franchise fee that she had issues with.

Mayor Tourville stated he also had equity concerns for both residential and commercial properties.

Ms. Smith explained the utility companies indicated they could not set a residential or commercial rate if it
was not reflective of a percentage.

Mayor Tourville questioned if the City could tell the utility companies not to charge a flat fee and to set
different tiers for calculation of the fee.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the problem was utility companies did not bill based on property
valuation, the bill was based on the property’s usage of the specific utility.

Dian Piekarski, 7609 Babcock Trail, questioned why no General Fund dollars were going towards roads
and infrastructure. She opined the City should be able to direct bill similar to what is done for the SW
utility fee because that fee is also applicable to all properties in the City. She suggested that the City
should tell citizens what the total cost was for all the additional fees that are charged and how that would
equate to a tax increase. She questioned why the City could not assess to raise money for the Pavement
Management Fund.

Mayor Tourville stated the City was only able to assess for specific projects because they were required to
demonstrate benefit to affected properties.

Mr. Lynch explained 2013 was the first year that General Fund money was not put into the Pavement
Management Fund. The recommendation from the City’s bond counsel was to consider funding larger
projects through bonding and the City had yet to determine if that recommendation would be followed.

Mayor Tourville questioned if the Council wanted to have staff continue to pursue the use of franchise
fees.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech expressed concern that the franchise fee would not raise the full amount
needed. She stated it did not make sense to add another layer of fees when the City would still need to
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come up with more mechanisms to generate the full amount. She opined it was not a transparent or
equitable fee.

Mayor Tourville stated the City was not going to spend $7.5 million in one year on pavement management
projects. He noted the City needed to continue the process to make improvements in the system, but
could not go broke to fix everything at once. He suggested considering the use of some surplus money for
pavement management projects and to continue consideration of bonding for larger projects.

Councilmember Madden stated he did not like the concept of imposing additional fees. He explained he
would rather raise taxes and be honest with taxpayers about the need for the money.

Councilmember Mueller stated he was not interested in pursuing franchise fees at this time.

Allan Cederberg suggested the City could use a process similar to what is done to collect the storm water
utility. He opined the City could tap into other funds or refinance current bonds to supplement the
Pavement Management Fund.

Ms. Smith stated a vast majority of the City’s bonds had either been refinanced or were not eligible to be
refinanced.

3. DISCUSS INVER WOOD GOLF COURSE MANAGEMENT RFP PROCESS AND CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS

Mr. Carlson explained the City Council expressed interest in looking into development of a RFP to
outsource management of Inver Wood for the 2015 season. He stated Council was provided with RFP
examples from St. Paul and Red Wing, as well as information related to the management of Ramsey
County golf courses. He explained the Council also expressed interest in researching the best practices
for management of Inver Wood. Staff recommended establishment of a work group comprised of two (2)
council members, three (3) PRAC commissioners, and four (4) staff members to explore potential
management alternatives and make a recommendation to the City Council. He stated it was anticipated
that the process would take 3-4 months to complete and the goal would be to implement the
recommendations in time for the 2015 season.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the City needed a RFP that would determine if anyone was willing
to manage the golf course and, if so, what the parameters would be. She opined she did not see the
benefit of the work group. She stated the Council needed to get the pertinent information and decide
whether or not to move forward. She noted there were two (2) clear choices, either outsource
management or proceed with internal management. She stated discussion by PRAC was important, and
she wanted to hear their recommendations.

Mayor Tourville agreed there was no need for a special committee because pretty much everyone
mentioned would need to be involved in the process anyway. He suggested staff could meet with some
people from St. Paul to determine if a RFP would be worth it. He noted the RFPs would not be the same
because Inver Wood does not offer the same amenities. He opined current management staff should
understand that if they do a good job in 2014 the City may not look at a RFP for outsourcing management.
He reiterated PRAC needed to have a lot of input throughout the process.

Councilmember Mueller suggested staff should contact the management companies that bid on St. Paul’s
RFP and invite more to test the market. The information should then come back to the Council for further
discussion.

Mr. Lynch stated the management companies would likely have a number of questions that staff would not
necessarily have the answers to without prior discussion and direction. He explained staff needed to be
prepared with that information in order to determine who was capable of responding and so interested
parties would know up front what the City’s expectations would be.

Mayor Tourville stated nobody would be able to determine the return on investment except those
responding to the RFP. He noted St. Paul looked at outsourcing management for five (5) years before it
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actually happened. He suggested that staff come back to the Council with the important questions that
needed answers or develop different scenarios for consideration. He stated staff could get together with
those they felt would be interested to find out what the questions would be.

Councilmember Mueller opined he did not want to drag out the process for another six (6) months. He
stated staff should find out what options are out there for companies that are interested in bidding on a
RFP.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the City had enough people on PRAC and on staff with enough
expertise to move forward. She opined the City needed to develop something to determine if there was
any interest in the course.

Mr. Carlson clarified the Council wanted to move forward with the process that was suggested, minus City
Council involvement on a work group.

Mayor Tourville stated staff should be able to put a RFP together and come back to City Council with
guestions if needed.

Willie Krech, 9574 Inver Grove Trail, suggested sending out a RFP with basic information to see if there
was any interest. He stated that way the City could see what ideas were out there and then staff could
work out the details with those that are interested. He noted the City had to consider outsourcing
management to see if it would be worth it. He opined the City may be able to retain management as a
result of the changes that were made.

Dennis Schueller, 8081 Carmen Ave. E., stated he was at the course almost daily through mid-June. He
opined the course was a great piece of property and a nice amenity for the City. He stated moving
forward with a course that is well-maintained and in good condition was a positive. He explained PRAC
recommended considering RFPs, but also wanted to work with the management to look at programming
options. He stated the course was very successful in the 1990’s and could be again if the programming
was expanded. He opined the new management was anxious to make the course more successful than it
had been recently and he was confident that the current employees could make the course successful.
He noted the City may not get the same quality management staff through the RFP process. He
suggested programming changes to change the culture and attract more golfers who would frequent the
course on a regular basis. He opined the City could not depend on off-the-street revenue to support
operations. He stated if the new management successfully increased the number of rounds played, the
City may not need to outsource.

Mayor Tourville stated he wanted the people involved in the management of the course to feel empowered
and that they have an opportunity to turn things around. He noted he wanted the same effort put into
making the course successful as there would be in development of a RFP. He suggested providing
Council with a report every other month at the work sessions on the progress at Inver Wood.

Mr. Schueller stated Inver Wood was very similar to River Oaks and should offer programs that are similar.
He suggested staff needed a can-do attitude to explore new opportunities. He opined the City should not
think of outsourcing until it is fully known what the new management can do to change the trends at Inver
Wood.

Councilmember Mueller stated he would like a monthly report from PRAC on how they feel things are
going at the course.

Councilmember Bartholomew clarified they were still asking staff to explore RFP options.
The council members replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Carlson explained the driving range opened in 1991. In 1995 the Zschokke family constructed a home
at the back end of the driving range. He stated over the years the Zschokkes have begun to experience
more intrusion from golf balls on their property as technology has advanced in terms of equipment. He
explained there were funds budgeted to address the issue with the driving range and from a risk
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management perspective there were two solutions available. He noted last year a specific area was not
used for the tee area which shortened the distance to the Zschokke property. He stated one option would
be to reinstitute the use of artificial mats to allow the turf time to get healthy. Staff would be on hand to
ensure customers are staying within the designated tee area. He stated another option would be to install
a larger protective net that is taller and longer, for an estimated cost of $85,000.

Mayor Tourville questioned how much revenue was generated from driving range annually and what the
anticipated life was of the protective net.

Mr. Carlson stated approximately $70,000 was generated annually. He explained the life of the net was
dependent on the weather conditions.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if staff had spoken to the City’s insurance company.

Mr. Carlson stated the City did contact the insurance company and because the issue was known to be a
problem that exists, the Zschokkes would have to file claim against City. He explained staff certainly did
not want to spend $85,000 at this time, but wanted to bring the issue forward for direction.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the City should not be liable because the Zschokkes chose build
their home on the golf course. She questioned how the City would handle issues with the new housing
development on 80" St.

Mayor Tourville questioned how large the problem was.

Mr. Carlson explained he visited the property and could see golf ball dents in the steel siding and the
property owner stated golf balls were also landing on the roof.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated she was not in favor of spending money on a new net because it
was the same situation for everyone that chose to live on the golf course.

Councilmember Mueller stated he was not in favor of spending money a new net either.

Mayor Tourville suggested looking at configuration options for the mat to make the driving range longer
and mitigate the issue without putting up a new net.

Mr. Schueller commented it was preferable to hit off turf at the driving range. He opined the City would
lose clientele if they did not allow golfers to hit off the turf at certain times of year. He suggested moving
the tee area back or limiting the range to irons only on certain days or at certain times.

Mayor Tourville stated it was topic for further discussion by golf course management. He suggested
looking at alternatives because it did not appear as though the Council would approve the purchase of a
new net.

4. RENTAL HOUSING PROGRAM

Mr. Link stated Council previously directed staff to analyze the program, administration, costs, and
revenues for three (3) types of programs: a proactive inspection program with regular, mandatory
inspections, a reactive inspection program based on complaints, and a landlord management/tenant
behavior program. He explained there was general agreement that whatever type of program was
chosen it would serve four (4) primary functions. The program would provide for the maintenance of
structures, basic life/safety standards, basic living standards, and quality of life standards.

A proactive inspection program would require all rental dwelling units to be inspected on a regular basis,
likely every two (2) to four (4) years. The program would be administered by the Community Development
Director, and would require additional staff such as a Housing Inspector. The major disadvantage to the
proactive program was the cost. Start-up costs were estimated to be $47,300 and ongoing operational
costs were estimated to be $101,100. The license fee for each unit would be approximately $68.00,
assuming a two year license was issued. The program would have to be funded either via license fees,
the general fund, or a combination of license fees and the general fund.
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A reactive program would be complaint driven and there would be no regular inspections. He stated staff
currently received between three (3) and six (6) complaints per month on rental units, typically related to
living standards. The program would use existing staff and would focus on enforcing life safety and basic
living standards. He noted the disadvantage of a reactive program was that it was totally driven by tenant
complaints. He stated the costs would be relatively minimal with startup costs estimated at $20,000 and
ongoing costs estimated to be $3,400.

The third type of program encourages landlords and property managers to adhere to specific quality of life
standards. The program may offer incentives for managers and landlords to obtain management training
and it could be implemented with or without a proactive or reactive program. He explained the program
would be run by the Police Department and would require additional staff. He noted the major
disadvantage was the cost. The startup costs were estimated to be $24,800 and the ongoing costs were
estimated to be $92,800. He stated if Council wanted to proceed with this type of program staff would
need to do a bit more work to define the parameters.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech suggested the program could be run in conjunction with the Fire
Department and the City could train the firefighters to do more in-depth inspections. She questioned how
often other cities conducted inspections.

Mr. Link stated some inspected annually or biannually, and some based the frequency of inspection on the
type of unit.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech suggested a 3-5 year inspection cycle, with major complexes inspected
every 3 years. She stated the program should use existing staff and the costs could be reduced by using
Fire personnel. She opined the City could do proactive program with existing people and it should not
take much effort to get program the program started. She stated she wanted to start moving forward with
a program, at least preliminarily on the bigger rental complexes. She suggested putting a program in the
budget for 2015 and starting in 2014 with a sample program to see what could be done. She stated the
City could either issue a license or say an inspection would be required at a certain frequency for a set
fee.

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned the $20,000 estimate for software. He asked if there was a
specific software package recommended for this type of service.

Mr. Link stated staff was aware of at least four (4) different software packages. He noted that was one
area where more information was needed. He stated the current inspections software had an add-on
package for rental housing that could be purchased for approximately $40,000.

Mayor Tourville noted that was not a one-time cost and it could be spread out over a 5-6 year period.

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if staff had looked at the software programs that were used in
South St. Paul or West St. Paul.

Mr. Link stated that would be the next step.

Councilmember Mueller stated he wanted to start a program but was concerned the Fire Department did
not have enough time to do the inspections.

Mayor Tourville stated there were items in the cost estimates that were questionable. He explained he
wanted the program to start as soon as possible because there was a tremendous need considering the
City’s size and the number of rental units. He stated the landlord/tenant management program seemed to
get the most positive feedback from other cities. He noted an ordinance was needed in order to enforce
life safety issues and he also expressed interest starting the landlord/tenant program through the Police
Department. He suggested the City had existing staff that could work on starting the program.

Mr. Link reiterated the reactive program would not require new staff. He stated his department did not
have the staff available to enforce a proactive program.
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Mayor Tourville suggested staff provide the Council with information as to how much of the proactive
program existing staff could handle.

Mr. Link stated both West St. Paul and South St. Paul use outside inspections services to enforce their
programs and still had the need for a 0.25 FTE staff person for administration of the program.

Mary T'Kach, 7848 Babcock Trail, presented the Housing Committee’s thoughts on the establishment of a
rental housing program. The committee encouraged implementation of a proactive program. She stated it
would benefit property owners, tenants, and the community if the City had a robust program. She noted
there was a transition amongst younger people away from home ownership that would cause an upward
spike in the number of rental properties in the City. She stated the City was ill-prepared to deal with
complaints that exist. She explained the program would help landlords avoid problem tenants and provide
tenants with assistance with health and safety issues. The committee was equally concerned about the
costs associated with a program, but felt it was not overly burdensome on property owners. She stated a
program would decrease the number of calls for police service and would turn fire inspections into a more
routine occurrence. The committee suggested a strong education program for both tenants and landlords.
She opined the landlord management/tenant behavior program should not be run through the Police
Department because people may be hesitant to participate for fear of retribution.

Councilmember Madden stated everyone keeps adding fees and the costs add up. He agreed that a
program was needed, but wanted to keep costs to a minimum.

Ms. T’Kach stated it was a value proposition for all residents because the program would help to keep
property values up and it should be viewed as an investment into the community.

Dian Piekarski, 7609 Babcock Trail, suggested that the Code Compliance Specialist could be involved in
the implementation and administration of the program. She stated an anonymous program could help
eliminate any concerns about retribution. She suggested the City could implement a reactive program
along with a random sampling of proactive inspections to get a good idea of how properties are being
maintained. She noted the random sampling may also provide a better sense of whether or not a proactive
program is needed.

Mayor Tourville stated starting any kind of program would deter some of the problem properties. He
suggested trying to implement a program using existing staff at least for the start of 2015. He stated the
City needed to be able to address complaints and did not need to start with annual inspections. He noted
the City should not assume that landlords will pay any of the costs because they will be passed onto
tenants.

Councilmember Madden stated he would like to start a reactive program sooner than 2015.
5. CITY ORDINANCE RELATED TO COUNCILMEMBER VACANCIES

Mr. Kuntz explained the Deputy Clerk requested background information related to the statutory provisions
in place that deal with a council vacancy. He stated current City Code provisions do not address council
vacancies and it was thought by staff that perhaps the issue should be generally addressed by ordinance.
He reviewed the statutory regulations related to filling a vacancy and the timing of a special election. He
explained the City could choose to adopt an ordinance that would address the timing of a special election
and a general process that would be followed in instances where appointment is required to fill a vacancy.

Ms. Kennedy stated the issue was brought forward for discussion to determine if the Council wanted to
address the issue in the City Code.

Mayor Tourville stated it would be a good idea to address the issue by ordinance. He suggested looking
at the language related to the timing of a special election and the establishment of an appointment
process.

Councilmember Piekarski Krech requested information related to the cost of a special election.
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6. EXECUTIVE SESSION
A. Preliminary Consideration of Employee Charges

The Council entered executive session at 9:10 p.m.
7. CONSIDER DECISION WITH RESPECT TO EMPLOYEE CHARGES

The City Council requested additional information and directed staff to place the item on the May 27"
agenda for further discussion.

8. ADJOURN
The meeting was adjourned at 11:20 p.m.




AGENDA ITEM 4B

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Meeting Date:  April 28, 2014 Fiscal/FTE Impact:
Item Type: Consent None
Contact: Kristi Smith 651-450-2521 X | Amount included in current budget
Prepared by: Bill Schroepfer, Accountant Budget amendment requested
Reviewed by: N/A FTE included in current complement
New FTE requested — N/A
Other

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED

Approve the attached resolution approving disbursements for the period of April 10, 2014 to
April 23, 2014.

SUMMARY

Shown below is a listing of the disbursements for the various funds for the period ending
April 23, 2014. The detail of these disbursements is attached to this memo.

General & Special Revenue $294,290.28
Debt Service & Capital Projects 123,818.90
Enterprise & Internal Service 147,890.91
Escrows 526.06
Grand Total for All Funds $566,526.15

If you have any questions about any of the disbursements on the list, please call Kristi Smith,
Finance Director at 651-450-2521.

Attached to this summary for your action is a resolution approving the disbursements for the
period April 10, 2014 to April 23, 2014 and the listing of disbursements requested for approval.



DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION APPROVING DISBURSEMENTS FOR THE
PERIOD ENDING April 23, 2014

WHEREAS, a list of disbursements for the period ending April 23, 2014 was
presented to the City Council for approval;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF INVER
GROVE HEIGHTS: that payment of the list of disbursements of the following funds is
approved:

General & Special Revenue $294,290.28
Debt Service & Capital Projects 123,818.90
Enterprise & Internal Service 147,890.91
Escrows 526.06
Grand Total for All Funds $566,526.15

Adopted by the City Council of Inver Grove Heights this 23th day of April, 2014.
Ayes:

Nays:

George Tourville, Mayor

ATTEST:

Melissa Kennedy, Deputy City Clerk



City of Inver Grove Heights

Expense Approval Report

By Fund

Payment Dates 4/10/2014 - 4/23/2014

Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (ltem) Account Number Amount
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027887 04/18/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 67.10
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027888 04/18/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 681.36
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027889 04/18/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 75.15
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027650 04/04/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 40.26
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027651 04/04/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 681.36
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0027652 04/04/2014 UNION DUES (AFSCME F101.203.2031000 75.15
BUDGET BLINDS 5561 04/16/2014 1/21/14 101.42.4200.423.40040 698.00
BUREAU OF CRIMINAL APPREHENSION 00000155017 04/16/2014 00000012981 101.42.4000.421.40044 390.00
CA DEPT OF CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES INV0027890 04/18/2014 MIGUEL GUADALAJARA 101.203.2032100 279.69
CULLIGAN 3/31/14 157-98459100-6  04/16/2014 157-98459100-6 101.42.4200.423.60065 80.40
CULLIGAN 3/31/14 157-98459118-8  04/16/2014 157-98459118-8 101.42.4200.423.60065 92.82
DAKOTA AWARDS INC 1404035 04/16/2014 IN23037 101.41.1100.413.60065 121.81
EFTPS INV0027908 04/18/2014 FEDERAL WITHHOLDINC101.203.2030200 38,682.42
EFTPS INV0027910 04/18/2014 MEDICARE WITHHOLDIMN 101.203.2030500 11,154.20
EFTPS INV0027911 04/18/2014 SOCIAL SECURITY WITF 101.203.2030400 34,572.94
FIRE ENGINEERING 2014 RENEWAL 04/16/2014 507831014 101.42.4200.423.50070 29.00
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56336 04/16/2014 4363 101.41.1100.413.50032 2,854.23
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 101.44.6000.451.50030 544.76
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56576 04/16/2014 4363 101.41.1100.413.50032 215.00
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ACH ONL' INV0027893 04/18/2014 HSA ELECTION-FAMILY 101.203.2032500 2,985.07
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ACH ONL' INV0027894 04/18/2014 HSA ELECTION-SINGLE 101.203.2032500 3,026.88
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.41.1100.413.30550 29.57
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.41.2000.415.30550 92.30
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.42.4000.421.30550 282.05
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.42.4200.423.30550 14.00
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.43.5000.441.30550 8.38
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.43.5100.442.30550 53.81
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.43.5200.443.30550 33.17
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.44.6000.451.30550 54 .47
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.45.3000.419.30550 17.50
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.45.3200.419.30550 14.57
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.45.3300.419.30550 22.67
HAUGH, TRISH 4/9/14 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-CHICKEN F 101.41.0000.3414000 25.00
HENNING FIRE PROTECTION EQUIPMENT 334816 04/16/2014 4/1/14 101.42.4000.421.60065 90.00
HER, STEVE 3/31/14 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-LUNCH 101.42.4000.421.50075 10.82
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027895 04/18/2014 ICMA-AGE <49 % 101.203.2031400 4,484.46
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027896 04/18/2014 ICMA-AGE <49 101.203.2031400 4,175.00
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027897 04/18/2014 ICMA-AGE 50+ % 101.203.2031400 1,075.51
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027898 04/18/2014 ICMA-AGE 50+ 101.203.2031400 6,012.87
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027899 04/18/2014 ICMA (EMPLOYER SHAR 101.203.2031400 73.67
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0027906 04/18/2014 ROTH IRA (AGE 49 & UN 101.203.2032400 487.70
IUOCE INV0027663 04/04/2014 UNION DUES IUOE 101.203.2031000 1,121.75
KENISON, TERRI MARCH 2014 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.42.4200.423.30700 850.00
LELS INV0027664 04/04/2014 UNION DUES (LELS) 101.203.2031000 1,350.00
LELS SERGEANTS INV0027672 04/04/2014 UNION DUES (LELS SGT 101.203.2031000 225.00
LYNN & ASSOCIATES 1G21:2014 04/16/2014 1/23/14 101.41.1100.413.50080 600.00
MARTIN-MCALLISTER 8816 04/16/2014 INV0O1 101.41.1100.413.30500 3,150.00
METROPOLITAN AREA MGMT ASSOC. 1420 04/16/2014 2014 MEMBERSHIP DUE 101.41.1100.413.50070 45.00
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ENVIRON SRVCMARCH 2014 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 101.41.0000.3414000 (124.25)
MINNEAPOLIS OXYGEN CO. 171093842 04/16/2014 113504 101.42.4200.423.40042 74.40
MINNEAPOLIS OXYGEN CO. 171093843 04/16/2014 113504 101.42.4200.423.40042 81.84
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SE INV0027891 04/18/2014 RICK JACKSON FEIN/TA. 101.203.2032100 329.48
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SE INV0027892 04/18/2014 JUSTIN PARRANTO FEIN101.203.2032100 495.61
MN DEPT OF REVENUE INV0027909 04/18/2014 STATE WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030300 16,457.88
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 101.207.2070300 0.32
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 101.207.2070300 208.94
MN DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION P00002770 04/16/2014 0000001298 101.43.5200.443.40046 174.35
MN FIRE SERVICE 2506 04/16/2014 CERTIFICATION EXAM 101.42.4200.423.30700 100.00
MN GLOVE & SAFETY, INC. 279523 04/16/2014 CTINVP 101.43.5200.443.60016 15.80
OXYGEN SERVICE COMPANY, INC 03259571 04/16/2014 04394 101.42.4000.421.60065 24.80
PERA INV0027900 04/18/2014 PERA COORDINATED PL101.203.2030600 30,225.92
PERA INV0027901 04/18/2014 EMPLOYER SHARE (EX1101.203.2030600 2,418.05



PERA INV0027902 04/18/2014 PERA DEFINED PLAN  101.203.2030600 57.69
PERA INV0027903 04/18/2014 EMPLOYER SHARE (PEF 101.203.2030600 57.69
PERA INV0027904 04/18/2014 PERA POLICE & FIRE PL 101.203.2030600 11,262.65
PERA INV0027905 04/18/2014 EMPLOYER SHARE (POL 101.203.2030600 16,893.94
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-101.41.1000.413.60065 11.03
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-101.41.2000.415.50065 14.78
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.41.2000.415.50065 17.25
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-101.41.2000.415.50065 14.78
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.42.0000.3225000 12.00
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.44.6000.451.50065 8.00
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.45.3200.419.50080 9.75
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.45.3200.419.50080 12.00
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.45.3300.419.50080 8.00
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 101.45.3300.419.50080 8.00
SAM'S CLUB 3/23/14 7715 0904 0133 4€ 04/16/2014 7715 0904 0133 4891 101.42.4200.423.60011 62.88
SAM'S CLUB 3/23/14 7715 0904 0133 4€ 04/16/2014 7715 0904 0133 4891 101.42.4200.423.60065 2712
SENSIBLE LAND USE COALITION 4/30/14 04/16/2014 REGISTER-T. LINK 101.45.3000.419.50080 38.00
TWIN CITIES OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH PC 102202650 04/16/2014 N26-1251001589 101.41.1100.413.30550 160.00
UNITED WAY INV0027907 04/18/2014 UNITED WAY 101.203.2031300 105.00
UNITED WAY INV0027673 04/04/2014 UNITED WAY 101.203.2031300 105.00
USA MOBILITY WIRELESS INC X0317409D 04/16/2014 0317409-1 101.42.4000.421.50020 4.89
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.42.4200.423.40010 208.43
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.42.4200.423.40020 124.31
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.43.5200.443.40020 17.62
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.43.5400.445.40020 687.06
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.43.5400.445.40020 54.49
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.43.5400.445.40020 61.92
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.44.6000.451.40010 80.80
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1101.44.6000.451.40020 116.22
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.42.4000.421.40042 42.01
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.42.4200.423.40010 2,854.00
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.42.4200.423.40020 1,559.76
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.43.5200.443.40020 180.83
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.43.5400.445.40020 725.36
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.43.5400.445.40020 10,691.65
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.44.6000.451.40010 949.39
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 101.44.6000.451.40020 1,232.18
Fund: 101 - GENERAL FUND 220,706.49
BROADWAY AWARDS 34949 04/16/2014 4/3/14 204.44.6100.452.60009 456.50
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 204.44.6100.452.50030 4,766.45
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 204.44.6100.452.50035 94.32
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 204.44.6100.452.30550 21.55
HOMEGROWN LACROSSE 2014 TEAM REGISTRATIC 04/16/2014 MNO00435 204.44.6100.452.50070 150.00
IGH SENIOR CLUB 4/3114 04/16/2014 3/17/14 204.227.2271000 1,662.00
JOHNSON, DELORES 4/4/14 04/16/2014 REFUND-SENIOR TRIP 204.227.2271000 57.00
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 204.207.2070300 1,198.53
Fund: 204 - RECREATION FUND 8,406.35
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 519422/5 04/16/2014 501126 205.44.6200.453.60012 8.28
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 519422/5 04/16/2014 501126 205.44.6200.453.60012 8.28
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 519533/5 04/16/2014 501126 205.44.6200.453.60016 11.98
ARNOLD, NICK 4/2/14 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-LOCKER R(205.44.6200.453.60016 713.18
COMDATA CORPORATION M40910826 04/16/2014 ABHPV RH172 205.44.6200.453.60065 17.86
FASTENAL COMPANY MNTC6132990 04/16/2014 MNTC62008 205.44.6200.453.60016 757.70
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 205.44.6200.453.50030 5,311.41
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 205.44.6200.453.50035 94.32
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.30550 11.00
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.30550 30.24
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.30550 10.50
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.30550 10.50
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.30550 3.50
GRAINGER 9406561341 04/16/2014 806460150 205.44.6200.453.60016 26.78
GRAINGER 9407240192 04/16/2014 806460150 205.44.6200.453.60016 1256.12
GRAINGER 9409142008 04/16/2014 806460150 205.44.6200.453.60040 77.18
GRAINGER 9409142008 04/16/2014 806460150 205.44.6200.453.60040 7717
GRAINGER 9411256952 04/16/2014 806460150 205.44.6200.453.60016 37.90
HERZOG, STEPHEN 4/4/14 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-MEMBERSI 205.44.0000.3490100 104.00
INDELCO PLASTICS CORP 835691 04/16/2014 VETO001 205.44.6200.453.60016 136.68
KRUCKENBER, GENE 3/31/14 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-LOW ENRC 205.44.0000.3493501 54.00
MENARDS - WEST ST. PAUL 51167 04/16/2014 30170270 205.44.6200.453.60016 15.40
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.207.2070300 8,760.65



MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.40010 26.47
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.40020 57.44
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.40042 1.02
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.40042 8.30
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60011 4.24
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60011 70.64
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60016 73.33
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60016 3.70
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60016 2.55
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60024 175.58
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60040 1.84
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60040 (0.76)
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60040 72.19
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60040 0.29
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 (5.84)
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 11.99
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 9.30
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 1.03
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 0.86
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 0.71
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 0.59
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 6.91
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 205.44.6200.453.60065 (21.12)
NAC MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL SERVIC 101063 04/16/2014 8712-1 205.44.6200.453.40040 1,494.35
NAC MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL SERVIC 101064 04/16/2014 87121 205.44.6200.453.40040 706.51
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 205.44.6200.453.60016 11.77
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 205.44.6200.453.60065 7.51
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 205.44.6200.453.60065 8.85
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST- 205.44.6200.453.60065 7.50
PETTY CASH - TERI O'CONNOR JAN-MAR 2014 04/16/2014 JAN-MAR 2014 BANK FE 205.44.6200.453.70440 20.32
ROACH, RICK 3/3114 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-MILEAGE 205.44.6200.453.50065 87.36
ROACH, RICK 47714 04/16/2014 REIMBURSE-MILEAGE 205.44.6200.453.50065 54.88
VANCO SERVICES LLC 00006046163 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 205.44.6200.453.70600 79.75
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1205.44.6200.453.40010 413.03
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1205.44.6200.453.40020 896.27
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 205.44.6200.453.40010 5,410.55
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 205.44.6200.453.40010 18,175.43
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 205.44.6200.453.40020 8,954.37
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 205.44.6200.453.40020 11,942.92
Fund: 205 - COMMUNITY CENTER 65,176.26
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 290.45.3000.419.30550

Fund: 290 - EDA

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ENVIRON SRVCMARCH 2014 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 404.217.2170000 12,425.00
Fund: 404 - SEWER CONNECTION FUND 12,425.00
FRIEDGES CONTRACTING INC. FINAL PAY VO. NO. 11 04/16/2014 CITY PROJECT NO. 201Z2440.74.5900.740.80300 108,756.28
Fund: 440 - PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROJ 108,756.28
EAGAN, CITY OF 3/25/14 BILLIN 04/16/2014 DECEMBER 2013, JANU/441.74.5900.741.40030 2,497.97
Fund: 441 - STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 2,497.97
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-447.00.7500.460.40040 2.99
Fund: 447 - ADA 2,99
EHLERS AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 348084 04/16/2014 NW AREA CONNECTION 448.74.5900.748.30150 136.66
Fund: 448 - NWA - STORM WATER 136.66
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 3/1/14-3/31/114 04/16/2014 420 501.50.7100.512.30700 420.00
EAGAN, CITY OF 3/25/14 BILLIN 04/16/2014 DECEMBER 2013, JANU/501.50.7100.512.40005 12,389.22
EAGAN, CITY OF 3/25/14 BILLIN 04/16/2014 DECEMBER 2013, JANU/501.50.7100.512.40005 8,606.70
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 501.50.7100.512.30550 29.71
GOPHER STATE ONE-CALL 100237 04/16/2014 MNO00435 501.50.7100.512.30700 176.90
IDEAL SERVICE, INC. 6402 04/16/2014 3/17/14 501.50.7100.512.40040 416.25
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 501.207.2070200 1,381.34
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 501.207.2070300 29.49
MN PIPE & EQUIPMENT 0311969 04/16/2014 2195 501.50.7100.512.60016 609.70
STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 780694 04/16/2014 92607 501.50.7100.512.30300 1,331.00
TKDA 002014000657 04/16/2014 0014026.007 501.50.7100.512.30700 1,428.07
VALLEY-RICH CO, INC 19910 04/16/2014 R14224 03/24 501.50.7100.512.40046 5,033.84
VALLEY-RICH CO, INC 19919 04/16/2014 R14264 03/25 501.50.7100.512.40046 3,201.00



XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1501.50.7100.512.40010 172.13
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1501.50.7100.512.40020 207.68
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 501.50.7100.512.40010 2,104.85
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 501.50.7100.512.40010 839.71
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 501.50.7100.512.40020 12,088.12
Fund: 501 - WATER UTILITY FUND 50,465.71
EAGAN, CITY OF 3/25/14 BILLIN 04/16/2014 DECEMBER 2013, JANU/502.51.7200.514.40015 18,987.05
EAGAN, CITY OF 3/25/14 BILLIN 04/16/2014 DECEMBER 2013, JANU/502.51.7200.514.40015 24,968.07
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 502.51.7200.514.30550 16.62
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1502.51.7200.514.40010 33.01
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1502.51.7200.514.40020 95.24
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 502.51.7200.514.40010 331.42
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 502.51.7200.514.40020 1,306.99
Fund: 502 - SEWER UTILITY FUND 45,738.40
AMERICAN FLAGPOLE & FLAG CO 112150 04/16/2014 4/9/14 503.52.8500.526.60065 175.17
ARAMARK UNIFORM SERVICES 629-7962034 04/16/2014 792502342 503.52.8600.527.60045 47.63
FIRST IMPRESSION GROUP, THE 56410 04/16/2014 3022 503.52.8500.526.50025 272.38
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 503.52.8000.521.30550 22.00
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 503.52.8500.526.30550 12.05
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 503.52.8600.527.30550 25.57
HORNUNG'S GOLF PRODUCTS, INC. 312769 04/16/2014 210618 503.52.8000.521.60065 94.20
METRO CASH REGISTER SYSTEMS 75694 04/16/2014 4/7/14 503.52.8500.526.70600 290.00
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 503.207.2070300 111.57
MPGA 2014 MEMBER DUES 04/16/2014 2014 ANNUAL MEMBER 503.52.8500.526.50070 75.00
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945599-01 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 98.09
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 946797-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 453.66
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 947064-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 215.95
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945086-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 1,087.21
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945086-01 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 158.22
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945187-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 188.58
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945189-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 291.68
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945372-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 460.58
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 945599-00 04/16/2014 402307 503.52.8600.527.40042 59.24
NAPA OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 371925 04/16/2014 4165 503.52.8600.527.40040 54.10
NAPA OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 372475 04/16/2014 4165 503.52.8600.527.40042 12.08
NAPA OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 372489 04/16/2014 4165 503.52.8600.527.40042 45.66
SUN MOUNTAIN SPORTS 157381 04/16/2014 5507701 503.52.8200.523.76350 436.00
TIM LOCKLER'S 4/9/14 04/16/2014 4/9/14 503.52.8500.526.40040 418.00
WITTEK 310441 04/16/2014 123575 503.52.8100.522.40042 48.39
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 503.52.8500.526.40010 199.68
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 503.52.8500.526.40020 485.08
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 503.52.8600.527.40010 645.59
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 503.52.8600.527.40020 12.40
Fund: 503 - INVER WOOD GOLF COURSE 6,495.76
EHLERS AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 348084 04/16/2014 NW AREA CONNECTION 511.50.7100.512.30150 136.67
Fund: 511 - NWA - WATER 136.67
EHLERS AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 348084 04/16/2014 NW AREA CONNECTION 512.51.7200.514.30150 136.67
Fund: 512 - NWA - SEWER 136.67
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 602.00.2100.415.30550 2.01
Fund: 602 - RISK MANAGEMENT 2.01
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 519542/5 04/16/2014 501126 603.00.5300.444.40041 11.63
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 603.00.5300.444.30550 13.41
HEALTHEAST VEHICLE SERVICES 20585 04/16/2014 2/26/14 603.00.5300.444.80700 8,060.25
KIMBALL MIDWEST 3477486 B 04/16/2014 REMAINING AMOUNT  603.00.5300.444.60012 167.84
METRO JANITORIAL SUPPLY INC 11012833 04/16/2014 4/2/14 603.00.5300.444.60011 293.37
METROMATS 9508 04/16/2014 3/20/14 603.00.5300.444.40065 38.50
METROMATS 9342 04/16/2014 3/6/14 603.00.5300.444.40065 38.50
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 603.00.5300.444.40041 9.94
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 603.00.5300.444.40065 0.20
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 603.00.5300.444.60012 1.36
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 603.00.5300.444.60014 0.18
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 603.00.5300.444.60040 0.05
MN DEPT OF REVENUE 4/23/14 04/23/2014 MARCH PETRO TAX 603.00.5300.444.60021 331.74
MTI DISTRIBUTING CO 948154-00 04/16/2014 91180 603.00.5300.444.40041 126.04
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-477650 04/16/2014 1578028 603.00.5300.444.40041 2.36
PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-603.00.5300.444.50070 12.00



PETTY CASH 4/16/14 04/16/2014 PETTY CASH REQUEST-603.00.5300.444.50070 12.00
POMP'S TIRE SERVICE, INC. 980006601 04/16/2014 4502557 603.00.5300.444.40041 511.41
SCHARBER & SONS P39999 04/16/2014 INVERO001 603.00.5300.444.40041 291.40
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1603.00.5300.444.40010 307.44
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1 603.00.5300.444.40020 137.06
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 603.00.5300.444.40010 3,230.34
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 603.00.5300.444.40020 1,851.22
Fund: 603 - CENTRAL EQUIPMENT 15,448.24
COORDINATED BUSINESS SYSTEMS 250511847 04/16/2014 923425 604.00.2200.416.40050 112.88
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 604.00.2200.416.40050 63.85
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 604.00.2200.416.60005 9.20
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 604.00.2200.416.60010 20.20
US BANCORP EQUIPMENT FINANCE, INC. 250523842 04/16/2014 923425 604.00.2200.416.40050 4,643.30
Fund: 604 - CENTRAL STORES 4,849.43
BLOOMINGTON ELECTRIC CO. 00032735 04/16/2014 3/28/14 605.00.7500.460.40040 157.00
CULLIGAN 3/31/14 157-98503022-8  04/16/2014 157-98503022-8 605.00.7500.460.60011 124.64
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 605.00.7500.460.30550 3.50
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 3/13/14 6035 3225 0206 1€ 04/16/2014 6035 3225 0206 1959 605.00.7500.460.60016 41.66
HUEBSCH SERVICES 3242204 04/16/2014 100075 605.00.7500.460.40065 107.49
LOW VOLTAGE CONTRACTORS 5512-3-0 04/16/2014 SUPPORT AGREEMENT 605.00.7500.460.50070 14,891.00
MAS COMMUNICATIONS 1599 04/16/2014 4/1/14 605.00.7500.460.40040 46.80
MINNESOTA ELEVATOR, INC 308193 04/16/2014 5395 605.00.7500.460.40040 232.60
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.40020 12.22
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.40040 13.29
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.40044 0.70
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.40065 0.30
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.60011 1.46
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 605.00.7500.460.60065 (0.30)
USA MOBILITY WIRELESS INC X0317493D 04/16/2014 0317493-5 605.00.7500.460.40065 4.57
XCEL ENERGY TAX 3/19/14 03/19/2014 TAX DIFFERENCE 3/19/1 605.00.7500.460.40020 598.15
XCEL ENERGY 4/14/14 04/16/2014 REQUEST DATE 4/14/14 605.00.7500.460.40020 7,156.02
Fund: 605 - CITY FACILITIES 23,391.10
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS, INC 23151 04/16/2014 MARCH 2014 606.00.1400.413.30550 11.67
INTEGRA TELECOM 11863350 04/16/2014 887115 606.00.1400.413.50020 890.19
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 606.00.1400.413.60010 8.68
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 606.00.1400.413.60040 1.59
MN DEPT OF REVENUE MARCH 2014 04/21/2014 MARCH 2014 SALES & U 606.00.1400.413.60065 2.98
OFFICE OF MN. IT SERVICES DV14030459 04/16/2014 200B00171 606.00.1400.413.30750 311.81
Fund: 606 - TECHNOLOGY FUND 1,226.92
ARAMARK REFRESHMENT SERVICES 85534 04/16/2014 55 702.229.2286500 82.49
ARAMARK REFRESHMENT SERVICES 1112261 04/16/2014 55 702.229.2286500 82.49
ARAMARK REFRESHMENT SERVICES 85198 04/16/2014 55 702.229.2286500 82.49
CULLIGAN 3/31/14 157-98473242-8  04/16/2014 157-98473242-8 702.229.2286300 78.59
WASHINGTON COUNTY COURT ADMIN 114008519 04/16/2014 JAMESIA KYUNIA LOGGI702.229.2291000 200.00
Fund: 702 - ESCROW FUND 526.06
Grand Total 566,526.15




AGENDA ITEM jgg

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Resolution Receiving Bids and Awarding Contract for the 2014 Pavement Management Program, City
Project No. 2014-09A — Cracksealing

Meeting Date: April 28, 2014 Fiscal/FTE Impact:
ltem Type: Consent None
Contact: Thomas J. Kaldunski, 651-450-2572 Amount included in current budget
Prepared by: Thomas J. Kaldunski, City Engineer Budget amendment requested
Reviewed by: Scott D. Thureen, Public Works Director FTE included in current complement
<A New FTE requested — N/A
X | Other: Pavement Management Fund

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED

Resolution receiving bids and awarding contract for the 2014 Pavement Management Program, City Project No.
2014-09A — Cracksealing.

SUMMARY

City Project No. 2014-09A was advertised with bids received and publicly read aloud at 10:00 a.m. on April 15,
2014. Three contractors submitted bids. The crackseal area map is attached. The map shows the base bid
areas (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6) plus alternate bids areas (A, B, C, D, E, and F). The following table summarizes the
base bid and alternates:

BID BiD BID BID BID BID
5% Bid ALTERNATE ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE
BIDDER Bond BASE BID A B8 C b E F TOTAL BID
Astech Yes $52,664.20 $7,850.00 $23,273.20 | $23,786.80 $7,422.60 | $12,940.60 | $16,944.40 | $144,881.80
Precision
Sealcoating Yes $62,780.40 $10,800.00 $25,138.40 | $24,531.00 $4,662.00 | $20,102.00 | $22,620.00 | $170,633.80
Fahrner Yes $52,172.58 $13,402.90 $45,303.39 | $39,103.09 $3,109.15 | $15,383.30 | $19,830.93 | $188,305.34

The 2014 PMP budget has $400,000 available for sealcoating and cracksealing. The 2014-09B - Sealcoat
project was awarded with a PMP fund contribution of $272,120.15, leaving $127,879.85 available for
cracksealing.

The low combined bid in the base bid (areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6) and Alternate Bids A, B, C, and F totals
$124,518.60. The funding source for the project is the Pavement Management Fund.

Public Works/Engineering recommends adopting the resolution receiving bids and awarding the contract for City
Project No. 2014-09A — Cracksealing to Astech Corp. in the amount of $124,518.60 for the base bid plus
Alternates A, B, C, and F. Alternates D and E may be considered for the 2015 crackseal project.

TJIK/KE

Aftachments:  Area Map
Minutes of Bid Opening
Bid Tabulation
Resolution
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CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
8150 Barbara Avenue
Inver Grove Heights, MIN 55077
Minutes of Bid Opening on Tuesday, April 15, 2014 at 10:00 a.m.

CITY PROJECT NO. 2014-09A
CRACKSEAL PROGRAM

Pursuant to an advertisement for bids for City Project No. 2014-09A - Crackseal Program, an administrative
meeting was held on April 15, 2014 for the purpose of bid opening. Bids were opened and read aloud.

Attending the meeting were:
Thomas J. Kaldunski, City Engineer
Kathleen J. Fischer, Public Works Support Specialist

John D. Schmeling, Senior Engineering Technician

Bids were opened and read aloud as follows:

BID BID BID BID BID BID
5% Bid ALTERNATE ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE
BIDDER Bond BASE BID A B C D E F TOTAL BID
Astech Yes $52,664.20 $7,850.00 $23,273.20 | $23,786.80 $7,422.60 | $12,940.60 | $16,944.40 | $144,881.80
Precision
Sealcoating Yes $62,780.40 $10,800.00 $25,138.40 | $24,531.00 $4,662.00 | $20,102.00 | $22,620.00 | $170,633.80
Fahrner Yes $52,172.58 $13,402.90 $45,303.39 | $39,103.09 $3,109.15 | $15,383.30 | $19,830.93 | $188,305.34

Submitted by:




PREPARED BY: JDS
CITY PROJECT NO. 2014-09A - CRACKSEALING BID TAB

Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
ftem
No. |Base Bid Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F &1 Crack Sealant (Street) STA 2003} $ 275.00 | S 5508250 |$ 214.00|$ 42864205 268.00|$ 53,68040f5 181.17]$ 36,288.35
2 Parking Lot Crack Seal (Joints and Cracks) s 1.0 $ 3,500.00 [ $ 3,500.00|$ 2,100.00|$ 2,100.00 | $ 9,100.00 | $ 9,100.00 | § 2,339.68 | $ 2,339.68
3 Street Sweeping HR 50.0} $ 200.00 | $ 10,000.00S$ 11000 $ 5,500.00 S - $ 13000 (S 6,500.00
4 [Traffic Control LS 1.0{ ¢ 2,000.00 | $ 2,000.00 { $ 2,200.00 | 2,200.00 $ - S 7,044.55 | S 7,044.55
Base Bid Total: { $  70,582.50 Total:{ $ 52,664.20 Totak{ $ 62,780.40 Total:} $ 52,172.58
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
Item
No. |Alternate A Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & | Crack Sealant (Street) STA 300} $ 275.00 | $ 8,250.00 { § 214.00}$ 6420005 360.00|$ 10800005 368.26|S 11,047.80
2 Street Sweeping HR 10.0f $ 200,001 $ 200000}$ 11000 1,100.00 S - $ 130.00 | S 1,300.00
3 |[Traffic Control LS 1.01 $ 500.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 330.00|5% 330.00 S - $ 1,055.10 | $ 1,055.10
Alternate ATotal: | $  10,750.00 Totak{ $  7,850.00 Totak:{ $  10,800.00 Total:| § 13,402.90
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
item
No. |Alternate B Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & | Crack Sealant (Street) STA 93.8| $ 275.00 |$ 2579500 S 214.00|S 20,073.20|5 268.00|$ 2513840|$ 420.09 |$ 39,404.44
2 Street Sweeping HR 20.0f $ 200.00 | $ 4,00000]$ 11000 ]S 2,200.00 $ - $ 130.00 | $ 2,600.00
3 |Traffic Control LS 1.0} $ 750.00 | 750.00 | $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00 S - $ 3,298.95|$ 3,298.95
Alternate B Total: | $  30,545.00 Total:| $  23,273.20 Total:} $§ 25,138.40 Total:} $ 45,303.39
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
item
No. |Alternate C Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price 8id Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & | Crack Sealant (Street) STA 96.2| $ 275.00 1S 26455.00|$ 214005 2058680}5 255.001$ 24,531.00}$ 344.28 |$ 33,119.74
2 |Street Sweeping HR 20.0] $ 200.00 | $ 4,00000}$ 110.00|$ 2,200.00 S - $ 13000 |$S 2,600.00
3 [Traffic Control LS 1.0} $ 750.00 | $ 750.00 | $ 1,000.00 | S 1,000.00 S - $ 3,383.35|$S 3,383.35
Alternate CTotal: | §  31,205.00 Total:| $  23,786.80 Total:} $ 24,531.00 Total:} $ 39,103.09
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
Item
No. |Alternate D Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & i Crack Sealant {Street) STA 25.9{ § 275.00 | $ 7,12250|$ 21400 | S 5542605 180.00| S 4,662.00 | $ 44.72 | § 1,158.25
2 |Street Sweeping HR 8.0] $ 200.00 | $ 1,600.00 | $ 1100015 880.00 S - $ 13000 (S 1,040.00
3 |Traffic Control LS 1.0] $ 250.00 | $ 250.00 | $ 1,000.00 | S 1,000.00 $ - $ 91090 | S 910.90
Alternate DTotal: [ §  8,972.50 Total:} $  7,422.60 Total:} $  4,662.00 Total:} $§  3,109.15
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
item
No. [Alternate E Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & | Crack Sealant (Street) STA 5291 $ 275.00 |$ 14,54750}$ 214.00|$ 11,320.60|$ 380.00 % 20,102.00($ 226.14|S 11,962.81
2 [Street Sweeping HR 12,0} $ 20000} S 240000}$ 110005 1,320.00 S - $ 13000 S 1,560.00
3 |Traffic Control [ 1.0} $ 500.00 | $ 500.00 { $ 300.00 | 300.00 S - S 1,860.49 | S 1,860.49
Alternate E Total: | §  17,447.50 Totak{ $ 12,940.60 Total:| $  20,102.00 Total:| $  15,383.30
Engineer's Estimate Astech Precision Sealcoating Fahrner
Item
No. |Alternate F Unit | Est. Qty Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price Unit Price Bid Price
1 F & | Crack Sealant (Street) STA 69.6{ § 275.00 15 19,140.00|$ 214.00|S 14,894401S 32500 |$ 2262000(% 22174 S 15433.10
2 |Street Sweeping HR 15.0] $ 200.00 | S 3,00000{$ 110.00 |3 1,650.00 S - $ 13000 (S 1,950.00
3 |Traffic Control LS 1.0] $ 750.00 { S 750.00 | $ 400.00 | $ 400.00 S - $ 244783 | S 2,447.83
Alternate F Total: { $  22,890.00 Total:] $  16,944.40 Total:} $  22,620.00 Total:{ $  19,830.93

Total Base Bid + Alternates A-F: | $ 192,392.50 Total:} $ 144,881.80 Total:} $ 170,633.80 Total:| $ 188,305.34

Y:\PublicWorks\Engineering\PROJECTS_PUBLIC\2014_PROJECTS\2014-09A_Cracksealing\Bids\2014-09A_BidTab



CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION RECEIVING BIDS AND AWARDING CONTRACT FOR THE 2014 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM, CITY PROJECT NO. 2014-09A - CRACKSEALING TO ASTECH CORP., IN THE AMOUNT OF
$124,518.60 (BASE BID AND ALTERNATES A, B, C, AND F)

RESOLUTION NO.

WHEREAS, pursuant to an advertisement for bids for the 2014 Pavement Management Program, City
Project 2014-09A, Cracksealing, bids were received, opened, read aloud, and tabulated according to law. The
following bids were received complying with the advertisement:

BID BID BID BiD BID BID
5% Bid ALTERNATE ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE ALTERNATE
BIDDER Bond BASE BID A B C D E F TOTAL BID
Astech Yes $52,664.20 $7,850.00 $23,273.20 $23,786.80 $7,422.60 $12,940.60 $16,944.40 $144,881.80
Precision Sealcoating Yes $62,780.40 $10,800.00 $25,138.40 $24,531.00 $4,662.00 $20,102.00 $22,620.00 $170,633.80
Fahrner Yes $52,172.58 $13,402.90 $45,303.39 $39,103.09 $3,109.15 $15,383.30 $19,830.93 $188,305.34
BID BID BID BID
5% Bid ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE | ALTERNATE TOTAL BASE BID AND
BIDDER Bond BASE BID A B C F ALTERNATES A, B,C,ANDF
Astech Yes $52,664.20 $7,850.00 $23,273.20 $23,786.80 $16,944.40 $124,518.60
Precision Sealcoating Yes | $62,780.40 | $10,800.00 | $25,138.40 | $24,531.00 | $22,620.00 $145,869.80
Fahrner Yes $52,172.58 $13,402.90 $45,303.39 $39,103.09 $19,830.93 $169,812.89

WHEREAS, a budget of $127,879.85 is available for the project; and

WHEREAS, bids were reviewed fo determine the combination of Base Bid and Alternates that would
provide the largest project for the budgeted amount; and

WHEREAS, Astech Corp., is the lowest responsible bidder for the Base Bid plus Alternates A, B, C, and
F; at an amount of $124,518.60

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS,

MINNESOTA:

1.

3.

The Mayor and Clerk are hereby authorized and directed to enter into a contract with Astech Corp., in
the name of the City of Inver Grove Heights, for City Project 2014-09A, 2014 Cracksealing Program
according to plans and specifications therefore approved by the Council and on file at the Office of the

City Clerk.

The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to return, forthwith, to all bidders, the deposits made
with their bids except for the deposit of the successful bidder and the next lowest bidder shall be
retained until the contract has been signed.

Project funding shall be provided by Fund 440 - Pavement Management Capital Project Fund.

Adopted by the City Council of Inver Grove Heights this 28th day of April 2014,

AYES:
NAYS:

ATTEST:

George Tourville, Mayor

Melissa Kennedy, Deputy Clerk
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CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Consider Approval of Soft Drink Supplier Proposal

AGENDA ITEM

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Meeting Date:
Item Type:
Contact:
Prepared by:

April 28, 2014

Consent Agenda

Eric Carlson — 651.450.2587
Eric Carlson

Fiscal/lFTE Impact:

None

Amount included in current budget
Budget amendment requested

FTE included in current complement
New FTE requested — N/A
X | Other

Reviewed by: Eric Carlson — Parks & Recreation

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED
Consider approval of the five (5) year proposal submitted by Coca-Cola for the supply of soft
drink product and service equipment.

SUMMARY

Since the inception of the Community Center, the City has contracted for soft drink supply and
services on a five (5) year basis for its recreational facilities and City Hall. The longer term of
contract has provided advantages for the City including predictable annual price increases to
product and supply of beverage dispensing equipment at no charge.

The current contract with Coca-Cola Bottling Midwest expires on May 1, 2014. A Request for
Proposals was advertised for on March 2™ and 9" of 2014. In addition, the Request for
Proposal document was mailed to both major suppliers in late February, Coca-Cola Bottling
Midwest of Eagan and the Pepsi Bottling Group of Burnsville.

Neither company responded adequately by the original March 24" deadline. As a consequence
the deadline was extended to April 11, 2014. Proposals for services were received from both
companies at that point. The chart below summarizes the results of the final contract year with
Coca-Cola and proposed terms from each company for the period 2014 through 2018:

COKE PROPOSAL PEPSI PROPOSAL

CATEGORY 2014 thru 2018 2014 thru 2018
Projected Annual Vending Profit 6,720.00 8,400.00
Revenue 6,720.00 8,400.00

Projected Annual Cost of Sales 17,307.25 21,182.90
Projected Annual Cups & Lids 1,972.80 2,630.32
Expense 19,280.05 23,813.22

Projected Net Contract - Annual $ (12,560.05) $  (15,413.22)

Proposed details are included as Attachments A and B. Service, delivery scheduling, and the
supply of equipment was judged to be equal between the two companies. Price increases
proposed by both companies are also equal, not to exceed five (5) percent annually. In
previous contracts, proposals had included sponsorship fees. However, due to changes in the
soft drink industry and historical contract volume results, these fees are no longer available.

Based on the low proposal amount of $12,560.05, it is recommended the City Council approve
the proposal as submitted by Midwest Coca-Cola Bottling Company.



CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
SUMMARY OF SOFT DRINK PROPOSALS
April 12, 2014

A)

B)

C)

Detail on Attachment B Coca-Cola Pepsi
Five Year Cummulative Net Income 33,600.00 42,000.00
Annual Average $ 6,720.00 $ 8,400.00
PROJECTED COST OF SALES (FROM COUNTER SALES)
2013 Proposed Rate Annual Cost Proposed Rate Annual Cost|
Product Area Case Volume Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Pepsi Pepsi
Athletic Drink - 20 oz Comm. Center 56 21.60 1,209.60 26.85 1,503.60
Bottled Water - 20 0z Comm. Center 78 11.66 909.48 15.36 1,198.08
Soft Drink-Bottle - 20 oz Comm. Center 31 21.60 669.60 26.28 814.68
Fortified Water - 20 oz Comm. Center 15 25.70 385.50 16.27 244.05
PostMix - Lge per Gallon  Golf Course 126 13.74 1,731.24 16.74 2,109.24
PostMix - Sm per Gallon Golf Course 83 15.42 1,434.06 17.08 1,588.44
Athletic Drink - 20 oz Golf Course 224 21.60 4,838.40 26.85 6,014.40
Athletic Drink - 12 oz Golf Course 83 12.80 1,062.40 19.31 1,602.73
Bottled Water - 20 oz Golf Course 1698 11.66 1,870.54 15.36 2,595.84
Soft Drink-Can - 12 oz Golf Course 289 9.07 2,621.23 11.02 3,184.78
Fruit Juice - Bottle Golf Course 18 26.40 475.20 18.17 327.06
Projected Annual Cost of Sales $ 17,307.25 $ 21,182.90
CUPS AND LIDS
Type Coca-Cola Pepsi
Fountain Cups - 160z - 14 cases total 655.20 840.42
Fountain Cups - 240z - 14 cases total 816.48 1,005.34
Cup Lids - 12 cases total 501.12 784.56
Projected Annual Cups and Lids $ 1,972.80 $ 2,630.32
SUMMARY OF ANNUAL SOFT DRINK CONTRACT
Coca-Cola Pepsi
Vending Net Income - Annual Average 6,720.00 8,400.00
Revenue 6,720.00 8,400.00
Projected Annual Cost of Sales 17,307.25 21,182.90
Cups and Lids 1,972.80 2,630.32
Expense 19,280.05 23,813.22
Projected Net Contract - Annual $ (12,560.05) $ (15,413.22)

VENDING MACHINE COMMISSION

ATTACHMENT A



CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

SUMMARY OF SOFT DRINK PROPOSALS - FULL SERVICE VENDING

April 12, 2014
COCA-COLA Assumption Case Volume 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
700
Carb. Soft Drink - Case Volume 21% 147 147 147 147 147 147
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 7,056.00 7,056.00 7,056.00 7.056.00 7,056.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Annual Total - Soft Drinks 1,411.20 1,411.20 1,411.20 1,411.20 1,411.20
Athletic Drink - Case Volume 38% 266 266 266 266 266 266
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit § 48.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Annual Total - Athletic Drinks 2,553.60 2,553.60 2,553.60 2,553.60 2,553.60
Bottled Water - Case Volume 29% 203 203 203 203 203 203
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Annual Total - Bottled Water 1,948.80 1,948.80 1,948.80 1,948.80 1,948.80
Fortified Water - Case Volume 12% 84 84 84 84 84 84
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Annual Total - Vitamin Water 806.40 806.40 806.40 806.40 806.40
TOTAL VENDING COMMISSION 6,720.00 6,720.00 6,720.00 6,720.00 6,720.00
CUMMULATIVE 33,600.00
FIVE YEAR AVERAGE $§ 6,720.00
PEPSI Assumption  Case Volume 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
700
Carb. Soft Drink - Case Volume 21% 147 147 147 147 147 147
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 7,056.00 7,056.00 7,056.00 7,056.00 7,056.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Annual Total - Soft Drinks 1,764.00 1,764.00 1,764.00 1,764.00 1,764.00
Athletic Drink - Case Volume 38% 266 266 266 266 266 266
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00 12,768.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Annual Total - Athletic Drinks 3,182.00 3,192.00 3,192.00 3,192.00 3,192.00
Bottled Water - Case Volume 25% 203 203 203 203 203 203
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00 9,744.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Annual Total - Bottled Water 2,436.00 2,436.00 2,436.00 2,436.00 2,436.00
Fortified Water - Case Volume 12% 84 84 84 84 84 84
Retail Price per Case - $2.00 per unit $ 48.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00 4,032.00
Commission Percentage Fixed 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Annual Total - Fortified Water 1,008.00 1,008.00 1,008.00 1,008.00 1,008.00
TOTAL VENDING COMMISSION 8,400.00 8,400.00 8,400.00 8,400.00 8,400.00
CUMMULATIVE 42,000.00
FIVE YEAR AVERAGE § 8,400.00
Note:  Retail pricing per unit increases 14.3 percent from $1.75 to $2.00

ATTACHMENT B



AGENDA ITEM

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

2014 Tree Replacement Plan

Meeting Date:  April 14, 2014 Fiscal/FTE Impact:
Item Type: Consent Agenda None
Contact: Mark Borgwardt-651-450-2581 Amount included in current budget
Prepared by: Mark Borgwardt, Brian Swoboda Budget amendment requested
Reviewed by: Eric Carlson FTE included in current complement
New FTE requested — N/A
X | Other

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED

The Council tabled the 2014 Tree Replacement Plan during the April 14™ meeting and
is being asked to consider approval of the proposed 2014 Tree Replacement Plan after
the recommended adjustments have been made.

SUMMARY

The Commission and Council approved the Tree Preservation Mitigation Fund and Tree
Replacement Plan Policy in early 2003. (See attached). The purpose of the policy is to
provide criteria for the expenditure of funds in the City of Inver Grove Heights Tree
protection and Preservation Fund. The policy provides for expenditures of up to 50% of
the fund in any given year. The current balance in the Tree Preservation Mitigation
Fund (Fund 443) is approximately $18,000 (50% = $9,000).

The following is the recommended 2014 expenditures:

Proposed 2014 Tree Preservation Fund

Purchase of Bare Root, Container or B&B trees $2,000
Hardwood mulch $1,500
Tree fertilizer and herbicide $ 500

TOTAL $4,000



POLICY

TREE PRESERVATION MITIGATION FUND

TREE REPLACEMENT PLAN

PURPOSE AND INTENT OF POLICY

The purpose of this policy is to provide criteria for the expenditure of funds in the City of
Inver Grove Heights Tree Protection and Preservation Fund. The intent is the
enhancement of the city’s forest resource.

POLICY
Funds may be used as follows:

1. Reforestation Program

The Reforestation Program includes the purchase and planting of trees on public land
including, but not limited to city parks, city golf course, city nursery, storm sewer
retention ponds, open space and limited road right-of-way such as Cabhill Ave. between
Upper 55" St. and 80" St. with community-wide significance. Costs may include tree
purchase, planting, and a maintenance period (i.e. irrigation, tree staking, fertilization,
pruning, etc.) until the tree(s) becomes established.

2. Special Needs
In the event of a natural disaster or other identifiable special need, funds may be
contributed to other city sponsored reforestation programs.

CONTINUANCE OF POLICY

This policy shall apply only to funds received specifically from Tree Protection and
Preservation Mitigation Fund (Code 515.90 Subd 28) from applications to the City. At
no time may the fund deplete by more than 50%, or to less than $10,000 in any given
year, without the express consent of the City Council.

RESPONSIBILITY

The Director of Parks and Recreation and the City Administrator shall have primary
responsibility for the implementation and coordination of this policy per Code 515.90 Subd 28.
An annual tree replacement plan, prepared by Parks Division, will be submitted for Park and
Recreation Advisory Commission review and City Council approval.

Approved by the Inver Grove Heights City Council 2/10/03



CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

AGENDA ITEM

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

PERSONNEL ACTIONS

Meeting Date:  April 28, 2014

Item Type: Consent

Contact: Jenelle Teppen, Asst. City Admin

Prepared by: Amy Jannetto, H.R. Coordinator
Reviewed by: n/a

Fiscal/FTE Impact:

None

Amount included in current budget
Budget amendment requested

FTE included in current complement
New FTE requested — N/A

Other

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED Staff requests that the Council approve the personnel

actions listed below:

Please confirm the seasonal/temporary employment of: Parks — John Baltes, Kyle Ravn
Nicholas Osbhorne, Seth Boris, Ryan Boris, Brooks Helling, Travis Helling, Aquatics — Carisa
Brown, Nicole Grunwald, Meghan Garin, Golf- Matt Sarff, Thomas Dickmeyer, Kyle Horsch,
Elmer Guetschoff, William Korte, Peter Price, Recreation — Dave Olund.

Please confirm the seasonal/temporary termination of employment of: Agquatics — Danielle

Christenson.



AGENDA ITEM _&ﬂ R

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Assessment Hearing for 2013 Pavement Management Program, City Project No. 2013-09C - Mill and
Overlay

Meeting Date: April 28, 2014 FiscallFTE Impact:
ftem Type: Assessment Hearing None
Contact: Thomas J. Kaldunski, 651.450.2572 Amount included in current budget
Prepared by: Steve W. Dodge, Assistant City Engineer Budget amendment requested
Reviewed by: Scott Thureen, Public Works Director FTE included in current complement
g New FTE requested — N/A
X | Other: Pavement Management Fund,
Special Assessments, Sewer Fund

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED

Assessment hearing to consider a resolution adopting the final assessment roll for the 2013 Pavement
Management Program, City Project No. 2013-09C — Mill and Overlay for the following areas: a mill and overlay on
Conroy Way from Clayton Avenue to 78" Street East and on Cloman Avenue from Conroy Way to 80" Street
East.

SUMMARY

This project was ordered by the City Council on July 22, 2013, as part of the City's Pavement Management
Program (PMP). The project was completed the summer of 2013 with final payment approved on March 24,
2014. The original appraiser (Metzen Appraisals) has recertified the original benefit analysis.

The mill and overlay included pavement edge milling, street and subgrade corrections, crack repair, bituminous
patching, bituminous pavement, miscellaneous curb replacement, utility structure repairs, rain gardens,
restoration and appurtenances on Conroy Way and Cloman Avenue.

The new pavement has standard reflective cracking, typical of mill and overlay. The mill and overlay added structural
strength to the existing street section and the reflective cracks will be routed and sealed as part of the 2014 PMP
program for standard maintenance. As part of the PMP program, additional cracks that surface will be sealed in 2015
and the roads will receive a seal coat after 2015.

An informational meeting was held with affected property owners on April 16, 2014, in the Council Chambers with
two residents attending from Cloman Way. Staff presented the project, costs, and assessment process details
and then entertained questions. The residents were pleased to see the projects costs and assessments were
less than proposed and had questions about the reflective cracking and how it would be addressed.

The total amount shown to be assessed in the resolution is based on City policy of assessing 80 percent of the
non-City portions of the project costs for a mill and overlay. The final project cost is $216,758.37 and the
proposed final assessments are $156,086.16. The project cost and assessments are less than what was
presented at the improvement hearing. After adjustments, the final assessments will be 72 percent of the total
project cost. The proposed final assessments are less than the $4,000 special benefit amount presented by the
independent appraiser.

Two voluntary rain gardens were constructed on the project utilizing PMP funds in order to continue reducing
pollutants as part of the City’s non-degradation plan with the MPCA. These raingardens will provide future credits
for meeting TMDL requirements for the Lower Mississippi River Basin and Lake Pepin.

I recommend approval of the resolution adopting the final assessment roll for the 2013 Pavement Management
Program, City Project No. 2013-09C — Mill and Overlay.

TJIK/KF
Attachments:  Resolution
Area Map
Final Assessment Roll



““CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS =
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINAL ASSESSMENT ROLL FOR 2013 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

CITY PROJECT NO. 2013-09C — MILL AND OVERLAY

RESOLUTION NO.

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice duly given as required by law, the Council has met, heard and
passed upon all objections to the proposed assessment for the improvements on City Project No. 2013-09C — Mill
and Overlay. The streets improved were as follows:

A mill and overlay on Conroy Way from Clayton Avenue to 78" Street East and on Cloman Avenue from Conroy
Way to 80" Street East

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS,
MINNESOTA THAT:

1.

4.

Such proposed assessment, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, is
hereby accepted and shall constitute the special assessment against the lands herein, and each
tract of fand therein included is hereby found to be benefited by the proposed assessment levied
against it.

Such assessment shall be payable in equal installments extending over a period of five (5) years.
The first of the installments shall be payable on or before the first Monday in January 2015, and
shall bear interest at the rate of 4.8 percent per annum from the date of adoption of this
assessment resolution. To the first installment shall be added interest for one year on all unpaid
instaliments plus any interest accruing from the date of the assessment hearing.

The owner of any property, so assessed, may at any time prior to certification of the assessment
to the County Auditor, pay the whole of the assessment on such property with interest accrued to
the date of payment, to the City Treasurer, except that no interest shall be charged if the entire
assessment is paid within thirty days from the adoption of this resolution; and the owner may, at
any time thereafter, pay to the County Treasurer the entire amount of the assessment remaining
unpaid, with interest accrued to December 31 of the year in which such payment is made. Such
payment must be made before November 15, or interest will be charged through December 31 of
the next succeeding vear.

The Clerk, shall, forthwith, transmit a certified duplicate of this assessment to the County

Auditor to be extended on the property tax lists of the County, and such assessments shall be collected and paid
over the same manner as other municipal taxes

Adopted by the City Council of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota this 28th day of April 2014,

AYES:
NAYS:

ATTEST:

George Tourville, Mayor

Melissa Kennedy, Deputy Clerk
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PREPARED BY: IDS

TABLE 1

CITY PROJECT NO. 2013-09C MiLL AND OVERLAY
FINAL ASSESSMENT ROLL

DATE: 4/16/2014

ASSESSMENT | DRIVEWAY TOTAL
MAP NO [TAX ID OWNER(S) NAME HOUSE NO.| STREET NAME SUBTOTAL CREDITS ASSESSMENT
1 203652106120 |CYRIL & CHARLOTTE SVOBODNY 7953 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
2 203652106110 [JOSEPH F DELEON 7951 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
3 203652106100 |BRIAN J NEU 7949 CONROYWAY 1§ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
4 203652106090 |JOHN & SHARON ROUSE 7947 CONROYWAY 1§ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
5 203652106080 |THOMAS P & LORI J ZUBROD 7945 CONROYWAY |$ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
6 203652106070 |MARIA BACKSTROM 7943 CONROYWAY | $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
7 203652106060 |[RAYMOND W & LAURA M WOLF 7941 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
8 203652106050 |DAVID J & SUSAN J LARSON 7939 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
9 203652106040 [JOSEPH & LORI ANANIA 7935 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14|$  1,000.00 S 2,570.14
10 203652106030 |DANIEL R & TAMMY K RAUSCH 7931 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
11 203652106020 |JERRY & PATRICIA GOETTSCH 7927 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
12 203652106010 |ROY L & ELIZABETH £ BUCHHOLZ 7915 CONROYWAY | S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
13 203652107080 |DOUGLAS A & DEBORAH RENNER 7907 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
14 203652107070 |TIMOTHY J & CAROL HUSEMANN 7897 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
15 203652107060 |DOUGLAS & LEANN ONKEN 7885 CONROYWAY | § 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
16 203652107050 |BLAKE R FOX & DANIELLE KOST 7879 CONROYWAY {$ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
17 203652107040 |JOEL & MARINDA M WOLFE 7853 CONROYWAY | $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
18 203652107030 |ANTHONY J SCHWAB 7835 CONROYWAY |§ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
19 203652107020 |MICHAEL T & REBECCA SILK 7827 CONROYWAY |$ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
20 203652107010 [SCOTT W & AMY L RICH 3720 78THSTE $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
22 203652102040 |JILLIAN L THURST!N & KATHLEEN BREDY 7830 CONROYWAYE | § 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
23 203652102050 |ROBERT & PAMALA SCHULTZ 7844 CONROYWAY |S$ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
24 203652102060 |DAVID D VANDEVELDE 7868 CONROYWAY | § 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
25 203652102070 |MICHAEL R & JACKIE L LUCAS 7880 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
26 203652102080 |DEBRA J DIDIER 7892 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
27 203652102090 |ROBERT & KRISTINE SAGE 7300 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
28 203652102100 WM J & DEBORAH WUORINEN 7904 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
29 203652102110 |RANDY W & GALE | RAGETH 7910 CONROYTRLE |$ 3,570.14 s 3,570.14
30 203652103030 |MIGUEL APARICIO-TELLEZ & ALMA APARICIO 7912 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
31 203652103020 |[JAMES & PRISCILLA HEIMANN 7918 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
32 203652104010 |HUE LEE & SHOUA THAO 7932 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
33 203652104020 |PATRICK & MARIA ZIESMER 7936 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
34 203652104030 |RACHEL M REINHARDT & ERIC STONEBERG 7940 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
35 203652104040 |DANIEL A & NANCY TAYLOR 7974 CLOMANAVEE | $ 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
36 203652104050 |DANIEL & B J HOCKINSON 7980 CLOMANAVEE | $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
37 203652104060 |KERRY JAMES KREISLER 3617 80THSTE S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
38 203652105090 |DANIELLE M STAPLES & JONATHAN WADELL 7991 CLOMAN AVE S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
38 203652105100 [NATHAN & HEATHER TIARKS 7977 CLOMAN AVE $ 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
40 203652105110 |JUSTIN R MEYER & MICHELLE WILLIAMS 7971 CLOMANAVEE | $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
41 203652105010 |DUSTIN J & LINDSEY M BEAUPRE 7961 CLOMAN AVE S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
42 203652105021 |JOHN R & KERI A MYRAN 7944 CONROY WAY $ 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
43 203652105031 |GREGORY G & PATRICIA CAZA 7948 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
44 203652105040 {MONA L MORRISSEY 7950 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 S 3,570.14
45 203652105050 [KRISTI ERICKSON 7952 CONROY WAY S 3,570.14 $ 3,570.14
Total: $ 157,086.16 $ 1,000.00 $ 156,086.16

Y:\PublicWorks\Engineering\PROJECTS_PUBLIC\2013_PROJECTS\2013-09C Mill & Overlay\ASSESSMENTS\Final Assessment Roll




AGENDA ITEM

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

JEFF LEYDE — Case No. 14-09ZPA

Meeting Date:  April 28, 2014 Fiscal/FTE Impact:
Item Type: Regular Agenda X | None
Contact: Allan Hunting 651.450.2554 Amount included in current budget
Prepared by: Allan Hunting, City Planner Budget amendment requested
Reviewed by: FTE included in current complement
New FTE requested — N/A
Other

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED
Consider the following actions for property located at Brent Avenue between 49" and 50™
Streets:

a) a Resolution relating to a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the land use
designation from LDR, Low Density Residential to HDR, High Density Residential,

o Requires 4/5th's vote.
b) an Ordinance Amendment to change the zoning of the parcels from R-1A, Single Family
Residential to R-3C, Multiple Family Residential,

° Requires 3/5th's vote.

o 60-day deadline: June 21, 2014 (second 60-days)
SUMMARY

The applicant is proposing to change the land use designation of approximately 3.4 acres to
High Density Residential for a proposed 52 unit senior housing project. The property is vacant
land remaining within a subdivision that was platted in the 1880’s with very steep topography. If
the request is successful, a conditional use permit would be required for the housing complex.

ANALYSIS

The surrounding neighborhood is developed with single family homes. There is a multiple family
development on the west side of Boyd Avenue about a half a block to the west. The request
would be considered a spot zoning which is usually not desirable and normally discouraged. The
applicant has shown plans of the senior building which were drawn at three stories. This massing
of a building would also have compatibility concerns with the surrounding single family homes.
The proposed density would be considerably greater than the immediate area.

RECOMMENDATION
Planning Staff: Recommends denial of the requests based on the comments listed above.

Planning Commission: Also recommends denial of the request based on the same concerns
(8-0).

Attachments: Denial Resolution for Comp Plan Amendment and Rezoning
Planning Commission Recommendation
Planning Report
E-mail from Resident



CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION DENYING A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TO CHANGE THE
LAND USE DESIGNATION FOR THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED BELOW FROM LDR,
LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO HDR, HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AND
DENYING A REZONING OF THE PROPERTY FROM R-1A, SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT TO R-3C, MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

CASE NO. 14-09ZPA
(Jeff Leyde)

WHEREAS, an application has been submitted for property legally described as;

All of Lots 4-11, North % of Lot 19, 20-27, Block 3, Nabersberg’s Addition to Saint
Paul, All of Lots 4-11, and the South ¥ of Lot 12 Oakland Park, Dakota County,
Minnesota

WHEREAS, an amendment to change boundaries of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Map may be granted by the City Council on an affirmative vote of 4/5ths of the Council;

WHEREAS, an amendment to change boundaries of any zoning district may be granted
by the City Council on an affirmative vote of 3/5ths of the Council as per City Code Title 10,
Chapter 3, Section 10-3-5, A;

WHEREAS, the City of Inver Grove Heights Planning Commission reviewed the
request on April 1, 2014, in accordance with City Code Title 10, Chapter 3, Section 10-3-5, D;

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the request to change to the Comprehensive

Plan and rezoning and did not find the request to be consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood;



Resolution No. Page 2

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCII OF INVER
GROVE HEIGHTS, that the request to change the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan and
request for a rezoning is hereby denied based on the following findings of fact:

1. The proposed density (approximately 15 units/acre) is a large departure from the
surrounding area density (approximately 3-4 units/acre) and could create land use

incompatibilities.
2. The request would result in a “spot zoning” and “spot land use designation”, which is

not a desirable land use pattern and can cause land use incompatibilities along with
concerns of the precedence that could be set.

3. The proposed use for a three-story building would be taller and the massing much
greater than the surrounding neighborhood.

4. The use has the potential for negative effects on the neighborhood such as; noise,
parking/traffic and hours of operation.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Deputy Clerk is hereby authorized and directed
to record a certified copy of this Resolution at the Dakota County Recorder’s Office.

Adopted by the City Council of Inver Grove Heights on this 28th day of April, 2014.

Ayes:
Nays:

ATTEST:

George Tourville, Mayor

Melissa Kennedy, Deputy Clerk



RECOMMENDATION TO
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

TO: Mayor and City Council of Inver Grove Heights
FROM: Planning Commission
DATE: April 1, 2014

SUBJECT:  JEFF LEYDE — CASE NO. 14-09ZPA

Reading of Notice

Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a
comprehensive plan amendment to change the land use designation from LDR, Low Density
Residential to HDR, High Density Residential, and a rezoning of the property from R-1A and R-
1C, single-family to R-3C, multiple-family to allow for a senior living facility, for the property
generally located at Brent Avenue between 49" and 50" Streets. 66 notices were mailed.

Presentation of Request

Tom Link, Community Development Director, explained the request as detailed in the report.

He advised that the applicant is proposing to change the land use designation of approximately
3.4 acres from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential. The property was platted in
the 1880’s and the existing lots are very small, have steep slopes, and are unbuildable with
today’s zoning ordinance. There are also some platted roads that were never developed. The
applicant would like to construct a one building 52- unit senior housing development as well as
some new single-family lots on the vacant abutting land. The issue before the Planning
Commission tonight is what is the appropriate land use for this property. If the applicant is
successful in getting approval of this request, they will come back at a later date for a second
public hearing to consider the details of the actual site design. The current designation for the
property is Low Density Residential (1-3 units per acre) which would typically include single-
family homes, twinhomes, or low density townhome units. The proposal to change it to High
Density Residential would provide for densities of 12 units or greater per acre and would
typically include apartments, condos, or senior housing. The arguments for the proposed land
use change include the property having development limitations because of steep topography
and the need for ponding. Also, having a single building could reduce the amount of grading
and tree removal necessary. Because of the existing multiple family development to the west it
could be argued that this is not out of the ordinary for the general area. Senior housing typically
generates less traffic and noise concerns in comparison to standard multiple family
developments, and there continues to be a need for senior housing. The arguments against the
proposed land use change are that the proposed density is a large departure from the
surrounding area and could create land use incompatibilities. Also, the proposed three story
building would be taller, and the massing much greater, than the surrounding buildings, and the
proposed density of 15 units per acres is considerably greater than the surrounding
neighborhood. Also this type of spot zoning is typically to be avoided. Staff is concerned about
spot zoning, the precedent this could set, and the size and density of the proposed development
in comparison to the surrounding properties, and they are therefore recommending denial.

Commissioner Scales asked if an apartment building could be built on this property if the land
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use change was approved and the proposed project did not go through.

Mr. Link replied it was possible; however, the City could investigate alternatives that could tie it
to this specific senior housing project.

Commissioner Gooch was concerned about making a permanent land use change for a
potential development opportunity and asked if there was a way to look at the finished product
and what it is going to be before making land use changes.

Mr. Link replied there were two methods for the property owner to pursue. One was to request
approval of the site plan, CUP, rezoning, and the comprehensive plan amendment all at one
time. The disadvantage of this is that it requires a lot of cost to the property owner to get into
that level of detail without having direction from the City. The other method is to come in with
the land use changes first to get an indication from the City as to whether the general concept is
acceptable before putting the added cost and effort into working out the details. If the proposed
land use change is approved the applicant would then come back for CUP and plat approvals.

Commissioner Gooch noted that since staff has recommended denial the applicant has already
received their answer from the City.

Mr. Link responded that the applicants also want to hear the Planning Commission and City
Council recommendations as they could be different from staff’s.

Commissioner Simon asked if the infill that would be necessary for this development would be
comparable to the steep slopes in the 79" and Blanchard area.

Mr. Link replied that level of detail would not be looked at unless the proposal proceeded
forward.

Commissioner Klein asked if the County was on board with the proposed senior housing project.

Mr. Link replied it was his understanding that it would be a private senior housing project and
that Dakota County CDA would not be involved.

Commissioner Gooch asked how many of the seven single-family lots were buildable.

Mr. Link replied that to his knowledge there were actually nine single-family lots; all of them
buildable.

Opening of Public Hearing
Jeff Leyde, 14931 — 108" Street, Hastings, and David Steele, 4807 Slater Court, Eagan,
advised they were available to answer any questions.

Chair Hark asked if Mr. Leyde read and understood the staff report.

Mr. Leyde replied in the affirmative.
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Mr. Steele advised that the Leyde and Kelm families have owned and paid taxes on this real
estate for 65 years. They have 325 units that they manage in the south metro, including Inver
Grove Heights. They recently redeveloped an 11 unit development on 81% Street and have a
successful relationship with the City. The property in question tonight lies between 49" and 50"
Streets. The applicants plan to install the street themselves per City specifications, and then
dedicate it to the City. The proposed project is compatible with the existing sewer and water.
The proposed overall density is 12 dwelling units to 1 acre, and it will change to 15 dwelling
units to 1 acre once the street is dedicated. The building shown on the site plan is 348 feet long
and 61 feet wide; however, the size may be reduced by 20%. The building is designed right
now for 1,000 - 1,200 square foot units but may be shrunk to 750 — 950 square foot units. Any
reduction in the building size would come off the west side which would be the most
advantageous to the neighbors as the other three sides are much less developed. In addition to
the proposed senior housing building, there would be nine single-family lots that could be
developed later on.

Commissioner Klein asked the applicant where the existing high power lines were located.

Mr. Steele replied the 70 foot high lines were north of the proposed parking area and were
approximately 40 feet wide. He advised that most homeowners would have a 61 foot end view
of the proposed building. The development will have on-site retention, and parking will be 1.5
spaces per unit with one space for each unit in the underground parking and 28 surface spaces.
If this is approved they will try to save as many trees as possible on the perimeter of the site.
The recently completed traffic study showed the proposed building would increase the average
daily trips by 12.5%. Half the traffic would likely go to Blaine and the other half to 7" Avenue,
and he noted a four way stop sign could be added to alleviate any congestion at 7" and 50"
Mr. Steele quoted some statistics showing there was a large demand for senior housing.

Chair Hark asked how the applicants defined ‘senior’.
Mr. Steele replied anyone 55 and older.
Chair Hark asked how they determined the traffic study numbers.

Mr. Steele replied he believed they based it on multifamily residential with an occupancy of 1.5
residents per unit, which would be the worst case scenario.

Commissioner Elsmore asked how the applicants would proceed if this was denied by Council.

Mr. Steele stated they were not sure how else they could economically develop the property,
especially with the steep topography.

Commissioner Maggi asked why the applicants were trying to develop this property now after
holding onto it for more than 60 years.

Mr. Steele replied because the market has improved.
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Mr. Leyde advised this was essentially his wife's grandparents’ land which has not been farmed
for many years. The three family members, the Schmandts, Kelms, and Ullrich’s, have been
paying property taxes on the vacant land and no one had an inclination to try to develop it.
Recently his wife’s grandfather passed away. They investigated several different development
scenarios but found that because of the ponding requirements and the amount of fill required, it
would not be suitable for single-family.

Christopher Solberg, 4938 Boyd Avenue, stated he was opposed to the request as he did not
feel it complemented or was consistent with the neighborhood, and he believed the proposed
building would decrease property values. He advised that he would not have known of this
request had a sign not been posted. He recommended that the applicants work with the
neighborhood to find an acceptable plan that everyone could agree on.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked what the age was of most of the properties on Boyd Avenue.

Mr. Solberg replied that his property was built in 2008 and his neighbors were built around that
same timeframe as well.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked what the approximate market value was of that particular
block.

Mr. Solberg advised he bought his property for $350,000 in December of 2013.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked if he knew there was the potential to develop the housing
project on the lot behind him when he purchased his property.

Mr. Solberg replied he did not and had he known about this proposal he would not have
purchased the property. He advised that he checked with the Community Development Director
prior to purchasing his home and there was no zoning request at that time.

Commissioner Simon asked Mr. Solberg if he was one of the 66 people that received
notification of the public hearing.

Mr. Solberg replied he was not.

Commissioner Simon suggested Mr. Solberg request to have his name put on a mailing list for
future notifications.

Chair Hark asked where his property was located.
Mr. Solberg advised his property abutted the subject property.

Commissioner Lissarrague advised Mr. Solberg that he received a copy of the email he sent to
Mr. Hunting.

Bill Dumond, 4922 Boyd Avenue, advised that he would be greatly impacted by this proposal as
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the entire back of his home would now face the 61 foot wide end of the proposed building. He
asked Mr. Link for clarification of his previous statement that the lots as currently platted were
unbuildable.

Mr. Link replied they were unbuildable because of the dimensions of the lots, being less than 40
feet, does not comply with the ordinance requirements.

Mr. Dumond was opposed to the request and did not feel it fit with the neighborhood. He
suggested developing the property into single-family lots as originally intended, but perhaps
combining them to create larger lots. He advised that although there is a need for senior
housing, it does not mean it is appropriate in this location. He asked how many studies had
been done so far for this development.

The applicant’s civil engineer, Jon Faraci, 2065 — 63" Street E, replied the only study they did
was a traffic study; however, they also met with the City Engineer regarding the drainage
requirements. They did not do any earthwork studies, but under the current configuration of the
single family lots extensive fill and tree removal would be necessary. Constructing the proposed
senior building would require much less tree removal and fill. He advised that in 1982 the
homeowners petitioned for Bryce Avenue to go through so water and sewer was put in by the
City and the lots were going to be developed at that time. Due to the recession and high
interest rates; however, the single family lots were never pursued. He noted that if the property
were developed into single family lots, rather than the senior building, the surrounding property
owners, having a direct use, would get assessed for the development of the road.

Commissioner Klein asked if Boyd Avenue had sewer and water.
Mr. Faraci replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Dumond stated that the presentation proved that the roads could be put in and the property
used as intended for single-family homes. Although it may be more expensive he did not feel it
was the City’s job to reduce development expenses for someone trying to change the land use.
He advised it has been stated by Mr. Steele that this would increase the market values of the
surrounding properties; however, they have done no study to prove that statement. He was
concerned about the possibility of the land use being changed and the proposed project not
going through. He stated that even if it was stipulated that the development had to be for adults
55 or older what would stop them from putting in a full nursing home, assisted living facility, or
some other communal living center in which delivery trucks, employees, etc. would be coming
and going. He questioned whether the owner of the senior housing facility could change their
mind a couple years down the line and convert the building to Section 8 or some other form of
an apartment building. If this is approved he would like there to be enough stipulations to
prevent this from occurring. He believes this will be a detriment to his home and thinks the
neighborhood should be given a chance to research into how this would affect the value of their
homes.

Jason Price, 4916 Boyd Avenue, stated that prior to recently purchasing his home he had his
realtor research into the zoning and property records of the lots in question and also spoke with
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his builder. No one was aware of any upcoming projects, they felt it was unlikely to be
developed in the near future, and it was zoned for single-family. He predicated the purchase of
his lot on that information and would not have purchased this lot had he known this project was
being considered. He stated that looking at a large building versus open space would
drastically reduce the enjoyment and potential resale of his property. Mr. Price urged that a
specific detailed plan be in place before considering the proposed major land use change. He
noted that there were no guarantees at this point and the developers could change the plan by
moving the building closer to the existing homes, add more stories, etc. He added that although
the developers would be paying for the street and then donating it, they were the only ones that
would be benefiting from it.

Commissioner Lissarrague asked Mr. Price when he purchased his lot and who he bought it
from.

Mr. Price replied he purchased his lot from a builder in June of 2013.
Commissioner Gooch asked Mr. Price how wide his lot was.

Mr. Price replied approximately 80 feet.

Chair Hark closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion

Commissioner Klein asked if duplexes or fourplexes would be allowed under the current
guiding.

Mr. Link replied that Low Density Residential allows up to three units to the acre so single-
family, twinhomes, or a low density townhome development would fit into the density range. He
stated that 10-12 units would be the maximum allowed on that property if it remained Low
Density Residential, regardless of what type of units.

Commissioner Klein commented that they have been successfully building homes in Argenta
Hills despite the steep topography and significant ponding required.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated he was concerned about spot zoning and what could happen
if the land use was changed but the proposed senior building did not move forward.

Commissioner Scales was opposed to spot zoning as well and did not want to set a precedent.

Planning Commission Recommendation

Motion by Commissioner Gooch, second by Commissioner Lissarrague, to deny the request for
a comprehensive plan amendment to change the land use designation from LDR, Low Density
Residential to HDR, High Density Residential, and a rezoning of the property from R-1A and R-
1C, single-family to R-3C, multiple-family to allow for a senior living facility, for the property
generally located at Brent Avenue between 49" and 50" Streets, based on it being a spot
zoning and the fact that the applicant has the ability to develop the property within the current
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zoning.

Chair Hark asked if spot zoning was illegal.

Mr. Link replied that spot zoning is not illegal but is generally discouraged.

Chair Hark stated he would be voting for denial as he did not feel the need for senior housing

was a persuasive reason to put the proposed building on this particular piece of property, and
that going from Low Density to High Density was too radical of a change and was inconsistent

with the surrounding neighborhood.

Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on April 28, 2014.

Mr. Price asked for clarification of the process moving forward.

Chair Hark explained that the request would be forwarded on to City Council, who would make
the final decision regarding this matter. If the land use change was approved the developer
would have to come back for another public hearing regarding a conditional use permit.

Commissioner Klein added that a comprehensive plan amendment would need Metropolitan
Council approval as well.

Mr. Dumond asked if notification would be sent out to the neighbors regarding the 4-28-14
Council meeting and asked where they could get a copy of the minutes from this meeting.

Mr. Link replied that neighbors would not receive additional notice and advised that the minutes
would be available on the City’s website the Friday prior to the Council meeting.



PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: March 28, 2014 CASE NO.: 14-09ZPA
APPLICANT: Jeff Leyde

PROPERTY OWNER: Todd Kelm, Jill Leyde, Jeff Leyde, Eleanor Schmandt

REQUEST: Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change land use from LDR,

Low Density Residential to HDR, High Density Residential and
Rezoning from R-1A, Single Family Residential to R-3C, Multiple

Family Residential

LOCATION: Between 49t and 50t Streets and between Boyd and Bryce
Avenues

HEARING DATE: April 1, 2014

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Low Density Residential

ZONING: R-1A, Single Family Residential

REVIEWING DIVISIONS:  Planning PREPARED BY: Allan Hunting
Engineering City Planner
BACKGROUND

The applicant is proposing to change the land use designation of approximately 3.4 acres from
Low Density Residential to High Density Residential. The applicant is anticipating a senior
housing development consisting of a one building 52 unit complex. The project would be an in-
fill development on vacant parcels in a subdivision that was platted in the 1880's with very
steep topography. There are unimproved rights-of-way in the plat along corridors that are too
steep to construct streets that would meet minimum grades today. The applicant is looking for
the best possible use of the property. If the comp plan and rezoning is successful, the applicant
would also develop some single family homes on other vacant land abutting the senior housing
proposal.

The applicant has submitted a concept plan and elevations of the proposed senior housing
project. If this phase of the applicant is successful, the applicant would be required to come
back for a CUP for multiple family housing and a rezoning to administratively plat the
remaining single family lots.
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SURROUNDING USES
The subject property is surrounded by:

North Single family residential, vacant land; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density
Residential.

East Single family residential, vacant land; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density
Residential.

West Single family residential; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density Residential.

South Single family residential, vacant land; zoned R-1C; guided Low Density
Residential.

EVALUATION OF REQUEST

Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezoning

The subject area, along with the surrounding area is guided for LDR, Low Density Residential
which is defined in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan as:

“The low-density residential category encompasses traditional “urban” density
development in the Inver Grove Heights. LDR includes lots or parcels ranging from 1
unit per acre to 3 units per net acre. Substantial portions of the low-density residential
area are anticipated to develop at a density of one to three units per net acre. Housing
types in the low-density residential category include single-family detached homes, twin
home units and lower density, townhome style developments. In all cases, low-density
residential development will be served by public water and sanitary sewer systems.”

High Density Residential is defined in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan as:

“Areas designated as high density residential are intended to accommodate multi-family
housing at densities exceeding 12 units per net acre. Uses in this category will be
principally limited to higher density apartment or condominium buildings for either
general occupancy or for specific segments of the population such as senior housing.”

The proposed 52 unit senior housing project over 3.4 acres would result in a net density of 15
units per acre. The existing single family development in the area is approximately 3-4 units
per acre.
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The following provides some rationale for approval and denial of the proposed land use
change.

RATIONAL FOR THE LAND USE CHANGE

o The site has development limitations consisting of steep topography and storm ponding
requirements. The developer has looked at the site for single family but found that a
higher and better use of the land could be achieved with multiple family. There can be
more density put into a smaller foot print that reduces the amount of grading and tree
removal that would occur if the land were developed with single family homes in the
same pattern as the surrounding properties.

e There continues to be a need for senior housing as the baby boomer generation ages.

e The location is near a large multiple family development to the west that developed
around 2005-2006. This project is on the west side of Brent Avenue which is only %2
block to the west. While the immediate surrounding property is developed with single
family, there is other multiple family land use in the area.

e Senior housing typically generates less traffic and noise concerns than standard multiple
family. The project main entrance would be from 50t Street which provides close access
to either Blaine Avenue to the west or access to 1-494 to the east.

e This project would be an infill development. Due to the natural constraints of the land, a

different approach to development and land use may be appropriate in order for the
land to develop.

RATIONALE AGAINST THE LAND USE CHANGE

e The change in density is a large departure from the surrounding area and could create
some land use incompatibilities.

e The proposed building would be a three story building which would be generally taller
than the surrounding houses and the massing would be much greater than any abutting
buildings.

e This would also require a rezoning to multiple family which would be a spot zoning
surrounded by single family zoning. This type of zoning mix is usually not the most
desirable and normally is discouraged.

e The proposed density of 15 units per acre is considerably greater than the surrounding
land which is developed at approximately 3-4 units per acre.
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ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following alternatives available for the proposed request:

A. Approval If the Planning Commission finds the application acceptable, the
Commission should make a recommendation approving the Comprehensive Plan Amendment
from LDR, Low Density Residential to HDR, High Density Residential and the rezoning from R-
1A, Single Family Residential to R-3C, Multiple Family Residential subject to the following
conditions:

1. The Metropolitan Council shall not require any significant modifications to the
comprehensive plan amendment.

2. The Metropolitan Council shall not make a finding that the comprehensive plan
amendment has a substantial impact or contain a substantial departure from any
metropolitan systems plan.

B. Denial If the Planning Commission does not favor the comprehensive plan
amendment, a recommendation of denial should be forwarded to the City Council. With a
recommendation of denial, findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION

Historically, staff has not supported land use changes where it would result in a spot zoning or
spot land use change. Staff is concerned about the conflict in building mass and density to the
surrounding properties. A senior housing project would have less negative impacts on traffic
and noise as compared to a standard apartment building. The site area has many challenges
with topography and meeting stormwater requirements. Sometimes, nontraditional land use
patterns are needed for infill development.

Based on precedence concerns, staff does not support the comprehensive plan amendment and
rezoning.

Attachments: Existing/Proposed Comp Plan Map
Applicant Narrative
Background Info Supplied by Applicant
Colored Concept Plan
Concept Building Elevation
Full Development Concept Plan
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Leyde Comp Plan Amendment
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Narrative for concept plan

Inver Grove Heights Plan Review

3/12/14

We are requesting that an R-1C zoned area of land be rezoned to an R-3C for the purpose of creating
senior housing. The land is located between 50" Bryce Ave-Brent Ave. The area of land was platted in
the late 1890’s to include two through streets. The plat map also shows sixty 40’ parcels for single family
Homes. The area poses a few challenging issues for such a development to occur. One being new water
runoff issues and/or retention ponding, two being topography of the land on Brent Ave and three being
40’ lots not meeting current city buildable size. Our proposal that works well in dealing with these issues
is to construct and build a 52 unit senior housing building designed to fit the topography of the land,
utilizing the natural topography of the land for access to underground parking. Furthermore it will allow
the use of a low area at the bottom of Brent Ave east to naturally infiltrate and hold record rainfalls if
needed. All of which could not be accomplished if both roads were constructed and all single family
construction were to be built. The area of land is currently zoned R-1C, and our request is to be zoned R-
3C as we feel Senior Housing has a high demand and would be a great fit for the area. Additionally, the

site is close to freeway access and will address the issues as described above.,

The proposal shown will include: Construction of Bryce Avenue ending in a cul-da-sac turnaround
a. to serve the 52 unit senior housing,
b. and six single family sites located off Bryce Ave.
c. Five single family sites located off 50th

d. Two single family sites located off 49th

David T. Steele
3/12/14



EFA 2013: Demand for affordable senmr
housing soars. No end in 31ght

April 8, 2013 by Charlene Marietti, Executive Director, Editorial Initiatives

It’s no secret that the senior population - in this country and around the world - is growing and
changing. Here some interesting demographic statistics about the senior population, courtesy of the

U.S. Census Bureau:
SENIOR POPULATION GROWS EVERY YEAR

36.3 million - The number of seniors who were age 65 and older in the Unlted States on July 1,
2004. . .

e Seniors 65+ comprised 12 percent of the total population in 2004.
" e Between 2003 and 2004, 351,000 people joined the 65+ age group.

86.7 million - Projected number of people who will be 65 or older in the year 2050.
e In 2050, seniors age 65 and older will make up 21 percent of the total 'population.

147 percent - The projected percentage that the 65+ senior population will increase between 2000
and 2050.

In 2000, approximately 605 million people were 60 years or oilder. By 2050, that number is
expected to be close to 2 billion. At that time, seniors will outnumber children 14 and under

for the first time in history.




There are currently more than 41,400,000 people in the U.S. age 65 and over, but that pumber
is dwarfed by the 82,800,000 in the 45 to 65 age bracket. In 2010, 40 percent of the U.S.
population were age 45 and over.

Affordable senior housing plan leads to fnctlon in
lnver Grove Heights

s+ Atticle by: LIALA HELAL , Star Tribune
e Updated: July 16,2013 - 2:24 PM

Neighbors expressed unhappiness with the way- the new complex would look from their
homes. '

A welcome relief for the growing population of Dakota County seniors has sparked concern from
some Inver Grove Heights residents. .

The city last week approved plans for a 66-unit affordable senior housing development by the
Dakota County Community Development Agency (CDA), which the organization revised to address
neighbors’ concerns. )

But neighbors still were unhappy with the way a three-story development would look from their
properties. _

The council approved the plan in a 5-0 vote. City leaders cited hundreds of Inver Grove Heights
residents on senior housing waiting lists and more than a thousand in Dakota County.

“There’s a need in Inver Grove Heights for this type of housing, so this will help,” said Mayor George
Tourville. “It's a huge need. People are living longer, so there are more seniors.”

This is the first new affordable housing for seniors in the city since 2002; there are two other CDA
options in Inver Grove Heights. More than 300 households in the city are on the waiting lists,
and in Dakota County, there are more than 1,200. This number is expected to grow by the
hundreds by 2015, according to Sarah Kidwell, CDA assistant director of administration.

Four owners of single-family homes surrounding the site at the corner of Cheney Trail and -Cahill
Avenue expressed concern about the housing at a recent City Council meeting. Neighbors at the
meeting asked the CDA to reduce the height to two stories and increase the surface area.

But that would cost 20 percent more — a $1.5 million increase, which the CDA says it cannot afford.
The total cost of the development is between $7 million and $8 million, according to architects for the

project.

Neighbor Aric Elsner told the council recently that although senior housing would be a good use of
the property, a three-story building close to the residential neighborhood was “unacceptable.”
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Joseph Sonday, the closest neighbor to the property, agreed that a three-story building would be a
problem without screening between his property and the development, and he “did not want the view
from his home to be residential windows,” according to city documents.

The lot, which has been vacant for 15'years, was supposed to be developed into single-story office
space, Elsner said. The property was liquidated when the previous property owner, Rottiund, went
into bankruptcy. :

The final plan includes revisions to address neighbors’ concerns — moving the building to the west,
and moving the parking lot to the east side. The footprint was adjusted so the building ranges from
102 to 120 feet from neighboring property lines. “This allows for a much greater setback to the
neighboring parcels and homes,” Kidwell said.

Although representatives from the CDA said there are no nlans to expand the development in the
future, Inver Grove Heights resident Christopher Riess said the proposed layout, which does not
center the building on the property, suggested intent to expand in the future. Neighbors did not want

the size of the development to increase.

Inver Grove Heights City Manager Joe Lynch said that this type of housing usually does not cause
many problems to neighborhoods; the CDA manages the property well, and senior housing typically
does not produce many police calls: )

He said the project coincides well with the demographics of the city, and its location near retall and
commercial properties is helpful to seniors.

Visitors to the housing complex also will help the city’s.economy, Tourville said. A Wal-Mart, a strip
mall, a bank and other businesses are east of the property. -

“It's going to add some purchasing power into the neighborhood because they’re active seniors in
this housing, so they'll be going to the store. ... Also, their families will be coming so they’ll be going

- out to eat and so forth,” Tourville said. “It's a goog thing. | think it's a worthwhile project.”

A 2010 CDA report analyimg demand for affordable senior housing projected that those age
65 and older will grow in numbers by almost 30 percent in Dakota County between 2010 and-

2015

Tourville was hopeful from the. start that a compromise between neighbors and the CDA could be -
reached. The complex will be open to applicants from around Dakota.County, but Inver Grove
Heights was especially in need of this housing option, he said.

“It's huge, because we've come to the top of the list for cities in Dakota County that need this,”
Tourville said. - - }

The CDA has plans to build up to three more senior developments in other cities in Dakota County in

the near future, Kidwell said.
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Inver Grove Heights currently has four senior housing developments:

Cahill Commons (60 units), Carmen Court (51 units), Inver Glen Senior Living (39 units), and Tlmber Hills

of Inver Grove Heights (157 units).
Inver Grove Heights has three tax credit senior housing developments:

Blackberry Pointe Apartments (88 units), Lafayette Townhomes (30 units) and Spruce Pointe’
Townhomes (24 units). See “Tax Credit Housing Units” section for details.

Inver Grove Heights has four congregate/assisted living housing developments:

Inver Glen Senior Living (64 unifs), Timber Hills of Inver Grove Heights (84 units), Sterling House (19 .
units) and White Pine Senior Living (63 units). See “Congregate and Assisted Living” section for details.

Growth in the senior population after 2020 will impact the housing products needed through 2030.

Maijor shifts in housing preferences are expected to occur in Dakota County by 2030 as a larger
proportion of the populatioﬁ moves into their senior years (65+). In 2000, 7% of Dakota County’s
population was over the age of 65. This percentage increased to 10% in 2010 and is projected to
increase to 13% in 2020 and 17% in 2030. .

IGH Census results for 55 to 59 years is 6.8% of IGH population 2,288 of 33,880

This trend mirrors growth trends in the 7-County Metro Area, where seniors are projected to increase

" from 11% of the total population in 2010 to 19% by 2030.

CDA’s recommending expanding the supply of affordable senior rental housing for active seniors (no
services).in Dakota County over the next 10 years. The Dakota County CDA currently has 26 affordable
senior rental buildings that contain 1,543 units. Additional senior shallow-subsidy projects are proposed
for development in Inver Grove Heights and Rosemount between 2014 and 2015. These developments
have been very successful; they are fully-occupied with a waiting list of about 1,500 households
according to Dakota County CDA. With the growing senior population, demand was calculated for
another 920 units of shallow subsidy senior-housing from 2010 to 2020. We recommend that the CDA
{or another ‘agency/firm) continGe to pursue 'development of affordable senior housing in the County. -
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Allan Hunting

From: cosolberg@comcast.net

Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 11:41 AM

To: Allan Hunting

Subject: Comment on 50th street zoning request

Hello, Mr Hunting.
This message is a comment on the zoning variance request on the property along 50th street.

As a homeowner, you can very well understand that the most important street in the world is
the one you live on. I live at 4938 Boyd Ave and vehemently oppose changing the zoning on
the property behind my home. It was zoned for single family housing for a reason and should
remain so. I recently bought my property due to knowing what the current zoning was. As a
homeowner, I am deeply concerned that using the property for anything other than its intended
purpose would significantly decrease mine and others property values. The city of Inver Grove
Heights should be working to improve our property values and quality of living. Rezoning the
property would do the exact opposite.

For the reasons stated above, I am on the record as opposed to any variance on the property
along 50th street.

Sincerely,

Christopher 0. Solberg
651 455-4567



AGENDA ITEM 7 5

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Approval of the Land Alteration Permit (LAP) No. C-094-14 for Luther Company Limited Partnership at
1470 50th Street E.

Fiscal/FTE Impact:
Meeting Date: April 28, 2014 X | None

ltem Type: Regular /pﬂ Amount included in current budget
Contact: Tom Kaldunski, 651.450.2572 Budget amendment requested
Prepared by: Steve Dodge, Assistant City Engineer FTE included in current complement
Reviewed by: Scott D. Thureen, Public Works Director New FTE requested — N/A

: Other

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED

Approval of a Land Alteration Permit (LAP) No. C-094-14 for Luther Company Limited Partnership at 1470 50th
Street E.

SUMMARY

Consider a request for a land alteration permit (LAP) for grading and excavating of approximately 55,000 cubic
yards of material on a 8.57 acre parcel ! D. No. 20-02910-54-050. The unplatted parcel is a commercially zoned
property located on the west side of 50" Street and is adjacent to and north of the TH 110 and 1-494 right-of-way.
The site address is 1470 Highway 110 and the parcel is owned by The Luther Company Limited Partnership of
3701 Alabama Ave. S., Saint Louis Park, MN 55416.

The Owner has a future building and parking lot expansion project they anticipate submitting as a conditional use
permit (CUP) for development. The owner is requesting a LAP prior to the project CUP submittal to build the
project in phases:
o Phase 1. LAP for north parking lot reconstruction and paving, future building site mass-hauling and
grading, retaining wall construction, and installation of necessary storm facility improvements
* Phase 2. CUP for new development plan and building for the site
» Phase 3: Demolishing of existing building and construct additional parking, remainder of storm facilities,
fine grading, final paving and landscaping

The owner is requesting a LAP to:
¢ Perform mass grading and hauling of fill for preparation of the site for a future building and parking lot
e Construction of a 900-foot-long retaining wall up to 42 feet high for the future building and site plan
o Reconstruct the north parking lot and pave for business operations use during the CUP phase
e Construct storm water quality and volume control facilities in conjunction with finished grading
e Allow proper time to elapse for the new fill material to consolidate prior to constructing a new building
***The applicant is responsible for obtaining City and State permits and meeting all codes related to other
items that may be constructed along with finished grading, but not yet identified on the plans: lighting, utilities,
etc.

PRIMARY ISSUES AND ANALYSIS:

Retaining Wall Permit: This LAP will be subject to the Luther Companies securing a building permit and
submitting additional sureties for retaining wall shown in this plan. No site disturbance shall occur, without City
Engineer approval, until the building permit is issued.

e Special inspection and testing to be paid for by the Owner

+ Plans provided by a Licensed Professional Engineer from the state of Minnesota

e Acquiring necessary approvals and permits (City and MnDOT)
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CUP Process Comments: Tree replacement, landscaping, parking, and lighting will be reviewed during the
Conditional Use Permit process. Any changes made with the Land Alteration Permit are subject to compliance
with the IGH Zoning Code. A complete plan review will be done during the CUP process. If the future building
plans are not submitted, the City has the right to require tree replacement for the land disturbance. This LAP will
be subject to all City standards and contractual requirements developed as part of the on-going major site plan
review by the Engineering and Planning Divisions.

Lighting: Parking lot lighting approval is not part of this LAP and the Owner is responsible for obtaining proper
approval through the City planning process

Permanent Grading and Drainage:

The proposed grading plans and storm water facilities are consistent with the City’s 2™ Generation Water
Resources Management Plan. A preliminary grading, drainage, and sediment and erosion control plan for the
LAP is attached. The mass fill area has private storm sewer which is routed to an existing sediment basin on the
west side of the property. Additional storm water is being routed fo the north parking lot and treated for water
quality and volume in an underground storm water infiltration structure prior to being piped to the west basin. The
west basin is being modified to store additional storm water volume and increase sediment storage capacity prior
to outletting into the DNR Pond.

There is a 1-inch infiltration or volume reduction requirement for the additional impervious space on the site. A
MnDOT drainage permit is required. Temporary grading shall ensure no flooding of existing roads and
infrastructure occurs. The developer shall meet the requirements outlined in the storm water report prepared by
Barr Engineering. The permanent grading and drainage shall meet the City’s standards; the City Engineer
reserves the right to apply additional standards during the CUP process.

Erosion Control and Turf Restoration: The site will need to acquire a NPDES General Construction Permit which
will require a grading plan and a temporary and permanent sediment and erosion control plan. The storm water
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) is provided in the plan.

Wetlands and Protected Low Areas: Luther Companies is responsible for protection of wetlands and infiltration
areas as designated on this site. The DNR wetland and storm water pond (DNR Lake ID No. 32) is located on the
northwest portion of the property. The DNR wetland was delineated in 2010. Sufficient buffer areas (no
disturbance setbacks) and erosion and sediment control measures are incorporated into the grading plan and
SWPPP to protect wetlands, basins and low areas.

Environmental: Owner shall provide a letter verifying that the site has had no illegal or hazardous materials
placed on site and a statement about certified clean fill.

Haul Route and Hours of Operation: A haul route map and construction traffic control plan approved by the City
Engineer is required. Haul route shall consist of 50th Street between T.H. 3 (South Robert Trail) and Babcock
Trail. Once hauling leaves 50th Street, hauling shall be contained to trunk highways and county roads, unless
otherwise approved by City Engineer. 50" Street is the proposed access for construction traffic. Operation hours
will be as designated in the conditions below. State-wide road restrictions apply.

LAND ALTERATION PERMIT CONDITIONS:

Public Works/Engineering recommends approval of the Land Alteration Permit subject to the standard land
alteration permit conditions and in accordance with the following comments and conditions:

1. The items approved by the Environmental Commission at the February 27, 2014, meeting and Engineering
Review Letter dated March 20, 2014 apply.

2. Prior to issuance of a LAP, the Building Permit for the retaining wall must be approved and issued by the
Chief Building Official with all permit requirements being met and sureties in-place related to the retaining wall
review and inspections requirements.
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3. A building permit for the private storm sewer system needs to be submitted in advance of disturbing the
property in order to receive permit in time for grading, filling, and retaining wall construction operations. The
State of MN now provides all review for commercial buildings compliance to plumbing code, this includes all
piping outside the building.

4. Prior to issuance of the LAP, a City Engineer approved plan is required.

5. An improvement agreement and storm water facilities maintenance agreement are necessary due to the
complexity of the proposed land alteration application. These Agreements must be drafted by the City
Attorney and executed by the Owner, and a $20,000 Engineering Escrow must be submitted, and an
approved letter-of-credit and additional sureties in-place before any disturbance on the site.

6. Approved plans shall comply with Barr Engineering storm water management review.

7. Luther Companies shall conform to all Mn/DOT permits and requirements.

8. The owner is responsible to obtain permission from the respective current easement holders for any
encroachments on existing easements.

TJK/swd

Attachments:  Land Alteration Permit Application
Grading, Drainage, Erosion Control and Utility Plans (Sheets C-301 and C-401)
Environmental Commission DRAFT Minutes
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CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS Permit No: C’ (j 74‘ / 6/
8150 Barbara Avenue

. .
Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077 Type: al‘f\} ﬂé any /
(612) 450-2500 « (612) 450-2502 (fax) [

APPLICATION FOR LAND ALTERATION PERMIT

Date of Application 2/12/2014
Excavator
Excavator To be determined
Contact Person DJ Kranz - Dan Reckard
Address 725 Highway 169 North, Minneapolis, MN 55416
Telephone 763-525-0100 Fax /63-525-1261
Land Owner(s) . .
Land Owner Luther Company Limited Partnership
3701 Alabama Avenue, S
Address
952-258-8800 N/A
Telephone Fax
PID No. 20- 0291054050
Legal Description Lot Block Addition
See attached
Section Township
Land Owner
Address
Telephone Fax
PID No. 20-
Legal Description Lot Block Addition
Section Township .

Description of Land Being Altered

General Location of Land Being Altered__Southerly portion of the site located
at 1470 50th Street E and north parking lot.

Purpose of Land Alteration Grading for retaining wall and future building

Value of Work § TBD Estimated Start Date_>/1/2014
9/1/2014

Estimated Completion Date

Source and Composition of Fill_TO_be determined

Cubic Yards of Fill 51,764 c.y.

. . . 4,112 ‘

Cubic Yards of Excavation/Grading c.y.
) 55,876

Total Volume of Land Alteration = c.y.

Total Area of Land Altered 4 & Acres
Page 1 of 4
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A.  Plan Checking Fees
0 UP 10 30 CUDIC YAIUS «...cetiteeecee ettt et et s e sttt e st et eenms st e sessesrnsns NO FEE
30 up to 500 Cubic Yards......ccceeeeeeenee. $25.00 plus $0.25 per Cubic Yard......cocoooorvceenenne $32.50 - $150.00
500 up to 10,000 Cuwrds ............... $150.00 plus $0.03 per Cubic Yard......coocoecreerennne.. $165.00 - $450.00
6,000 up to 100,000 Cubi:®.. $950.00 plus $0.005 per Cubic Yard................... $1000.00 - $1450.00
100,000 Cubic Yards or more................ $1150.00 plus $0.003 per Cubic Yard.................. $1450.00 and above
B.  Grading Permit Fees
O UP 0 30 CUDIC YAIUS 1.ttt cesscer et se e essa st en bbb es s tantsssenessanesenbesesarasns NOFEE
30 up to 500 Cubic Yards......coevverereenn $25.00 plus $0.25 per Cubic Yard......coocovereeeevennnces $32.50 - $150.00
501 up to 10,000 Cubic Yards............... $150.00 plus $0.02 per Cubic Yard.......ccccovururrnneee. $160.00 - $350.00
10,001 up to 100,000 Cubic Yardsk...... $550.00 plus $0.005 per Cubic Yard ... $550.00 - $1,000.00
100,001 Cubic Yards or more.........covens -$800.00 plus $0.002 per Cubic Yard.......correverenae $1000.00 and above
CITY USE ONLY 4

7J}g -

A. Plan Checking Fee $ // O{V’Z T
B. Grading Permit Fee $ g} 44 ? 5 g t
Total Fee (A + B) $ ﬁ ﬂ?, @5’g . /7é7

Amount of Bond $

($5,000 per acre, minimum $10,000; Must be submitted upon approval of application, if applicable).

Attachments to Application (The following plans, drawings, calculations, bonds and/or statements are required
by the City Engineer).

[]  Half-section map or sketch of property showing all adjacent property indicating the existing buildings
and/or structures.

Grading plan showing existing and proposed finished contours and elevations.

Drainage plan showing existing and proposed drainage ways, culverts, storm sewer pipe, drainage
structures, stabilization walls, retaining walls, cribbing, dams, or other protective items.

Calculations for and approximate quantities of excavation and/or fill required.

Signed statement from the property owner accepting responsibility for the operation and granting
permission for land alteration/mining operation.

Statement to be attached to deed advising of potential need for soil tests prior to any construction on
lots where additional fill material has been placed.

Sediment and erosion contro!l plan meeting the requirements of the City of Inver Grove Heights City
Code 430: Stormwater Management.

Conformance with the City of Inver Grove Heights Water Resource Management Plan.
Soil borings.

Conformance with the City of Inver Grove Heights’ Tree Preservation Ordinance.

A final use plan, illustrating the ultimate land uses projected for the property.

Location and surface type of access roads.

Certification of Comprehensive General Liability Insurance.

Compaction and/or Soil Density. Requirements.

Other:

OOoooOoooo o o oo oo

Page 2 of 4



Stipulations
1.
2.

Applicant’s

A plan checking fee of § iZZ@ 3% shall be submitted with the Land Alteration application.

A grading permit fee of § &29.3% shall be submitted upon City approval and before issuance i
of land alteration permit documents.

A $1500.00 escrow shall be provided for non-compliance activities that are identified by an inspection.
A written notice will be issued if the escrow funds will be used to correct a non-compliant issuc.

The above fees do not include City expenses for environmental reviews such as: EAWs, AUARs, or
EISs. The City reserves the right to collect additional costs if the project requires additional
environmental reviews.

A surety bond or certified check in the amount of § (85,000 per acre, minimum
$10,000) must be submitted after approval of application and prior to any work. This bond or check is
to ensure satisfaclory performance and compliance with the below stated stipulations. The surety bond
or check shall be kept active until the completion work and/or expiration of permit and can only be
released by written notification of the City after a satisfactory final inspection has been performed by
the City.

All land alteration permits issued to a specific location shall be based on the cumulative quantity of
earthwork as the final determination of fees. The City reserves the right to adjust fees based on
cumulative quantities.

All access and street frontage of the land site must be controlled by a fence, a minimum of four (4) feet
in height. All entrances must have gates that are capable of being locked.

Only rock, sand, gravel, dirt or similar natural earth fill is permitted. No concrete, asphalt, or 1
demolition wastes will be permitted as fill unless a demolition landfifl permit is first obtained from i
Dakota County (see attached).

Operations shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday - Saturday, and shall not
interfere with the health and safety of surrounding residents and the premises shall be maintained at all
times so as not to create a nuisance. !

Any explosives used must be done so in accordance with Inver Grove Heights Code and any other ;
applicable standards, e.g., Federal, State, Industrial, etc. Obtain all required permits. !

At end of each season’s operations and no later than the last day of December, each year, the site is to
be left in a neat and orderly condition, with maximum slopes of 3:1 with no overhang of vertical banks
and with a level bottom.

Each day, or when required by the City, material from this operation that is found to exist on City
streets shall be cleaned to the City’s satisfaction by the applicants.

Upon completion of land alteration operations, the land must be left according to the plans and
contours submitted with this application and planted with vegetation (subject to approval by the City)
to prevent erosion,

Upon completion of land alteration operations or expiration of this permit, an inspection will be made
by the City of the premises and adjoining streets. Any damage to have been caused by these operations
will be corrected by the applicant upon notification of the City.

‘ f% 3//7

Date

(/ Date '}/,} /’“\

atpre

Property Owner’s Signature

Date

Property Owner’s Signature
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GRADING NOTES

2.

3.

4

5.

6.

7.

8.

a.

CONTACT UTLITY SERVICE PROVDERS FOR FELD LOCATON OF SERVICES 72 HOWRS

PRIOR O BEGNNNG GRADNG.

REFER TO THE GEQTECHNCAL REPORT FOR ADDITIONAL NEORMATION ON BACKFLL

MATERIAL AND GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS. BAKER ASSOCIATES, INC.
ARCHITECTS

REMOVE TOPSOIL FROM GRADING AREAS AND STOCKPLE SUFFICENT QUANTITY FOR
REUSE. THERE SHALL BE A MNMUM OF 4' OF TOPSOL N PLANTING AND TURF AREAS.

REMOVE SURFACE AND GROUND WATER FROM EXCAVATIONS. PROVIDE NTIAL LFTS OF

STABLE FOUNDATION MATERIAL IF EXPOSED SOLS ARE WET AND UNSTABLE. 150 SOUTH FIFTH STRERT
SUITE 1425

COURDRATE WITH ARCHTECTURAL DRAVINGS FOR HOLD DOWN RFORMATION FOR ROUGH MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55402-1200
TELEPHONE: 612.339.8601

REFER TO STRUCTURAL SPECIICATIONS FOR EARTHWORK REQUREMENTS FOR BULONG FAX: 612.339.5668

PADS

AN INDEPENDENT TESTING FIRM SHALL VERIFY THE REMOVAL OF ORGANIC AND
UNSUITABLE SOLLS, SOL. CORRECTION, AND COMPACTION AND PROVIDE PERIODIC REPORTS
TO THE OWNER.

PLACE AND COMPACT FILL USNG LFT THCKNESSES MATCHED TO SOL TYPE AND
COMPACTION EQUPMENT TO OBTAN SPECFED COMPACTION THROUGHOUT THE LIFT.

COMPACT MATERIAL IN PAVED AREAS TO 95% OF MAXMUM DRY DENSITY, STANDARD
PROCTOR (ASTM D698) EXCEPT THE TOP 3 FEET WHCH SHALL BE COMPACTED TO
100%. COMPACT TO 948% DENSITY WHERE FLL DEPTH EXCEEDS 10 FEET.

RETAINING WALL NOTES

PROVIDE STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF RETAINNG WALLS, FOLLOWING LANDFORM RETAINNG 1.
B e e R T Inver Grove Heights
OF WALLS N ACCORDANCE WITH APPROVED DESIGN. Ugmﬁar—ﬂu

2.
13.

14.

5.

CONFIRM ARCHTECTURAL REQUREMENTS FOR WALL UNTS WITH OWNER. I Heights, MN
SUBMIT DESIGN TO CITY FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO BULDNG PERMT ISSUANCE.

PROVIOE COORDNATION AND ASSURANCE THAT RELATED WORK CONSTRUCTED WITHN .

THE RENFORCED EARTH ZONE; NCLUDING FENCES, UNDERGROUND UTLITES, GUARD RALS, Inver Grove Nissan Kia
ETC; 1S IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPROVED DESIGN AND DOES NO DAMACE 10

RENFORCING ELEMENTS OF THE RETANNG WALL.

RETANNG WALL SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED N THE EARLY PHASES OF THE GRADING.

ALL MATERIALS USED N THE WALL CONSTRUCTION MUST BE INSTALLED WITHN 3 SERTEMBER

PROPERTY. 16 OCTOBER
CITY SUBMITTAL [ FEBRUARY 204
PAVING NOTES CITY SUBMITTAL 18 APRIL 2014

6.

SPOT ELEVATIONS AT CURBLINES NDICATE FLOWLINES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. SEE
SHEET C4.1 FOR RN ELEVATIONS OF CATCH BASINS.

[7> MeeT AND MATCH EXISTING CURB.  PROVIDE 10 FOOT TRANSITION.

PAVNG SECTIONS
a. BITUMNOUS PAVING (LIGHT DUTY)
15-NCH BITUMNOUS WEAR (MNDOT 2360 SPWEA2408)
TACK COAT (MNDOT 2357)
I.5—INCH BITUMNOUS BASE (MNDOT 2360 SPNWB230B)
7-INCH AGGREGATE BASE (MNDOT 3138, CLASS 5)
COMPACTED SUBSOL

[FE> TRANSITN BETWEEN TEFPORARY BTTNOUS CLRD AND BAI2 CLRD AND GUTTER.
aqnlﬁ,:oz BETWEEN B4I2 CURB AND GUTTER AND B6I2 CURB AND GUTTER.

EROSION PREVENTION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL NOTES

INSTALL PERIMETER SEDIMENT CONTROLS PRIOR TO BEGNNNG WORK AND MANTAN FOR
DURATION OF CONSTRUCTION. REMOVE CONTROLS AFTER AREAS CONTREBUTING RUN OFF
ARE PERMANENTLY STABLIZED AND DISPOSE OF OFF SITE.

LIMIT SOL DISTURBANCE TO THE GRADING LIMTS SHOWN. SCHEDULE OPERATIONS TO
MINMZE LENGTH OF EXPOSURE OF DISTURBED AREAS.

. MANACEMENT PRACTICES SHOWN ARE THE MNMUM REQUREMENT. NSTALL AND MANTAN

ADDITIONAL CONTROLS AS WORK PROCEEDS TO PREVENT EROSION AND CONTRO<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>