
  

 

1.  CALL TO ORDER 

2.  ROLL CALL 

3.  PRESENTATIONS  

A. Police Department – 50 Year Commemorative Badge 

4.  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 – January 5, 2015 City Council Work Session     _____________ 

 ii)  Minutes – January 26, 2015 Regular City Council Meeting    _____________  

B. Resolution Approving Disbursements for Period Ending February 4, 2015   _____________ 

C. Final Compensating Change Order No. 2, Final Pay Voucher No. 12, Engineer’s  

Report of Acceptance, and Resolution Accepting Work for City Project No. 2006-08,  

Asher Water Tower Replacement        _____________ 

D. Resolution Authorizing Staff to Secure an Appraiser’s Benefit Analysis for City Project  

No. 2015-09D, Broderick Boulevard Reconstruction     _____________ 

E. Accept Grant Funds in the Amount of $1,500 from the Minnesota Recreation & Park  

Foundation’s New Initiative Grant for Foot Golf at Inver Wood   _____________ 

F. Approve Resolution Supporting City Funding Sources for $2,000,000 State  

Bonding Grant          _____________ 

G. Approve Purchase of Golf Course Capital Equipment     _____________ 

H. Approve Architectural Contract for Spa Roof Replacement at the VMCC  _____________ 

I. Approve Temporary On-Sale Intoxicating Liquor License (Church of St. Patrick) _____________ 

J. Accept Donation to Inver Grove Heights Fire Department      _____________ 

K. Approve Membership of the City in the Huston Galveston Area Council (HGAC)  

Cooperative Purchasing Program         _____________ 

L. Personnel Actions          _____________ 

5.  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. 

 

  

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL AGENDA  

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2015 

8150 BARBARA AVENUE 

7:00 P.M. 
 



6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   

7.  REGULAR AGENDA: 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 

A. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider First Reading of an Ordinance Amending  

City Code Title 5, Chapter 9 related to Public Nuisances on Property  ____________ 

FIRE:  

B. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Accept Final Fire Station Feasibility and Programming  

Study             ____________ 

C. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Authorize City Administrator to begin Land Acquisition  

Process for New Fire Station         ____________ 

D. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Authorize Advertisement of Request for Proposal for  

Architectural Services for Final Design of the Fire Station     ____________ 

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  

mailto:mkennedy@invergroveheights.org


 

 INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
MONDAY, JANUARY 5, 2015 – 8150 BARBARA AVENUE 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER The City Council of Inver Grove Heights met in work session on Monday,  
January 5, 2015, in the Council chambers.  Mayor Tourville called the meeting to order at  
7:00 p.m.  Present were Council members Bartholomew, Hark, Mueller and Piekarski Krech; City  
Administrator Lynch, City Attorney Kuntz, Public Works Director Thureen, Parks and Recreation Director  
Carlson, Finance Director Smith, Chief Stanger, and Chief Thill  

2.  COLLECTOR STREET POLICY  

Mr. Thureen explained the City did not have a formal policy in place regarding the construction of collector 
streets.  The issue became apparent when the City was dealing with the Argenta Hills 8th Addition 
residential development.  He stated a policy was needed because the City still had a number of miles of 
collector streets that would need to be constructed in the future.  He explained collector streets were local 
streets that carried a higher volume of traffic and connected neighborhoods to neighborhoods or to the 
state and county highway systems.  He noted collector streets were designed to different standards.  In 
2012 the City developed a collector street plan for the Northwest Area.  He stated there were two (2) types 
of collector streets, neighborhood and community collectors.  Neighborhood collectors were typically two 
(2) lane roadways that were designed to carry up to 11,000 vehicles per day.  Community collectors were 
typically three (3) lane roadways with a center left turn lane designed to carry up to 16,000 vehicles per 
day.  In the plan for the Northwest Area there were approximately five (5) miles of neighborhood collector  
streets and one (1) community collector, 65th Street from Babcock Trail to Argenta Trail.   

Mr. Thureen stated the City system was approximately 7.1 miles and the current planning level estimates 
for the combination of neighborhood and community collector streets was $16.5-$20 million dollars.  He 
noted the estimates were conservative and assumed the City would have to purchase the necessary right-
of-way.  He discussed the County system and explained that when a new road was constructed or an 
existing road was expanded the County’s policy was that the host city was responsible for 45% of the total 
project costs.  In the Northwest Area, the remainder of the plan for the County system included 
approximately 4.1 miles of collector streets.  The estimated cost to the City was approximately $14.5 
million dollars.  The total cost to complete the collector street system in the City was approximately $35 
million dollars, including potential right-of-way needs.  He noted the study that was completed in 2012 did  
not speak to funding construction of the collector street system. 

Mr. Thureen reviewed the process that was followed when Amana Trail was constructed from the 
roundabout going west. In that instance the road was constructed to collector street standards by the 
developer and 150 feet of right-of-way was dedicated because it would eventually become a County road.  
The Alverno Avenue segment previously referenced was constructed going north from Amana Trail by the 
developer and 80 feet of right-of-way was dedicated.  In this instance the developer constructed the road 
to collector street standards but the City agreed to provide a credit to the developer for the extra width 
beyond a typical city street.  The end result was that the developer paid for approximately 2/3 of the 
construction costs for that segment of Alverno Avenue and the City covered the balance by not charging  
the developer inspection fees.    

City staff researched the issue and contacted neighboring communities to determine what other cities 
were doing to fund the construction of collector streets.  Six (6) cities in Dakota County responded and 
information was also obtained from Savage and Maple Grove.  All six (6) cities in Dakota County were 
consistent in that the expectation was that the developer would dedicate the right-of-way for the collector 
street.  In terms of construction, the cities considered to be “developing” all expected the developer to 
construct the collector streets as well.  The City of Savage expected the developer to construct and pay for 
any collector street up to 36 feet in width.  The city would then be responsible for cost of any width beyond 
that threshold.  He noted the City of Savage was unique because it established a per acre fee for 
construction of collector streets for every plat that is approved.  Credits were then issued to developers for 
widths beyond 36 feet when they constructed collector streets on their property.  The City of Eagan 
developed a traffic agreement with a fee attached whereby they could analyze how much additional traffic 
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was put into the system as a result of the new development and then the fee was included in the 
development agreements.  He noted it was a very complicated process that required a separate AUAR 
and modeling to be done every time a new development was proposed.  He explained Maple Grove was 
unique because the city established a transportation special assessment.  He stated he wanted an 
opportunity to further review the policies in Savage and Maple Grove to determine if they would be  
worthwhile for the City to consider.    

Mr. Thureen explained the recently approved Blackstone Ridge plat had collector streets that would need 
to be constructed.  The conditions for preliminary approval addressed right-of-way dedication.  He 
explained if there was a future collector that was bisected by a boundary of the developer’s property the 
developer would dedicate an easement for half of the necessary right-of-way.  If the collector street went 
through the developer’s property the developer would dedicate the full right-of-way easement.  The 
developer would construct a collector that crossed his property and provide funding to pay the equivalent 
of half of a local street for collector streets that bisected a boundary.  The conditions of approval also 
included an article to address future expansion of the collector streets whereby the City could assess the  
properties in the development to facilitate the expansion.      

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined the issue was very complicated. 

Mayor Tourville stated it was important to have a policy in place so developers understood the  
expectations and costs upfront.      

Mr. Thureen stated his goal was to draft a policy for Council consideration in the next few months. 

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the street plan that was provided to the Council was on  
the city website. 

Mr. Thureen replied in the affirmative.  He stated the document was posted in the Community  
Development section under “Northwest Area Planning Initiatives”. 

Mayor Tourville opined the policy may not be much different than what was done in the rest of the City  
with respect to the construction of collector streets. 

Mr. Thureen explained the policy would apply to the whole City.  He noted a majority of the collector  
streets that still had to be constructed were located in the Northwest Area.  

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned how the collector streets were handled in the Arbor Pointe  
development. 

Mr. Thureen stated the extension of Cahill Avenue was a City project.   

Mr. Kuntz recalled at the time the Arbor Pointe development began the City had a plan in place that 
showed the fully developed alignment of all the roadways.  He stated the City asked for the dedication of 
all the roadways because the first plat of Arbor Pointe was an outlot.  He explained all of the developed  
properties became outlots and all of the streets were dedicated prior to development.     

3. CITY PROJECT NO. 2015-09E (47th/50th Streets) 

Mr. Dodge discussed the proposed reconstruction project.  He explained the purpose of the discussion 
was to provide an update on the status of the project and obtain feedback from the Council regarding 
street widths.  He stated a neighborhood meeting was held to discuss the project and another meeting  
would be scheduled to review the assessment process.   

The original scope of the feasibility study included the 51st Street neighborhood area, the petitioned area 
along Bower Path, and the area around 49th Street.  Based on feedback from the neighborhood and the 
appraiser it was determined that the 51st Street area was not a similar type of housing stock and would 
present construction challenges.  The 51st Street area was subsequently removed from the scope of the 
current project so staff could further review the issues in the area and plan for a future project.   He noted 
the City could run into assessment challenges because the special benefit would be low due to the  
housing stock in the area.  
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Mr. Dodge stated staff reviewed the Bower Path and 49th Street components as separate projects.  Based 
on the preliminary assessment analysis staff found that the Bower Path area would easily meet the 
required assessment criteria.  As a standalone project the 49th Street neighborhood would not meet the 
assessment criteria.  Staff combined the 49th Street and Bower Path projects and still had concerns about 
being able to meet the necessary thresholds to levy assessments.  He explained staff looked at other 
options to make the project more feasible and still found that a full reconstruction was necessary primarily 
because the geotechnical assessment recommended that all of the curbs be replaced because they were 
in such a state of disrepair.  Engineering staff recommended separating the costs for the street and utility 
improvements into two project numbers even though the improvements would be bid as one project.  This 
would allow the project to meet the assessment criteria.  He noted 49th Street was originally going to be 
built with storm sewer improvements.  The proposed utility improvements would now be incorporated into 
the work that would be done in a separate project associated with the development of the Ullrich Addition.  
The City’s appraiser recommended a $6,000 special benefit level for each lot in the Bower Path 
neighborhood and down 49th Street.  He stated the existing street widths in the proposed project area were 
36 feet.  He explained staff calculated that if the street width was reduced by four (4) feet the City would 
save $100,000 in construction costs, and $150,000 in future maintenance costs over the course of 50  
years.   

Councilmember Hark questioned how the projected cost savings were calculated. 

Mr. Dodge stated the savings was based on a per mile cost. 

Mayor Tourville clarified that parking was currently allowed on both sides of the street in the neighborhood.   
He questioned if the City would still allow parking on both sides if the width was reduced to 32 feet.   

Mr. Dodge replied in the affirmative.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined in terms of the cost for the entire project $100,000 really was not  
that much money.  She questioned what the major benefit would be of reducing the street width.   

Mr. Dodge stated at the neighborhood meeting that was held there was a general consensus from those 
residents in attendance that they did not want the street to be narrowed.  He noted staff simply wanted to 
inform the Council of the cost savings associated with a narrower street width.  He stated the long-term  
maintenance savings would be beneficial to the City.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the neighborhood petitioned for the project and if residents were  
going to pay a $6,000 assessment they should be able to keep their street the same width.  

Mayor Tourville agreed that if the neighborhood did not want the reduced street width it should not be  
pursued.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned why the streets were originally designed at a width of 36 feet. 

Mr. Dodge stated many of the homes on Bower Path were custom built and a wider street was a design  
feature for the custom homes.   

Councilmember Mueller stated his preference would be to leave the width at 36 feet. 

Mayor Tourville stated if the project area was expanded there may be some streets to the south that could  
be built at a narrower width.  He opined he did not necessarily agree with not doing a project that a  
neighborhood wanted because the assessment criteria could not be met.   

Mr. Thureen explained staff was not saying the project would never happen.  Staff simply recommended 
that the project not be done at this time because it did not work to package that neighborhood in with this  
project.   

Mayor Tourville questioned when the 51st Street area might be considered.   

Mr. Thureen stated there were a number of factors involved and staff would continue to look for 
opportunities to package the work into another project.  
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Mr. Dodge stated the feasibility report would speak specifically to the complications related to the 51st  
Street area and explain why it was not included in the project.  

Mr. Kuntz questioned if the Council expected staff to have a plan for the 51st Street area by the time the  
hearing was held for the project area to the north. 

Mayor Tourville stated the explanation to those residents to the south could not be that the assessment  
policy did not work for that neighborhood. 

Mr. Thureen explained the 51st Street neighborhood could not be included with this project because the 
City would not be able to reach 20% of the total project costs to be able to assess for the project.  He 
stated staff would have to find a future pavement management project that had enough value to absorb 
the improvements in the 51st Street neighborhood.  He noted the City depended upon special  
assessments to be able to afford pavement management projects.   

Mr. Dodge stated there were a number of complications in the area, in addition to the special assessment  
issues, which would warrant a separate feasibility report and project for the 51st Street neighborhood.   

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if staff had any ideas for projects that the neighborhood could be  
grouped with.   

Mr. Thureen stated staff would first have to look for a project with comparable home values and then try to  
build a larger project to get the most value for the money and eliminate the assessment issue.   

Mr. Kuntz reiterated that the utility project would not be assessed and was proposed to be funded with 
revenue from the Utility Fund.  The proposed street project would be assessed and would cost 
approximately $3 million to construct.  He stated there would not be a lot of wiggle room in terms of the 
assessments to be levied because the proposed $6,000 assessments included in the feasibility report  
were already close to the 20% threshold.       

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the neighborhood had been given the proposed assessment  
information. 

Mr. Dodge stated the appraiser’s report had only recently been completed and the proposed assessment  
information would be shared at the neighborhood meeting prior to the public hearing. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the discussion related to the feasibility report could be moot if the  
residents in the neighborhood do not want to pay the $6,000 assessment.   

Mr. Kuntz stated the engineering schedule for the project anticipated assessing the project at the same 
time the project was ordered.  The bidding process would be scheduled to allow for more definite cost  
estimates at the time assessments are levied.     

Mayor Tourville questioned why the City would move forward with the feasibility report or considering the  
project if the neighborhood was not willing to pay the proposed $6,000 assessment. 

Mr. Thureen stated the primary purpose of the feasibility study was to define the scope of the project and 
do enough preliminary design work to determine a cost estimate.  The benefit analysis is done to 
determine whether or not the City can assess an amount that would be sustainable to make the project  
feasible from a cost perspective.  

Mr. Dodge stated staff hosts neighborhood meetings even though they are not required as a part of the 
429 process in order to give residents the opportunity to be more involved and provide input on projects.  
He explained the information would be shared with the residents after the Council officially received the  
feasibility report.   

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the City was willing to not improve the road if the residents 
withdrew the petition due to the proposed assessments.  He stated the road was in such a state of  
disrepair that it would be hard to imagine letting it deteriorate any further.   

Mayor Tourville stated the reason the project was being considered at this time was because the  
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neighborhood submitted the petition.   

Councilmember Bartholomew stated the neighborhood needed to understand that they brought the project 
forward for consideration and the costs for the project were reflective of the work that needed to be done  
to reconstruct the street. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined that residents in the area would be surprised by the proposed 
assessment because in recent years the assessments for street projects had been in the $3,000-$4,000  
range. 

Mr. Dodge stated the assessments for the first phases of the South Grove project were in the $6,000-
$7,500 range before the recession hit.  He noted the appraisal analysis reflected the 20% uptick in 
housing valuations and the City could expect to see assessments start to swing upward to be consistent  
with the current market.   

Councilmember Bartholomew stated even though there may be a lot of complaints from the neighborhood  
regarding the proposed assessments the City could not let the road get any worse. 

4. HERITAGE VILLAGE PARK BONDING GRANT  

Mr. Carlson explained the City received $2 million dollars in State bonding money in 2014.  No 
determination had been made with respect to whether or not the City would accept the bonding money.  
He stated Heritage Village Park would ultimately be a 50-80 acre with public gathering spaces, historic 
interpretation, and river access.  He noted there had always been an undefined timeline in terms of the 
park’s development.  Heritage Village Park and the Rock Island Swing Bridge were a part of the City’s 
overall efforts to redevelop the Concord area.  He explained the grant money could be used for land 
acquisition, park improvements at Heritage Village Park, Rock Island Swing Bridge, or the Mississippi 
River regional trail, or public infrastructure improvements related to the park improvements.  The City 
would be required to place a deed restriction on any land acquired or improved with the grant dollars.  The 
City would also be required to match the State grant with non-state dollars at a 1:1 ratio.  He noted the 
City could commit to a grant of $0-2,000,000.  Staff recommended that the Council consider using the 
grant money in a phased approach.  In 2015 and 2016 staff would work on land acquisition, construction 
of a dog park, and planning for future development within Heritage Village Park.  From 2016-2018 staff 
would focus on construction of a playground, picnic shelter with restroom facilities, and potentially 
relocating the Old Town Hall and School House buildings into the park.  He explained Dakota County did 
express interest in partnering with the City on some projects such as construction of a trailhead facility on 
Pine Bend Bluff and implementation of historical interpretation at the Rock Island Swing Bridge.  He 
reviewed the proposed improvements in Phase I and  
Phase II.   

Mayor Tourville stated he was in favor of partnering with Dakota County on some improvements.   

Councilmember Hark questioned when the City had to decide whether or not to accept the bonding  
money. 

Mr. Carlson stated the City had until December 31, 2018 to enter into a grant agreement.  He explained 
there would be a risk associated with waiting until the deadline to enter into a grant agreement as the  
legislature could choose to cancel appropriated funds at any time.  He noted if the City entered into an  
agreement it would not be required to spend all of the funds because it was a reimbursable grant. 

Councilmember Hark questioned if the City had accepted bonding money in the past and never utilized the  
funds.    

Councilmember Piekarski Krech replied in the negative.  

Councilmember Bartholomew stated the Council still had to consider how to increase funding for  
maintenance of the existing parks and for ongoing costs associated with any future improvements.    

Dian Piekarski, 7609 Babcock Trail, questioned what the City’s portion of the investment would be if the  
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grant was accepted.  

Mr. Carlson stated if the City moved forward with the improvements outlined in each phase the total cost  
to the City would be approximately $1.3 million.   

Ms. Piekarski questioned if the park acquisition fund would be depleted as a result of the proposed  
improvements.   

Mr. Carlson stated if the projects were approved as proposed a significant portion of the funds available in  
the park acquisition fund would be used.  He noted there would continue to be revenue going into the park  
acquisition fund as development occurred in the Northwest Area. 

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if there was any opportunity within the phases outlined to  
address some of the needs in the Northwest Area. 

Mr. Carlson clarified that the grant money could not be used for park needs in the Northwest Area.  He  
stated improvements could be made using revenue generated from development in the Northwest Area. 

Ms. Piekarski questioned why the remaining $400,000 from the first grant the City received could not be  
used as matching funds for the bonding money. 

Mr. Carlson explained the matching funds had to be from non-state money.   

Ms. Piekarski stated she did not know where the statistics came from regarding how Heritage Village Park 
would be a catalyst for redevelopment of the Concord Area.  She opined the projected increase in tax 
revenue that could be generated from building a park was unrealistic.  She questioned if the projections  
were based on the overall redevelopment of the Concord area. 

Mr. Lynch stated anticipated tax base increases were not driven by the plans for Heritage Village Park.  
The projections were driven the plans to redevelop key areas in the Concord neighborhood.  He noted the 
park was simply an amenity that would enhance the attractiveness of the neighborhood for potential  
residential development.   

Ms. Piekarski opined that accepting a grant that would eventually cost the City money shifted focus away  
from other priorities such as the fire station or retail development.  

Mayor Tourville suggested that the City agree to participate as partners in the County projects.  He opined 
it would then be up to the City to prioritize the proposed projects within Heritage Village Park and decide  
whether or not to move forward.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated that the proposed County projects would not generate as much in 
terms of ongoing costs.  She opined that she was not in favor of the project to bury the power lines, the 
proposed parking lot to serve a dog park was too expensive, and the proposed playground was 
unnecessary.  She noted she could potentially see the City moving forward with the picnic shelter and 
some of the more minimalist improvements because Heritage Village Park should be a more natural park 
area.  She opined people should go to the park to appreciate nature, visit the Swing Bridge, or walk on the  
trails.  

Mayor Tourville opined if the City moved forward with a dog park there would be a need to provide  
parking.  He agreed that the playground may not be needed if residential development in the area was not  
imminent.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the Council had previously said no to a dog park and she  
personally did not see the need for one in the City.    

Councilmember Mueller questioned if some of the money would not require matching funds. 

Mr. Carlson stated the City would have to complete a project and then get reimbursed on a 1:1 match. 

Councilmember Mueller questioned if the City would get reimbursed for acquisition of the marina property. 

Mr. Carlson explained if the City entered into a grant agreement it could use DNR flood mitigation money,  
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grant money, and City funds to acquire the marina property.  City funds would be used to match the grant  
money spent to acquire the property.  

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned where the City contribution would come from. 

Mr. Carlson explained the City would use Doffing Avenue Property Acquisition funds that had been set  
aside.  He encouraged the Council to sign a grant agreement for the full $2 million being offered because 
the City would then have access to the State money if at some point in time the Council decided to move  
forward with particular park improvements or property acquisitions. 

Ms. Piekarski questioned if there was any risk involved if the City entered into the grant agreement and if  
there was a deadline to spend the grant money. 

Mr. Carlson stated the legislature could cancel the appropriation of funds at any time.   

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he did not disagree with having access to the grant money but he  
would be a staunch advocate of cautiously spending money on park improvements.   

Ms. Piekarski opined there should be more realistic partnerships whereby the people that want some of  
the amenities could participate in the ongoing maintenance. 

Councilmember Bartholomew agreed that the City should keep Heritage Village Park as passive as  
possible until point in time that people make a strong push for certain amenities and are willing to pay for  
the ongoing maintenance costs.   

The City Council agreed to move forward with entering into a grant agreement for the full $2 million. 

5. ADJOURN 

The meeting was adjourned by a unanimous vote at 8:55 p.m. 



 

 INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
MONDAY, JANUARY 26, 2015 - 8150 BARBARA AVENUE 

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL  The City Council of Inver Grove Heights met in regular session on 
Monday, January 26, 2015, in the City Council Chambers.  Mayor Tourville called the meeting to order at 
7:00 p.m. Present were Council members Bartholomew, Hark, Mueller and Piekarski Krech; City 
Administrator Lynch, City Attorney Kuntz, Community Development Director Link, Public Works Director  
Thureen, Chief Stanger, Chief Thill, City Engineer Kaldunski,  Assistant City Engineer Dodge, and Deputy  
Clerk Kennedy 

3. PRESENTATIONS:  

A.  Introduction of Human Resources Manager  

Mr. Lynch introduced Janet Shefchick as the new Human Resources Manager and welcomed her to the  
City. 

B.  Lions Club Donation to Inver Grove Heights Fire Department 

Chief Thill explained the Inver Grove Heights Lions donated money to the Fire Department to purchase 
three (3) first responder fire suppression kits.  Each kit contained three (3) canisters with chemicals that 
could be used by first responders to put out fires.  She stated one (1) canister had enough power to put 
out a fire in a typical room inside a house.  The canisters would be kept in Fire officer vehicles as they  
typically were the first people to arrive at a scene.  

Sharon Mueller, 7800 Boyd Ave. E., stated the funds were raised through events hosted by the Lions Club 
throughout the year.  She explained Lions Club members were individuals who volunteered their time to  
humanitarian causes in their communities.        

4. CONSENT AGENDA: 

Councilmember Hark removed Item 4A from the Consent Agenda. 

Mayor Tourville removed Item 4E from the Consent Agenda. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech removed Items 4G and 4H from the Consent Agenda. 

B.  Resolution No. 15-10 Approving Disbursements for Period Ending January 21, 2015 

C.  Final Compensating Change Order No. 2, Final Pay Voucher No. 3, Engineer’s Report of Acceptance 
and Resolution No. 15-11 Accepting Work for City Project No. 2013-06 – South Robert Trail (TH 3)  
Stormwater Facilities Repairs 

D.  Receive Quotes and Award Contract for Sanitary Sewer Lining 

F.  Accept Donations for Various Parks and Recreation Programs 

I.  Approve Golf Course Technician Job Description 

J.  Personnel Actions 

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Hark, to approve the Consent Agenda 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

A. (i) Minutes – January 5, 2015 Special City Council Meeting 

Councilmember Hark requested that the minutes be voted on separately. 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Mueller, to approve the minutes of the January 5, 2015  
special City Council meeting 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0  Motion carried. 
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A.  (ii) Minutes – January 12, 2015 Regular City Council Meeting  

Councilmember Hark stated he would abstain because he was absent from the January 12th meeting. 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Mueller, to approve the minutes of the January 12, 2015  
regular City Council meeting 

Ayes: 4 
Nays: 0  
Abstain: 1 (Hark) Motion carried. 

E.   Resolution Receiving the Final Feasibility Report and Scheduling Public Hearing for City Project No.  
2015-13, Northwest Area Trunk Utility Improvements, Argenta District (70th Street Lift Station to  
Blackstone Ridge Development) 

Mayor Tourville stated because the City was considering receiving the feasibility report for the trunk utility 
project in the Argenta District he wanted to discuss the possibility of adding the 69th Street alignment 
alternative.  He explained he understood that the Council previously took action to change the 
Comprehensive Sewer Plan and remove the 69th Street alignment from consideration.  He opined 
because the preliminary cost estimates indicated the 69th Street alternative may be more cost effective 
than either the 70th Street or 71st Street alternatives it would be prudent to at least order an additional 
feasibility report to examine the 69th Street alignment.  He explained the Council would then have more 
accurate cost estimates when voting on a final alignment.  He opined it was a mistake to remove 69th 
Street from consideration without having a feasibility report.  He stated ordering a feasibility report would  
not require the City to choose the 69th Street alignment.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the Council voted to remove the 69th Street alternative because 
the residents in the neighborhood were so adamantly opposed to the utility extension.  She opined she 
had a problem with reversing the previous action that was taken because citizens would not be able to 
trust the Council to abide by their decisions.  She stated if the 69th Street alternative was going to be put 
back on the table for consideration another public hearing should be held to get the input of the  
neighborhood.        

Mayor Tourville stated another public hearing was not needed to simply order a feasibility report to get 
more detailed cost estimates.  He agreed another public hearing would be warranted if, after reviewing the 
feasibility report, the Council wanted to consider putting the 69th Street alternative back into the 
Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  He opined the Council could not make an educated decision on the 
alignment alternatives without having a detailed cost feasibility for the 69th Street alternative.  He clarified 
the extension of utilities through the 69th Street neighborhood would not force any residents to hook up to  
the system. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech reiterated the neighborhood opposed the 69th Street alignment.   

Mayor Tourville stated some residents in the 69th Street neighborhood may feel differently after seeing the 
feasibility report.  He explained he heard from some residents that there was a misconception that  
everyone would be forced to hook up if utilities were extended through the 69th Street neighborhood.       

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated if the residents wanted the Council to reconsider they needed to 
come to a meeting and voice their opinions.  She reiterated there had been no notification to the 69th  
Street neighborhood that the Council was going to reconsider the issue.   

Mayor Tourville questioned what would need to be done to include the 69th Street alternative in the  
feasibility report. 

Mr. Kuntz stated in November the Council adopted the Comprehensive Sewer Plan after holding a public 
hearing.  The adoption of the plan included the elimination of the 69th Street alternative.  The Council 
chose to retain the 70th Street and 71st Street alignment alternatives in the plan.  Subsequent to that 
action the Council ordered a more detailed feasibility report to consider how to extend the sewer line from 
the lift station to the Blackstone Ridge.  The feasibility report focused on the alignment alternatives 
contained in the Comprehensive Sewer Plan, 70th Street and 71st Street.  The current item on the agenda 
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dealt with receiving the feasibility report for those two routes.  The resolutions were drafted to reflect staff’s 
recommendation that Council select the 71st Street alignment and order a public hearing to invite the 
public to comment on the selection of 71st Street.  He explained if the Council wanted to also study the 
69th Street alternative the Council could not take action on Item 4E and direct staff to add 69th Street as a 
supplement to the feasibility report.  He noted the City Council could not put the 69th Street alternative  
back into the Comprehensive Sewer Plan without holding another public hearing.       

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned what time constraints the City would be under if no action was  
taken and a supplemental feasibility study was ordered.      

Mr. Kaldunski stated a timeline was put together to extend utilities to the Blackstone Ridge development 
by 2016.  He explained the plans for the Blackstone Vista development would not be able to be finalized  
until an alignment was selected.     

Councilmember Bartholomew clarified the additional feasibility study could delay the developer’s timeline  
for Blackstone Vista. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated it could delay the approval of the developer’s construction plans.     

Mayor Tourville stated the engineering report indicated that the 69th Street alignment was the most 
favorable and cost feasible route.  He questioned if the residents in the 69th Street neighborhood would  
be forced to hook up to the system. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated it was unlikely given the depth planned for the sewer line. 

Mayor Tourville questioned if the developer would object to the City studying the 69th Street alternative. 

Ian Peterson, Vice President of Ryland Homes, stated the plans for Blackstone Vista had already been 
submitted and the engineering review was at a standstill until a decision was made regarding the final 
alignment.  He explained the timeline that had been established would not be met if the City had to go 
through the process to consider another amendment to the Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  He 
acknowledged there was definitely an economic benefit to the City with respect to the 69th Street 
alignment.  He stated the fact that 69th Street was the less expensive alternative was discussed at the 
public hearing in November.  He explained the developer could not afford to have a delay at this point in  
the process.   

Mayor Tourville questioned how long it would take to prepare the supplemental feasibility report on 69th  
Street.     

Mr. Kaldunski stated it would take approximately three (3) weeks to amend the feasibility report and it 
could be brought back to the Council for review in approximately one (1) month.  He noted if the City was 
expected to hold a public hearing in April there could be time to order a supplemental feasibility study and  
consider an amendment to the Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  

Mayor Tourville questioned what the advantages were to the 69th Street alignment beyond the cost  
savings. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated one of the main advantages was an approximate $350,000 savings in construction 
costs.  He noted the right-of-way acquisition costs would need to be further refined.  He explained there 
were fewer easements that needed to be purchased for the 69th Street alternative.  He stated the 69th 
Street alternative would not require the pipe to be buried as deep as the 71st Street alternative which  
would also contribute to cheaper construction costs. 

Councilmember Bartholomew agreed there was a cost advantage to the 69th Street alternative.  He stated 
it seemed that the Council would not consider the 69th Street alternative if the neighborhood was 
opposed.  He questioned if there would be enough support on the Council to consider changing the 
Comprehensive Sewer Plan again if the feasibility report showed it would be the most cost effective 
option.  He stated he did not want to spend money on another feasibility report if there was no intention of  
adding 69th Street to the Comprehensive Sewer Plan because of neighborhood opposition.  

Mayor Tourville stated four (4) votes would be needed change the Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  
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Councilmember Mueller questioned how much the feasibility study would cost. 

Mr. Kaldunski estimated the supplement would cost $10,000 or less. 

Councilmember Mueller stated the City could potentially save $350,000 if the 69th Street alternative 
proved to be the most feasible.  He opined the Council should at least order the feasibility study to look at  
the numbers.   

Mr. Peterson questioned how the timeline for the approval process would be impacted if the feasibility 
study was ordered and the Council made the decision to consider adding 69th Street to the  
Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  

Mr. Kuntz stated a supplemental feasibility report could be brought back on February 23rd and the Council 
would be asked to select a route.  If at that time the consensus was that the 69th Street alternative was 
the preferred route a public hearing could be scheduled to consider the required Comprehensive Plan  
amendment on March 23rd.  

Mr. Peterson stated the developer would be amenable to that schedule.  

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he would not support the 69th Street alternative if there was not clear 
support from the neighborhood.  He opined he was not opposed to the feasibility study to evaluate the  
cost estimates for each of the three (3) alternatives.  

Deborah Van, 6660 Argenta Trail, stated the Council originally removed the 69th Street alternative from 
the Comprehensive Sewer Plan because it was an exception neighborhood.  She opined the majority of 
the residents in the 69th Street neighborhood did not believe that they would be forced to hook up to the  
system.    

Pat Simon, 1636 69th St. W., reviewed all of the residents in the neighborhood that were opposed to the 
69th Street alternative and stated they did not come to the meeting because they did not know the issue 
was going to be discussed.  She clarified at the meeting in November the City was unable to answer if the  
residents would be forced to hook up to the system.   

Mayor Tourville stated because of the depth of the utilities the residents would have to petition the City for  
a lateral connection to hook up to the system.   

Ms. Simon questioned if the neighborhood would be assessed for the road improvements on 69th Street. 

Mayor Tourville stated it would depend on what the City decided to do with the road.    

Jim Deanovic opined the Council’s decision to eliminate the 69th Street alternative would cost the City 
more money and was detrimental to all the property owners in the neighborhood who were interested in 
selling their property.  He stated since that time he had been contacted by a broker representing up to four 
(4) property owners in the neighborhood who were interested in selling their property.  He explained he 
could not consider purchasing the properties at this time because they were a part of the exception 
neighborhood.  He opined it was a mistake not to at least study the 69th Street alternative.  He stated as a  
taxpayer $350,000-$500,000 in potential savings was a lot money. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated if certain property owners in the exception neighborhood had 
changed their minds they needed to communicate that with the City themselves.  She explained she was  
still operating under the assumption that the neighborhood was not in favor of the 69th Street alternative.        

Mr. Kuntz stated the March 23rd target for a potential public hearing to consider an amendment to the  
Comprehensive Plan was overly aggressive and stated April 13th was a more realistic time frame.    

Jim Peltier, 7250 Argenta Trail, stated there was a lot of confusion in the neighborhood because most 
people did not have a clear understanding of the Council’s action.  He opined the discussion was very  
convoluted and hard to follow.      

Motion by Tourville, second by Mueller, to table Item 4E and direct staff to order a supplemental 
feasibility report to include the 69th Street alternative   
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Ayes: 4 
Nays: 1 (Piekarski Krech) Motion carried. 

G. Approve Interim Appointment of Golf Course Superintendent 

H. Approve Interim Appointment of Assistant Golf Course Superintendent 

Mr. Lynch explained the City’s long-time Golf Course Superintendent retired and staff would like to appoint  
an individual to that vacant position on an interim basis.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined the interim appointment should be for a six (6) month period 
rather than a three (3) month period.  She stated she was uncomfortable with deviating from the City’s  
standard protocol. 

Matt Moynihan, Clubhouse Superintendent, explained the individual that would fill the Assistant Golf 
Course Superintendent position currently worked in the Parks department.  He stated the three (3) month 
period was suggested because the Parks Superintendent could not advertise the opening in his 
department until the interim period was over.  The intent was for the Parks department to have a  
replacement in place for the spring season. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech opined the City needed to be consistent in its practices.  She stated a 
three (3) month period would not allow either of the individuals to demonstrate their performance during  
the golf season. 

Mr. Lynch stated the Parks Maintenance department would need to fill the vacancy using part-time,  
seasonal employees until a full time replacement could be hired. 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to approve interim appointment of Golf  
Course Superintendent and Assistant Golf Course Superintendent for a 6-month period 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT:  None. 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

A. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Ordering the Project, Authorizing and Approving Final 
Plans and Specifications, Authorizing City Attorney to Complete Easement Negotiations and 
Authorizing Advertisement for Bids for the 2015 Improvement Program, City Project No. 2015-10, 
Northwest Area Trunk Utility Improvements, Argenta District (Alverno Avenue to Blackstone Vista  
Development) 

B. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Ordering the Project, Authorizing and Approving Final 
Plans and Specifications, Authorizing City Attorney to Complete Easement Negotiations and 
Authorizing Advertisement for Bids for the 2015 Improvement Program, City Project No. 2015-11,  
Northwest Area 70th Street Lift Station, Argenta District  

Motion by Mueller, second by Piekarski Krech, to open the public hearing for City Project Nos.  
2015-10 and 2015-11 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated the proposed project would involve the extension of trunk sanitary sewer and trunk 
water main from Alverno Avenue to Argenta Trail and onto Blackstone Vista.  He provided an overview of 
the proposed alignment.  The project would generally occur on an easement negotiated across the Peltier 
property.  He explained this was the start of the trunk sewer and water main system that would serve the 
Blackstone developments and ultimately the whole Northwest Area Argenta District.  He noted the project 
would not be funded using special assessments.  The project would be funded through connection fees as 
development occurred.  He stated staff negotiated the purchase of the easement across the Peltier 
property and if the project was ordered staff would also move forward with the easement acquisition  
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process.  

Mr. Kaldunski explained the lift station project would involve the construction of a submersible pump  
system on 70th Street.  The developer of Blackstone Vista would install the trunk sewer within his 
development and the City would construct the lift station.  The project would service the entire Argenta 
District.  The estimated cost of construction was $739,000 and would also be funded through connection 
fees collected at the time of development.  He noted no special assessments would be levied for the 
project.  No easement costs would be incurred because the developer agreed to provide the necessary  
right-of-way within his development and on outlots A and B.      

Councilmember Piekarski Krech clarified that the lift station would go in the proposed location regardless  
of the final alignment chosen for the trunk sanitary sewer. 

Mr. Kaldunski replied in the affirmative.  He explained all three (3) alignment alternatives would bring the 
flow from the north to the lift station on 70th Street.  From that point there would be a force main that would  
go through the Blackstone Vista development to the gravity sewer across the Peltier property.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned what the lift station would be connected to and what it would  
serve at this point. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated the immediate need for the lift station was to service the Blackstone Vista  
development. 

Mr. Kuntz asked Mr. Kaldunski to review the timeframe for construction. 

Mr. Kaldunski stated the lift station project would be put out for bid immediately if it was ordered by the 
Council and construction would start as soon as possible in the spring for a completion date in September 
to allow all of Blackstone Vista to be serviced.  The gravity sewer segment would begin as soon as the 
easement was secured and bids were in place.  It was anticipated that construction would start in May and  
would be completed in the summer.   

Jim Peltier, 7250 Argenta Trail, stated it was hard to make any decisions regarding his property without  
knowing the alignment of Argenta Trail. 

Mr. Thureen stated Mr. Peltier’s comments related to the layout and development of additional properties 
and the construction of the collector system.  He noted there was flexibility built into the City’s collector  
street system plans so that the actual alignments could be tweaked as new developments were proposed.     

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Piekarski Krech, to close the public hearing for City Project  
No. 2015-10 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Piekarski Krech, to adopt Resolution No. 15-12 Ordering the 
Project, Authorizing and Approving Final Plans and Specifications, Authorizing City Attorney to 
Complete Easement Negotiations and Authorizing Advertisement for Bids for the 2015 
Improvement Program, City Project No. 2015-10, Northwest Area Trunk Utility Improvements,  
Argenta District (Alverno Avenue to Blackstone Vista Development)  

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to close the public hearing for City Project  
No. 2015-11 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

Motion by Mueller, second by Bartholomew, to adopt Resolution No. 15-13 Ordering the Project, 
Authorizing and Approving Final Plans and Specifications, Authorizing City Attorney to Complete 
Easement Negotiations and Authorizing Advertisement for Bids for the 2015 Improvement  
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Program, City Project No. 2015-11, Northwest Area 70th Street Lift Station, Argenta District  

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

7. REGULAR AGENDA: 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 

A. IMH SPECIAL ASSET 175: Consider Resolution relating to a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to 
Change the Land Use Designation of a Portion of the property from MU, Mixed Use to LMDR, Low-
Medium Density Residential for the property located at the Northeast Corner of Hwy 3 and County  
Road 26 

Mr. Link reviewed the location of the 39 acre parcel.  He explained the request was to amend the 
comprehensive plan to change the land use designation of 16 acres of the property to Low-Medium  
Density Residential (LMDR) to allow for single-family development.  The developer’s plan would create 
three (3) different neighborhoods including single-family, townhome, and apartments.  He noted 
essentially three outlots would be created that would each be sold to different developers.  He stated the  
applicant submitted a concept site plan to support the comprehensive plan amendment request.  The 
concept plan was provided to give the City an idea of how the development could potentially be laid out on 
the property.  The concept site plan proposed 46 single-family lots, 50 townhomes, and a 200-unit 
apartment building.  Planning staff recommended denial of the request due to both land use and financial 
concerns.  The viability of the concept site plan as it pertained to the townhome and apartment 
components was a concern as well the potential impact to surrounding properties that remained 
undeveloped.  The financial risk was also a concern because most of the connection fees would be tied to 
the proposed apartment and townhome developments.  He stated the Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the request because they wanted to spur development, take advantage of the 
current market, and provide support to existing and future commercial developments.  The Housing 
Committee recommended denial of the request based on concerns related to the loss of density, 
questions related to the site design, and a desire to have one developer responsible for all components of  
the development.          

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned how much revenue would be generated from connection fees  
for each phase of the proposed development.  

Mr. Link stated the connection fees for the townhome and apartment components would be approximately  
$2.6 million.  The connection fees for the 46 single family lots would be approximately $630,000.  Staff 
had questions regarding the viability of the apartment and townhome site plans and those plans were tied  
to approximately $2.6 million in revenue. 

Mayor Tourville stated there were questions and concerns related to the financial aspects of the site plan,  
the viability of the site plan, and the fact that multiple developers would likely be involved in the process. 

Tim Keenan, IMH Special Asset 175, stated his company was very invested in the project and committed 
to being involved in every phase of the development.  He explained his company would build the 
apartment project and would be part of the development for the single-family project and for the townhome 
project.  He stated the site would be a tough piece of property to develop and his company owned it.  He 
added that he had not heard any public opposition to the project and all of the improvements would be 
within City easements.  He explained he had interest from developers regarding both the single-family and 
townhome projects.  He stated the apartment project could be either market rate apartments or senior 
housing.  He noted the current request related to changing the zoning of 15.7 acres of the property.  He 
committed to putting up signage on the property to make it clear to potential homebuyers that an  
apartment building would be constructed in the future.   

Councilmember Mueller expressed concern about the roundabout and the proximity of the right-of-way  
and setbacks to the proposed site for the apartment component.  He questioned if the developer would be 
willing to move the apartment building to where the townhomes were proposed to be located.   
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Mr. Keenan stated those questions had to be addressed in the next stage of the development process.  
He explained the onus was on him to prove to the City that the apartment and the townhome components  
would work in order to obtain plat approval.  He noted he would also be extending the trunk utilities to the  
north side of the property to open up neighboring properties for future development.  He stated the  
concept site plan incorporated the most recent information from Mn/DOT and the County.   

Mayor Tourville stated a major concern was that there were no assurances that the apartment and  
townhome projects would be built or that the plans would not be downsized.   

Mr. Keenan noted that the site plan that was provided to support the zoning amendment was not a 
finalized document that could not be tweaked.  He reiterated the concept site plan was provided to show  
the City that the proposal could work within the constraints of the property.  He stated the only thing that 
was set in stone was the density requirements that would have to be met in order for the development to  
be approved. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated she needed some assurances that all of the components would be  
built and the project would not be downsized. 

Mr. Keenan stated he committed to building an apartment project in Apple Valley and he began 
construction in the fall of 2014.  He reiterated the current zoning of the property required higher density 
development and the request was to change the zoning on 15.7 acres.  He explained no other assurances  
could be provided at this stage of the process but he was willing to do the work necessary in the next  
stage to prove that each phase of the development would work. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if something could be built into the development agreement 
for the single-family project that would provide an assurance that the apartment and townhome projects  
would be built. 

Mr. Kuntz stated the assurance would have to be built into a development agreement for the single-family 
component in the form of a cash escrow to cover the connection fees for the apartment and townhome  
components.      

Mayor Tourville stated no developer would agree to pay $2.6 million up front. 

Mr. Keenan stated he did not believe the City had ever asked another developer to do that either. 

Mayor Tourville questioned how the extension of utilities would be funded. 

Mr. Link stated there had been no decision regarding payment for construction of trunk utilities and the  
developer submitted a petition requesting the City to install the utilities. 

Tom Goodrum, Westwood Engineering, stated he met with staff from the City, County, and Mn/DOT 
regarding the future roundabout and the easements needed for right-of-way and ponding.  He reiterated 
the necessary easements were incorporated into the concept site plan that was provided to support the 
rezoning of the 15.7 acres.  He stated the next phase of the process would involve a detailed review of the  
site plan where the details could be further refined.  He explained the trunk utilities were already stubbed 
across the road onto the developer’s property.  The City’s sewer plan showed an easement going through 
the property to the north.  He noted the two properties to the north would not have access to trunk utilities 
until the subject property was developed and the easements were dedicated.  He explained the 
developer’s project proposed to dedicate the easements for the extension of trunk utilities  
through the property and the concept site plan accounted for the easements.         

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the site plan could be reconfigured by reducing the number of  
single-family homes to make the apartment and townhome projects more feasible. 

Mr. Goodrum stated the proposed number of single-family lots made the development viable. 

Mayor Tourville clarified the Council was being asked to approve an amendment to the comprehensive  
plan, not the site plan or the number of units to be included in the development. 
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Mr. Link replied in the affirmative.  He stated comprehensive plan amendments generally pertained to 
determining the appropriate land use for the property and did not get into the level of detail being  
discussed regarding the concept site plan.   

Mr. Goodrum noted the developer would have the ability to make minor changes if necessary during the  
site plan review and approval process. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the single family development had to be done by PUD. 

Mr. Link stated all development in the Northwest Area required a PUD. 

Mr. Kuntz questioned if the developer intended at the time of single-family development to dedicate the  
open spaces outside of the single-family development.   

Mr. Goodrum stated the developer viewed the project as three (3) development parcels controlled by IMH. 

Mr. Kuntz questioned if the retention pond on Outlot B would be constructed when the single-family project  
was built. 

Mr. Goodrum stated the developer would construct what was required by the City to meet the stormwater  
requirements for the entire development. 

Mr. Keenan stated even though there were three (3) separate components to the development he had to  
plan for what would be required to develop the entire 40 acre parcel. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the entire 40 acres could be covered by one PUD rather  
than having separate plans for each outlot.  She opined that may provide the City with some assurance  
that the entire development would be constructed.    

Mr. Keenan stated he would have no problem with doing that because he was willing to show all of the  
improvements that would be required for the entire 40 acre development.    

Mr. Kuntz clarified when the developer came to the City for approval of the single-family project the  
Council wanted to approve a PUD plan for the development of all 40 acres.  He stated the Council was  
asking the developer to submit a final plat at the time he requested approval for the single-family project. 

Mr. Keenan stated he could not provide plans for the entire 40 acres at that point because the market  
demands may change and the apartment building may need to be a senior housing project rather than 
market-rate apartments.  He reiterated he needed to put a higher density product on the property no  
matter what because that was how the property was currently zoned.   

Mr. Goodrum stated they could have the concept site plan be a part of the PUD approval for the first 
phase of the project.  As future phases of the project were brought forward the developer would have to 
come back before the Council to discuss any changes that were proposed to the master site plan.  He 
reiterated the concept plan could be a part of the PUD for the entire 40 acres.   
Mr. Link stated staff did have discussions with the developer about preparing a master plan for the entire 
40 acre parcel.  He questioned how much detail would be required on the master plan in order to obtain 
approval for the single-family project.  He explained approval of the comprehensive plan amendment  
would establish a line between the single-family and the multi-family projects. 

Mr. Keenan stated the City would receive more detail on the single-family and townhome projects right  
away because he had builders interested in each of the projects.  He reiterated the plans for the  
apartment project had to meet the density requirements and could not show anything less. 

Mr. Kuntz questioned if the developer was going to request that the City install the utility and road  
infrastructure.  

Mr. Goodrum stated the developer requested a feasibility study to start the discussion regarding the City’s  
expectation related to the installation of utilities and collector streets.   

Jim Zentner, 8004 Delano Way, stated the ULI study recommended that there be a single developer for 
the property.  He explained he had been an advocate of workforce housing for many years and this piece 
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of property was targeted as a viable site for higher density development.  He expressed concern regarding 
payment of connection fees and opined that the higher density development was needed in order to meet  
the financial projections for the Northwest Area.   

Kathleen Jesme,7085 Allen Way, stated she would be looking at the proposed development from her 
property.  She opined that only 30 acres of the property was developable and expressed concern that the  
single family component would account for half of the developable acreage.   

Nicola Abbott,6720 Argenta Trail, stated she heard a rumor that the housing on the property could be low  
income.  She questioned what was meant by the term “affordable”. 

Mayor Tourville explained workforce housing was income based. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated workforce housing was typically for individuals in entry-level jobs  
with incomes between $30-50,000.   

Mr. Keenan reiterated the apartment project would be a market- rate or senior housing project.  He  
explained the townhome development, or a portion thereof, could be workforce housing. 

Mary T’Kach, 7848 Babcock Trail, opined approval of the comprehensive plan amendment would set a  
precedent in the Northwest Area and could contribute to greater financial shortfalls. 

Chris Becker, 1210 70th St. W., stated people had been looking for development in the area for a long 
time.  He expressed concern that the proposed comprehensive plan amendment would create a shortfall 
in the number of units projected for the property.  He encouraged the developer to come back with a plan  
that could be supported by City staff and the Housing Committee.   

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the density projections were short. 

Mr. Link stated the overall density projections for the property would work as proposed by the developer. 

Mr. Hark clarified the density was slightly under the overall projections. 

Mr. Goodrum stated the developer was asking for a comprehensive plan amendment for LMDR, similar to 
what is seen on surrounding properties.  He referenced the ULI report and stated the study encouraged 
the type of development being proposed.  He noted the developer was trying to support the City’s goals  
and long term vision for the Northwest Area.  

Councilmember Bartholomew stated it was a risk to the City to take the developer’s assurances that the  
multi-family components would be constructed.   

Dan Schaeffer, 7305 Argenta Trail, opined the higher density development near the single family could be 
detrimental to the property values of the single family lots.  He stated it would make more sense to build  
the apartment component first and then the single family homes. 

Mayor Tourville stated that would be the advantage of having a master plan in place for the entire 40 acre  
parcel. 

Councilmember Hark questioned how long the City was going to wait to get development going.  He 
stated the perfect plan did not exist and all developments come with some level of risk.  He opined he did 
not want to wait another five (5) to ten (10) years for the property to develop because it would spur other  
development in the Northwest Area.  

Mayor Tourville stated the development of the Northwest Area had always involved risk.  He explained he 
wanted to see a master plan that would lay out development of the entire parcel and it would not be 
prudent to say at this point in the process that an apartment building would be the absolute best fit for the  
property.  He noted density was an issue across the Northwest Area.   

Mr. Becker stated it was possible to build affordable housing without apartments and the bigger issue was  
offering affordable options.       
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Mr. Peltier opined no developer could provide the level of assurance the Council was asking for.  He 
stated it was not in the Council’s purview to decide if a person would or would not purchase a home 
because of the existence of higher density development.  He opined that the City was undermining  
development by trying to control every component of the process.   

Ms. Jesme questioned how much of the property was buildable.  She suggested that the developer come 
back with a plan that reduced the size of the single family lots and allowed more space for the higher  
density development. 

Mr. Peltier stated there was a lot of property in the Northwest Area that would not meet density projections  
due to the topography of the land. 

Councilmember Bartholomew expressed concern that the remnant of property after the rezoning that the  
multi-family projects could be built on was too small.   

Mr. Link stated staff’s concern was that the boundaries for the apartment and townhome components  
were tight when the setback and easement requirements were factored in.   

Mayor Tourville stated the onus was on the developer to prove that the plans could work on the site within  
the constraints of the property.        

Paul Mandell, 8320 Cleadis Ave., expressed concern that the Council had set a precedent for downsizing 
in the Northwest Area.  He opined that eventually the City would reach a point where it would not be able  
to meet the financial obligations in the Northwest Area.   

Motion by Hark, second by Tourville, to adopt Resolution No. 15-14 approving a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment to Change the Land Use Designation of a Portion of the property from MU, Mixed 
Use to LMDR, Low-Medium Density Residential for the property located at the Northeast Corner of  
Hwy 3 and County Road 26 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

PUBLIC WORKS: 

B. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Resolution Receiving Feasibility Report, Establishing 
City Project No. 2015-14, 47th Street Area Water and Sewer Improvements, Scheduling a Public 
Hearing and Authorizing Preparation of Plans and Specifications for the 2015 Pavement Management 
Program, City Project No. 2015-09E, 47th Street Area Reconstruction and for City Project No. 2015-14,  
47th Street Area Water and Sewer Improvement and Rehabilitation   

Mr. Dodge stated a revised assessment roll and project map were provided for incorporation into the 
feasibility report.  He explained the project consisted of drainage improvements, utility improvements, 
rehabilitation and street reconstruction of the 47th Street area as well as the mill and overlay of 46th Street 
Court.  The drainage improvements were coordinated with feasibility report for the Ullrich Addition 
development.  The 51st Street area was reviewed and found not to be feasible to incorporate into the 2015 
Pavement Management Program due to funding challenges.  He noted the 51st Street area could be 
considered in a future project via petition and Council direction.  He explained another informational  
meeting would be held for the public prior to the public hearing.        

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the property owners in the area were aware of the proposed  
assessments outlined in the report. 

Mr. Dodge stated the affected property owners would be notified of the public hearing and the proposed 
assessments if the Council received the feasibility report.  He noted the proposed assessments would also  
be discussed at the neighborhood meeting prior to the public hearing. 

Councilmember Mueller questioned if there had been any discussion with the Church regarding the  
project. 

Mr. Dodge stated staff did provide the Church with the information from the benefit appraisal analysis. 
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Mayor Tourville stated residents in the 51st Street area were upset that they were removed from the  
project.  He requested that the Council support that neighborhood being included in a feasibility study in  
the very near future. 

The City Council agreed the 51st Street area should be incorporated into a feasibility study. 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to adopt Resolution No. 15-15 Establishing 
City Project No. 2015-14, 47th Street Area Water and Sewer Improvements and Rehabilitation, 
Receiving Feasibility Report, Scheduling a Public Hearing and Authorizing Preparation of Plans 
and Specifications and Resolution No. 15-16 Receiving Feasibility Report, Scheduling Public 
Hearing and Authorizing Preparation of Plans and Specifications for the 2015 Pavement  
Management Program, City Project No. 2015-09E, 47th Street Area Reconstruction  

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

C. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS: Consider Resolutions Approving Project Labor Agreements for 
City Project No. 2015-10, Northwest Area Trunk Utility Improvements, Argenta District (Alverno 
Avenue to Blackstone Vista Development) and City Project No. 2015-11, Northwest Area 70th Street  
Lift Station, Argenta District 

Mr. Kuntz explained the item presents the opportunity for the Council to consider whether the plans and 
specifications for each of the projects would require project labor agreements.  He stated the City had 
made the decision to require project labor agreements on larger public infrastructure improvement projects  
in the past.    

Councilmember Piekarski Krech clarified this would apply only to a city-initiated project. 

Mr. Kuntz replied in the affirmative. 

Motion by Mueller, second by Piekarski Krech, to adopt Resolution No. 15-17 approving a Project 
Labor Agreement for City Project No. 2015-10, Northwest Area Trunk Utility Improvements, 
Argenta District (Alverno Avenue to Blackstone Vista Development) and Resolution No. 15-18 
approving a Project Labor Agreement for City Project No. 2015-11, Northwest Area 70th Street Lift 
Station, Argenta District 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

8. MAYOR & COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

9. ADJOURN: Motion by Bartholomew, second by Hark, to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned by  
 a unanimous vote at 10:20 pm. 



AGENDA ITEM _____4B_____ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 
 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  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 January 22, 2015 to 
February 4, 2015. 
 
 
SUMMARY                         
 
Shown below is a listing of the disbursements for the various funds for the period ending  
February 4, 2015.  The detail of these disbursements is attached to this memo. 
 
 

General & Special Revenue $411,742.04
Debt Service & Capital Projects 5,144,044.29
Enterprise & Internal Service 313,789.52
Escrows 2,578.86

Grand Total for All Funds $5,872,154.71

 
 
 
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 January 22, 2015 to February 4, 2015 and the listing of disbursements requested for 
approval. 
 



 
 
 
 
 

DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING DISBURSEMENTS FOR THE 
PERIOD ENDING February 4, 2015 

 
 WHEREAS, a list of disbursements for the period ending February 4, 2015 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 $411,742.04
Debt Service & Capital Projects 5,144,044.29
Enterprise & Internal Service 313,789.52
Escrows 2,578.86

Grand Total for All Funds $5,872,154.71

 
 
 
 Adopted by the City Council of Inver Grove Heights this 9th day of February, 
2015. 
 
Ayes: 
                              
Nays:         

___________________________ 
        George Tourville, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________ 
Melissa Kennedy, Deputy City Clerk 

 
 
 



Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (Item) Account Number Amount
ABDO, EICK & MEYERS, LLP 337526 01/28/2015 43697 101.41.2000.415.30100 9,000.00              
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522858/5 01/28/2015 501126 101.42.4000.421.60018 25.26                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522871/5 01/28/2015 501126 101.42.4000.421.60018 14.97                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522643/5 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.40040 91.89                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522654/5 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.40040 17.99                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522836/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.40040 6.98                     
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522836/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60040 46.99                   
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0037050 01/23/2015 UNION DUES (AFSCME FAIR SHARE101.203.2031000 33.04                   
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0037051 01/23/2015 UNION DUES (AFSCME FULL SHARE101.203.2031000 756.69                 
AFSCME COUNCIL 5 INV0037052 01/23/2015 UNION DUES (AFSCME FULL SHARE101.203.2031000 86.00                   
ALEX AIR APPARATUS, INC. 26881 12/31/2014 1/12/15 101.42.4200.423.40040 665.00                 
APWA 2015 MEMBERSHIP 01/28/2015 2015 MEMBERSHIP 101.43.5000.441.50070 937.50                 
BILL RASCHER MECHANICAL INC. 4192 12/31/2014 140924 101.44.6000.451.40040 2,090.00              
CA DEPT OF CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES INV0037053 01/23/2015 MIGUEL GUADALAJARA FEIN/TAXPA101.203.2032100 279.69                 
CARGILL, INC. 2902089240 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 10,709.09            
CARGILL, INC. 2902093011 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 24,737.28            
CARGILL, INC. 2902098739 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 9,147.37              
CENTURY LINK 1/19/15 651 455 9072 782 02/04/2015 651 455 9072 101.42.4200.423.50020 42.57                   
CENTURY LINK 1-7-15 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.50020 58.94                   
CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS RECEIVABLES 400413005532 12/31/2014 612005356 101.42.4000.421.30700 1,966.50              
COLLINS ELECTRICAL CONST. 1432540.01 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.43.5400.445.40042 582.93                 
COMCAST 1/19/15 8772 10 591 0024702/04/2015 8772 10 591 0024732 101.42.4200.423.30700 2.25                     
COMCAST 1/5/15 8772 10 591 03595202/04/2015 8772 10 591 0359526 101.42.4200.423.30700 12.62                   
COMPASS MINERALS AMERICA INC. 71286410 02/04/2015 533306/CSH950192 101.43.5200.443.60016 7,318.04              
COMPASS MINERALS AMERICA INC. 71287327 02/04/2015 533306/CSH950192 101.43.5200.443.60016 10,377.53            
CONNEY SAFETY PRODUCTS 04841043 12/31/2014 35890 101.42.4000.421.60065 258.93                 
CRAWFORD DOOR SALES COMPANY 17472 02/04/2015 16275 101.42.4200.423.40040 127.00                 
CULLIGAN 12/31/14 157-98459100-6 12/31/2014 157-98459100-6 101.42.4200.423.60065 4.95                     
CULLIGAN 12/31/14 157-98459118-8 12/31/2014 157-98459118-8 101.42.4200.423.60065 60.65                   
CUSTOM REMODELERS, INC. 106691 12/31/2014 BD2014-2160 JOB CANCELLED 101.45.0000.3221000 80.00                   
DAKOTA AWARDS INC 1501247 02/04/2015 IN23037 101.41.1100.413.60065 83.41                   
DAKOTA COMMUNICATIONS CENTER IG2015 02 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 101 42 4000 421 70502 45 743 40

Expense Approval Report
City of Inver Grove Heights By Fund

Payment Dates 1/22/2015 - 2/4/2015

DAKOTA COMMUNICATIONS CENTER IG2015-02 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 101.42.4000.421.70502 45,743.40          
DAKOTA COMMUNICATIONS CENTER IG2015-02 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 101.42.4200.423.70502 5,082.60              
DAKOTA COUNTY NORTHERN SERVICE CE1/26/15 01/28/2015 NOTARY COMMISSION 101.43.5100.442.50070 20.00                   
DAKOTA CTY CHIEFS OF POLICE ASSOC 2015 MEMBER DUES 02/04/2015 2015 MEMBER DUES 101.42.4000.421.50070 600.00                 
DAKOTA CTY FINANCIAL SVCS 00014392 02/04/2015 2015 DPC PARTICIPATION 101.42.4000.421.50070 3,277.00              
DAKOTA CTY FINANCIAL SVCS 00014392 02/04/2015 2015 DPC PARTICIPATION 101.42.4200.423.50070 7,360.00              
DAKOTA CTY FINANCIAL SVCS 00014378 12/31/2014 UTILITIES 4TH QTR 101.43.5400.445.40020 548.28                 
DAKOTA CTY PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT 2015 JPA PUMP 12/31/2014 2015 JPA PUMP MAINTENANCE 101.45.3300.419.30700 4,561.92              
DAKOTA CTY PROP TAXATION & RECORDS2014IGHBALLOTS B 12/31/2014 BALLOT PRINTING 101.41.1200.414.50030 182.52                 
EFTPS INV0037069 01/23/2015 FEDERAL WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030200 38,973.21            
EFTPS INV0037071 01/23/2015 MEDICARE WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030500 11,062.44            
EFTPS INV0037072 01/23/2015 SOCIAL SECURITY WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030400 34,318.46            
EFTPS INV0037075 01/23/2015 FEDERAL WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030200 697.82                 
EFTPS INV0037077 01/23/2015 MEDICARE WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030500 139.68                 
EFTPS INV0037078 01/23/2015 SOCIAL SECURITY WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030400 597.18                 
EL LORO MEXICAN RESTAURNAT 2015 LICENSE REFUND 12/31/2014 LIQUOR LICENSE REFUND 101.42.0000.3211000 1,850.00              
ELDER - JONES PERMIT SERVICE, INC. 114393 12/31/2014 BD2014-2810 101.45.0000.3221000 51.20                   
EMERGENCY RESPONSE SOLUTIONS 3391 12/31/2014 12/30/14 101.42.4200.423.60040 5,220.29              
FELIX, KEN 1/13/15 02/04/2015 REIMBURSE-PARKING 101.44.6000.451.50065 12.00                   
FIRE ENGINEERING 2015 507831014 02/04/2015 507831014 101.42.4200.423.50070 21.00                   
FIRE EQUIPMENT SPECIALTIES, INC. 8623 12/31/2014 12/19/14 101.42.4200.423.60065 2,209.00              
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ACH ONLY INV0037055 01/23/2015 HSA ELECTION-FAMILY 101.203.2032500 2,755.42              
GENESIS EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ACH ONLY INV0037056 01/23/2015 HSA ELECTION-SINGLE 101.203.2032500 2,875.35              
GERTENS 306535/1 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60040 20.69                   
GERTENS 313323/1 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60065 384.45                 
GERTENS 319769/1 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60065 90.00                   
HARK, PAUL 205302 02/04/2015 REIMBURSE-LEADERSHIP CONFER101.41.1000.413.50080 315.00                 
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 1/13/15 02/04/2015 6035 3225 0255 4813 101.42.4200.423.60011 107.50                 
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 1/13/15 02/04/2015 6035 3225 0255 4813 101.42.4200.423.60065 56.77                   
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037057 01/23/2015 ICMA-AGE <49 % 101.203.2031400 3,241.03              
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037058 01/23/2015 ICMA-AGE <49 101.203.2031400 4,507.30              
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037059 01/23/2015 ICMA-AGE 50+ % 101.203.2031400 1,060.18              
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037060 01/23/2015 ICMA-AGE 50+ 101.203.2031400 4,951.99              
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037061 01/23/2015 ICMA (EMPLOYER SHARE ADMIN) 101.203.2031400 73.67                   
ICMA RETIREMENT TRUST - 457 INV0037068 01/23/2015 ROTH IRA (AGE 49 & UNDER) 101.203.2032400 799.24                 
INVER GROVE FORD 1/26/15 94917 02/04/2015 94917 101.42.4000.421.70300 267.81                 
KAT-KEY'S LOCK & SAFE CO. 107483 02/04/2015 1/15/15 101.41.2000.415.40044 645.00                 
KEEPRS, INC 265118 12/31/2014 INVERG0005 101.42.4000.421.60045 483.31                 
KILLMER ELECTRIC CO INC 79699 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.40047 16,800.00            
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Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (Item) Account Number Amount
L.T.G. POWER EQUIPMENT 186542 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60065 311.45                 
LIFELINE TRAINING 23995 02/04/2015 FEMALE ENFORCERS 101.42.4000.421.50080 278.00                 
LIFESHINE COACHING AND CONSULTING, I 1/23/15 02/04/2015 1/23/15 101.42.4200.423.30700 1,300.00              
LOCAL GOVERNMENT INFORMATION SYST39483 12/31/2014 106325 101.42.4000.421.70501 1,609.00              
LOCAL GOVERNMENT INFORMATION SYST39493 12/31/2014 111541 101.42.4200.423.30700 110.00                 
MADISON NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COM1157166 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 GROUP#012439 101.203.2031700 2,497.19              
MADISON NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COM1157166 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 GROUP#012439 101.42.4000.421.20630 (46.65)                 
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ENVIRON SRVCSJANUARY 2015 02/04/2015 JANUARY 2015 101.41.0000.3414000 (49.70)                 
MIKE'S SHOE REPAIR, INC. 1202015 02/04/2015 1/21/15 101.42.4200.423.30700 105.00                 
MINNEAPOLIS OXYGEN CO. 171116374 12/31/2014 113504 101.42.4200.423.40042 49.60                   
MINNEAPOLIS OXYGEN CO. 171116375 12/31/2014 113504 101.42.4200.423.40042 54.56                   
MINNEAPOLIS OXYGEN CO. 183157749 12/31/2014 113504 101.42.4200.423.40042 145.31                 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERINV0037054 01/23/2015 JUSTIN PARRANTO FEIN/TAXPAYER101.203.2032100 300.41                 
MN DEPT OF REVENUE INV0037070 01/23/2015 STATE WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030300 16,008.84            
MN DEPT OF REVENUE INV0037076 01/23/2015 STATE WITHHOLDING 101.203.2030300 445.29                 
MN DNR - OMB 2008-0677 2014 Water Use12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.50070 460.83                 
MN LIFE INSURANCE CO FEBRUARY 2015 02/04/2015 POLICY #0027324 101.203.2030900 2,989.29              
MN LIFE INSURANCE CO FEBRUARY 2015 02/04/2015 POLICY #0027324 101.43.5100.442.20620 (38.50)                 
MN LIFE INSURANCE CO FEBRUARY 2015 02/04/2015 POLICY #0027324 101.43.5200.443.20620 (173.80)               
MN NCPERS LIFE INSURANCE FEBRUARY 2015 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 PREMIUM 101.203.2031600 336.00                 
MOORE MEDICAL LLC 98514579 I 02/04/2015 21185816 101.42.4200.423.40042 32.42                   
MUNICIPAL EMERGENCY SERVICES, INC. 00589349_SNV 12/31/2014 43426 101.42.4200.423.60045 4,649.92              
NATURE CALLS, INC. 21221 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.40065 162.00                 
NORTH AMERICAN TRAILER SALES 03101643 01/28/2015 10095 101.42.4000.421.60018 24.24                   
ONE HOUR HEATING & AIR 115830 12/31/2014 REFUND JOB CANCELLATION MH20101.45.0000.3224000 64.00                   
PERA INV0037062 01/23/2015 PERA COORDINATED PLAN 101.203.2030600 30,638.62            
PERA INV0037063 01/23/2015 EMPLOYER SHARE (EXTRA PERA) 101.203.2030600 2,356.76              
PERA INV0037064 01/23/2015 PERA DEFINED PLAN 101.203.2030600 53.46                   
PERA INV0037065 01/23/2015 EMPLOYER SHARE (PERA DEFINED101.203.2030600 53.46                   
PERA INV0037066 01/23/2015 PERA POLICE & FIRE PLAN 101.203.2030600 11,787.63            
PERA INV0037067 01/23/2015 EMPLOYER SHARE (POLICE & FIRE101.203.2030600 17,681.44            
PERA INV0037073 01/23/2015 PERA COORDINATED PLAN 101.203.2030600 626.08                 
PERA INV0037074 01/23/2015 EMPLOYER SHARE (EXTRA PERA) 101.203.2030600 48.17                   
PETTY CASH 2/4/15 02/04/2015 PETTY CASH REQUEST 101.41.2000.415.40044 10.70                   
PETTY CASH 2/4/15 02/04/2015 PETTY CASH REQUEST 101.41.2000.415.50065 20.93                   
PETTY CASH 2/4/15 02/04/2015 PETTY CASH REQUEST 101.44.6000.451.50065 10.00                   
PRECISE MRM IN200-1004252 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.30700 62.75                   
PRECISE MRM IN200-1004253 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.30700 120.00                 
RAVN, KYLE 12/1/14 12/31/2014 REIMBURSE-DMV CLASS 101.44.6000.451.50065 45.25                   
REMACKEL, JOE 1/15/15 02/04/2015 REIMBURSE - PARKING 101.44.6000.451.50065 9.00                     
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 101.41.2000.415.60070 66.68                   
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 101.43.5100.442.60070 21.60                   
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 101.44.6000.451.60065 172.30                 
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 101.45.3300.419.60010 15.23                   
SCHROEPFER, WILLIAM JANUARY 2015 02/04/2015 REIMBURSE-MILEAGE 101.41.2000.415.50065 35.88                   
SHORT ELLIOTT HENDRICKSON, INC. 292087 02/04/2015 4340 101.43.5100.442.30300 521.24                 
SNI SOLUTIONS 134413 01/28/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 2,460.00              
SOLBERG AGGREGATE CO 13618 12/31/2014 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 828.36                 
SOUTH ST PAUL STEEL SUPPLY CO 01134575 01/28/2015 0100202 101.42.4000.421.60018 249.40                 
SPONSEL, ROBERT 00115856 02/04/2015 4248 E 77TH ST - CANCELLED PERM101.45.0000.3221000 236.00                 
SPONSEL, ROBERT 00115856 02/04/2015 4248 E 77TH ST - CANCELLED PERM101.45.0000.3221500 153.40                 
ST PAUL STAMP WORKS INC 323584 02/04/2015 INVER004 101.42.4000.421.60065 24.30                   
STREICHER'S I1133899 02/04/2015 285 101.42.4000.421.60018 935.28                 
SUBSURFACE, INC. 2015003.1 01/28/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 635.00                 
T MOBILE 1/8/15 494910368 12/31/2014 T.21.109315 101.43.5100.442.50020 49.99                   
THE ATTIC 1878 12/31/2014 12/1/14 101.42.4000.421.60040 1,018.00              
TIGER SUPPLIES INC. 0128550-IN 12/31/2014 0020794 101.42.4000.421.60065 106.46                 
TRACTOR SUPPLY CREDIT PLAN 1/21/15 6035 3012 0018 3602/04/2015 6035 3012 0018 3679 101.43.5200.443.60040 10.26                   
TRACTOR SUPPLY CREDIT PLAN 1/21/15 6035 3012 0018 3602/04/2015 6035 3012 0018 3679 101.44.6000.451.40047 9.99                     
TRACTOR SUPPLY CREDIT PLAN 1/21/15 6035 3012 0018 3602/04/2015 6035 3012 0018 3679 101.44.6000.451.60065 14.99                   
TWIN CITIES OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH PC 209I2387 02/04/2015 209I2387 101.41.1100.413.30500 190.00                 
TWIN CITY MARINA 12620 01/28/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60016 2,579.88              
TWIN CITY MARINA 12621 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.40046 4,180.00              
TYLER TECHNOLOGIES, INC 025-114671 02/04/2015 41443 101.41.2000.415.40044 438.00                 
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900236616 01/28/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60045 31.62                   
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900236616 01/28/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60045 28.62                   
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900237562 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.43.5200.443.60045 31.62                   
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900237562 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60045 28.62                   
UNIFORMS UNLIMITED 233515 01/28/2015 I14866 101.42.4000.421.60045 5.98                     
UNIFORMS UNLIMITED 234968 02/04/2015 I14866 101.42.4000.421.60045 232.96                 
WAL-MART BUSINESS 1/22/15 6032 2025 3025 7102/04/2015 6032 2025 3025 7113 101.42.4000.421.60006 131.69                 
WHAT WORKS INC IGH ED 2 - 005 12/31/2014 11/18/14 101.41.1100.413.30700 360.00                 
WHAT WORKS INC IGH ED 2 - 005 12/31/2014 11/18/14 101.44.6000.451.30700 270.00                 
YUCKOS INC 14996 02/04/2015 Invoice 101.44.6000.451.60011 856.00                 
Fund: 101 - GENERAL FUND 393,663.07          



Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (Item) Account Number Amount
ST PAUL ARENA COMPANY, LLC 1/6/15 02/04/2015 ADVERTISEMENT 201.44.1600.465.50025 1,200.00              
TOUR MINNESOTA ASSOCIATION 2015 TOUR PLANNER TM02/04/2015 CVB'S & DMO'S 201.44.1600.465.50025 325.00                 
Fund: 201 - C.V.B. FUND 1,525.00              

HENNEPIN COUNTY CONCILIATION COURT Mpls College Prep Claim 02/04/2015 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.70600 70.00                   
SAM'S CLUB Jan 2015 stmt 02/04/2015 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.60009 31.88                   
TAHO SPORTSWEAR 14TF2413 12/31/2014 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.60045 71.50                   
TAHO SPORTSWEAR 14TF2413 12/31/2014 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.60045 71.50                   
TAHO SPORTSWEAR 15TF0036 12/31/2014 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.60045 43.20                   
ZERO GRAVITY ENTERTAINMENT 293913 01/28/2015 Invoice 204.44.6100.452.30700 325.00                 
Fund: 204 - RECREATION FUND 613.08                 

2ND WIND EXERCISE, INC. 22024387 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40042 873.00                 
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522794/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60040 89.98                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522794/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 15.98                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522860/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 20.47                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522866/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 44.98                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522943/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 8.78                     
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522986/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60012 40.95                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 523031/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 31.92                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 523031/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 31.92                   
CENTRAL TURF & IRRIGATION SUPPLY 5054443-00 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 79.30                   
CENTRAL TURF & IRRIGATION SUPPLY 5054443-00 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 79.30                   
COMCAST Jan 2015 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.50070 192.01                 
COMMON SENSE BUILDING SERVICES, INC35187 01/28/2015 JANUARY 2015 205.44.6200.453.40040 6,767.85              
GLEWWE DOORS 173500 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 74.00                   
GRAINGER 9637720583 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 34.23                   
GRAINGER 9637720583 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 34.23                   
GRAINGER 9642334057 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 18.69                   
GRAINGER 9642334057 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 18.69                   
GRAINGER 9643949846 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60016 110.50                 
GRAINGER 9650993679 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 137.80                 
GRAINGER 9651331119 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 609.70                 
HANSEN PLUMBING 121214 12/31/2014 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 300.00                 
HAWKINS, INC. 3686755 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60024 1,119.10              
HAWKINS, INC. 3686756 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60024 1,046.67              
HILLYARD INC 601445274 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 267.70                 
HILLYARD INC 601445274 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 267.70                 
HILLYARD INC 601448635 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 314.95                 
HILLYARD INC 601448635 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 314.95                 
HILLYARD INC 601452249 01/28/2015 I i 205 44 6200 453 60011 152 03HILLYARD INC 601452249 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 152.03               
HILLYARD INC 601452249 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 152.03                 
HILLYARD INC 601459564 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 289.88                 
HILLYARD INC 601459564 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 289.87                 
HILLYARD INC 601464962 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 42.19                   
HILLYARD INC 601464962 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60011 42.19                   
HORIZON COMMERCIAL POOL SUPPLY Mankowski registration 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.50080 260.00                 
HUEBSCH SERVICES 3393300 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 133.16                 
HUEBSCH SERVICES 3393300 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 168.22                 
MAXIMUM SOLUTIONS 16616 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 401.06                 
MN HOCKEY DISTRICT 8 2015 program & rules book01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.50025 125.00                 
OFEROSKY, ANTHONY 1/16/15 12/31/2014 REFUND 12/7/14 POOL RENTAL 205.207.2070300 3.33                     
OFEROSKY, ANTHONY 1/16/15 12/31/2014 REFUND 12/7/14 POOL RENTAL 205.44.0000.3492700 46.67                   
OFFICE DEPOT Dec 2014 chgs 12/31/2014 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 5.38                     
PETTY CASH - ATM OCT-DEC 2014 12/31/2014 REIMBURSE ATM FEES 205.44.6200.453.70440 23.38                   
PETTY CASH - TERI O'CONNOR 1-30-15 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.30700 225.00                 
R & R SPECIALTIES OF WI, INC. 0056557-in 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40042 54.00                   
RICE SOUND & SERVICE INC 04-2604 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40042 120.00                 
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 205.44.6200.453.60065 13.42                   
SAM'S CLUB Jan 2015 stmt 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 49.68                   
SAM'S CLUB Jan 2015 stmt 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 5.40                     
SCOTT, DARLENE 1/12/15 01/28/2015 REFUND FITNESS LOW ENROLLME205.44.0000.3493501 5.00                     
SNYDER, JOANN 1/12/15 01/28/2015 REFUND FITNESS LOW ENROLLME205.44.0000.3493501 24.00                   
TARGET BANK Jan 2015 stmt 02/04/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.60065 4.65                     
WAVS OF MINNESOTA, INC. 10947 01/28/2015 Invoice 205.44.6200.453.40040 190.00                 
Fund: 205 - COMMUNITY CENTER 15,770.89            

RIVER HEIGHTS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE5115 01/28/2015 2015 MEMBERSHIP 290.45.3000.419.50070 170.00                 
Fund: 290 - EDA 170.00                 

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 349.57.9000.570.90100 1,070,000.00       
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 349.57.9000.570.90200 21,400.00            
Fund: 349 - G.O. IMPROVEMENT 2007B 1,091,400.00       

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 350.57.9000.570.90100 255,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 350.57.9000.570.90200 9,620.00              
Fund: 350 - G.O. SEWER REVENUE 2007C 264,620.00          



Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (Item) Account Number Amount
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 352.57.9000.570.90100 495,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 352.57.9000.570.90200 19,700.00            
Fund: 352 - G.O. IMPROVEMENT 2008A 514,700.00          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 353.57.9000.570.90100 200,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 353.57.9000.570.90200 185,834.38          
Fund: 353 - G.O. CAP IMPR BONDS 2009A 385,834.38          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154810 01/28/2015 INVE1010AGOS 354.57.9000.570.90100 220,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154810 01/28/2015 INVE1010AGOS 354.57.9000.570.90200 109,887.50          
Fund: 354 - G.O. SEWER REV BONDS 2010A 329,887.50          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 355.57.9000.570.90100 360,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 355.57.9000.570.90200 55,246.87            
Fund: 355 - G.O. IMPR BONDS 2010B 415,246.87          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 356.57.9000.570.90100 25,000.00            
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 356.57.9000.570.90200 1,126.25              
Fund: 356 - G.O.PIR REFUNDING 2010C 26,126.25            

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 357.57.9000.570.90100 40,000.00            
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 357.57.9000.570.90200 1,753.75              
Fund: 357 - G.O. WMTD REF BONDS 2010C 41,753.75            

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 358.57.9000.570.90100 215,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 358.57.9000.570.90200 7,700.00              
Fund: 358 - G.O. REFUNDING IMPROV BONDS 2011A 222,700.00          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 359.57.9000.570.90100 465,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 359.57.9000.570.90200 19,150.00            
Fund: 359 - G.O. WATER REV REF 2012A 484,150.00          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 360.57.9000.570.90100 100,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 360.57.9000.570.90200 2,950.00              
Fund: 360 - G.O. STORM WATER REFUNDING 2012A 102,950.00          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 361.57.9000.570.90100 340,000.00          
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 361.57.9000.570.90200 29,800.00            
Fund: 361 - WATER REV REF 2012A 369,800.00          

WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 389.57.9000.570.90100 525,000.00        WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI 1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 389.57.9000.570.90100 525,000.00        
WELLS FARGO CORPORATE TRUST SERVI1154801 02/02/2015 1/14/15 389.57.9000.570.90200 27,950.00            
Fund: 389 - G.O. TAX INCR REF, 2011A 552,950.00          

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ENVIRON SRVCSJANUARY 2015 02/04/2015 JANUARY 2015 404.217.2170000 4,970.00              
Fund: 404 - SEWER CONNECTION FUND 4,970.00              

CB&I, INC. FINAL PAY VO. NO. 12 12/31/2014 CITY PROJECT NO. 2006-08 426.72.5900.726.80300 218,643.52          
Fund: 426 - 2006 IMPROVEMENT FUND 218,643.52          

INSPEC INC 213292-4 02/04/2015 213292 428.72.5900.728.30700 290.00                 
Fund: 428 - 2008 IMPROVEMENT FUND 290.00                 

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN GROUP, LLC 2014426 12/31/2014 14-056 434.42.4200.423.30700 3,006.25              
DAKOTA CTY FINANCIAL SVCS 00013980 12/31/2014 CP 32-77 434.73.5900.734.80300 44,973.57            
KIMLEY-HORN & ASSOCIATES, INC. 6391326 12/31/2014 160509025.3 434.73.5900.734.30300 33,607.23            
Fund: 434 - 2014 IMPROVEMENT FUND 81,587.05            

EAGAN, CITY OF 2014 4TH QUARTER UTIL12/31/2014 4TH QUARTER SUMMARY 441.74.5900.741.40030 2,604.67              
Fund: 441 - STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 2,604.67              

BOLTON & MENK, INC. 0172622 12/31/2014 T18.108658 446.74.5900.746.30300 5,762.00              
BOLTON & MENK, INC. 0173429 12/31/2014 T18.108658 446.74.5900.746.30300 13,676.00            
BOLTON & MENK, INC. 0173833 12/31/2014 T21.109315 446.74.5900.746.30300 2,693.15              
BRKW APPRAISALS, INC. 7434 12/31/2014 2015-10 446.74.5900.746.30700 4,800.00              
EMMONS & OLIVIER RESOURCES 00095-0043-12 12/31/2014 00095-0043 446.74.5900.746.30300 370.10                 
URBAN COMPANIES FINAL PAY VO. NO. 3 12/31/2014 CITY PROJECT NO 2013-06 446.74.5900.746.80300 5,529.05              
Fund: 446 - NW AREA 32,830.30            

JOEL CARLSON 1/15/15 01/28/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 451.75.5900.751.30700 1,000.00              
Fund: 451 - HOST COMMUNITY FUND 1,000.00              

ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522872/5 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 20.98                   
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522961/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 7.99                     
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522984/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 3.99                     
ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 522989/5 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 3.99                     
EAGAN, CITY OF 2014 4TH QUARTER UTIL12/31/2014 4TH QUARTER SUMMARY 501.50.7100.512.40005 20,446.34            
EAGAN, CITY OF 2014 4TH QUARTER UTIL12/31/2014 4TH QUARTER SUMMARY 501.50.7100.512.40005 7,908.93              
GOPHER STATE ONE-CALL 129888 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.30700 100.00                 
HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS LTD D427733 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.75500 6,458.86              



Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Description (Item) Account Number Amount
HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS LTD D468215 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.75500 6,785.75              
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 11315 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.40040 109.96                 
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 11315 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 105.38                 
KEYS WELL DRILLING CO 2014113 12/31/2014 2014113 501.50.7100.512.40042 29,899.00            
MADISON NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COM1157166 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 GROUP#012439 501.50.7100.512.20630 13.89                   
MN DNR - OMB 1/21/15 1980-6052 01/28/2015 1980-6052 501.50.7100.512.30700 12,442.53            
PLANT & FLANGED EQUIPMENT COMPANY 0064355-IN 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.40040 971.22                 
SEMPER ROOFING & CONSTRUCTION LLC 2054 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.40040 200.00                 
SHANK CONSTRUCTORS, INC. 3182 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.40042 534.38                 
STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 867148 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.30300 834.00                 
TWIN CITY FILTER SERVICE INC 0566739-IN 02/04/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.40042 1,128.08              
UPS 000027914A025 01/28/2015 Invoice 501.50.7100.512.60016 9.07                     
Fund: 501 - WATER UTILITY FUND 87,984.34            

DAKOTA CTY TREASURER JANUARY 2015 02/04/2015 JANUARY 2015 502.207.2070100 40.00                   
EAGAN, CITY OF 2014 4TH QUARTER UTIL12/31/2014 4TH QUARTER SUMMARY 502.51.7200.514.40015 24,150.24            
EAGAN, CITY OF 2014 4TH QUARTER UTIL12/31/2014 4TH QUARTER SUMMARY 502.51.7200.514.40015 17,854.71            
MADISON NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COM1157166 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 GROUP#012439 502.51.7200.514.20630 12.09                   
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ENVIRON SRVCS0001039830 02/04/2015 5084 502.51.7200.514.40015 141,807.25          
MN POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 2015 REGISTRATION WA01/28/2015 LARRY BLURTON 502.51.7200.514.50080 900.00                 
MN POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 2015 WASTEWATER EXA01/28/2015 A. BERGLUND/A. SCHWARTZ 502.51.7200.514.50080 110.00                 
Fund: 502 - SEWER UTILITY FUND 184,874.29          

ACE PAINT & HARDWARE 5228525 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8600.527.60012 10.34                   
ARAMARK UNIFORM SERVICES 629-8152942 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8600.527.60045 69.45                   
BUSINESS VOICE 11215 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8500.526.50025 325.00                 
CHECKVIEW CORPORATION 94074257 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8500.526.50055 224.96                 
DEX MEDIA EAST 1/20/2015 02/04/2015 Invoice 503.52.8500.526.50025 48.50                   
ESCAPE FIRE PROTECTION LLC 14021 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8500.526.50055 250.00                 
MADISON NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COM1157166 02/04/2015 FEBRUARY 2015 GROUP#012439 503.52.8600.527.20630 (25.65)                 
MENARDS - WEST ST. PAUL 73518 01/28/2015 Invoice 503.52.8600.527.60012 190.50                 
MN DEPT OF HEALTH 2015 LICENSE FBL-8905-602/04/2015 FBL-8905-6408 503.52.8300.524.50070 579.50                 
TDS METROCOM 1/13/15 651 457 3667 02/04/2015 651 457 3667 503.52.8500.526.50020 256.82                 
USGA 2015 MEMBERSHIP 02/04/2015 INVER WOOD GOLF COURSE 503.52.8500.526.50070 110.00                 
Fund: 503 - INVER WOOD GOLF COURSE 2,039.42              

HOISINGTON KOEGLER GROUP INC. 007-047-24 12/31/2014 007-047 511.50.7100.512.30600 1,004.92              
Fund: 511 - NWA - WATER 1,004.92              

HOISINGTON KOEGLER GROUP INC. 007-047-24 12/31/2014 007-047 512.51.7200.514.30600 1,004.93              
Fund: 512 NWA SEWER 1 004 93Fund: 512 - NWA - SEWER 1,004.93            

KENNEDY & GRAVEN 123981 12/31/2014 123981 602.00.2100.415.30420 3,064.57              
LEAGUE OF MN CITIES INS TRUST C0025865 02/04/2015 C0025865 602.00.2100.415.70200 1,755.13              
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 602.00.2100.415.50010 15.01                   
Fund: 602 - RISK MANAGEMENT 4,834.71              

COMMON SENSE BUILDING SERVICES, INC35187 01/28/2015 JANUARY 2015 603.00.5300.444.40040 273.76                 
CRAWFORD DOOR SALES COMPANY 17322 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40040 2,559.50              
CUB FOODS 121715 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60011 22.32                   
EMERGENCY AUTOMOTIVE TECHNOLOGIEAW011315-2 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 52.80                   
ENTERTAINMENT DESIGN GROUP, LLC 575 12/31/2014 12/29/14 603.00.5300.444.40040 1,006.00              
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4601903 01/14/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 43.12                   
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4613450 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 71.35                   
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-Z03388 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 102.89                 
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 75-157301 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 277.86                 
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4596855 12/31/2014 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (30.00)                 
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4599845 12/31/2014 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (206.17)               
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4616057 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (71.35)                 
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4617929 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 84.43                   
FACTORY MOTOR PARTS COMPANY 1-4618145 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 25.15                   
FERRELLGAS 1085802303 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40040 79.26                   
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 1/13/15 6035 3225 0206 1901/28/2015 6035 3225 0206 1959 603.00.5300.444.40040 345.00                 
HOSE / CONVEYORS INC 00050217 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 238.89                 
HOSE / CONVEYORS INC 00050398 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 116.93                 
INVER GROVE FORD 5167962 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 24.41                   
INVER GROVE FORD 5168023 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 54.31                   
INVER GROVE FORD 6163745/1 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 1,260.25              
KIMBALL MIDWEST 4011448 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60012 446.19                 
KIMBALL MIDWEST 4011448 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 46.50                   
MACQUEEN EQUIPMENT INC S-15088 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 171.39                 
MANSFIELD OIL COMPANY 217924 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450060 3,501.87              
METRO JANITORIAL SUPPLY INC 11013248 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60011 105.51                 
MN DEPT OF REVENUE DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 PETRO TAX 603.00.5300.444.60021 418.38                 
MN GLOVE & SAFETY, INC. 286183 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60045 69.99                   
NATIONAL MECHANICAL SOLUTIONS LLC 2062 12/31/2014 12/12/14 603.00.5300.444.40040 2,520.86              
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126392 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 94.78                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126462 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60012 5.84                     
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126463 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60012 5.84                     
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O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126467 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 229.99                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126474 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (94.78)                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126484 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 248.05                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126485 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (229.99)               
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126508 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60012 11.50                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126519 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 13.38                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126521 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (13.38)                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126522 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 9.38                     
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-126636 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 (50.00)                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-127388 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 39.71                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-127514 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 18.04                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-127652 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 27.22                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128151 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 31.54                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128268 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 10.96                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128268 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 87.60                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128282 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 87.96                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128290 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 104.02                 
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128465 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.140.1450050 53.12                   
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 1767-128546 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 17.98                   
POMP'S TIRE SERVICE, INC. 980014383 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60014 403.64                 
SOUTH EAST TOWING 194493 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 75.00                   
SOUTH EAST TOWING 192557 12/31/2014 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 75.00                   
SYN-TECH SYSTEMS 106363 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40042 1,149.75              
TITAN MACHINERY 5317074 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 82.43                   
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900236616 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40065 112.95                 
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900236616 01/28/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60045 34.27                   
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900237562 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40065 112.95                 
UNIFIRST CORPORATION 0900237562 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.60045 27.42                   
ZARNOTH BRUSH WORKS 0153035-IN 02/04/2015 Invoice 603.00.5300.444.40041 840.70                 
Fund: 603 - CENTRAL EQUIPMENT 17,234.27            

COORDINATED BUSINESS SYSTEMS 271478901 02/04/2015 923425 604.00.2200.416.40050 247.28                 
OFFICE DEPOT Dec 2014 chgs 12/31/2014 Invoice 604.00.2200.416.60005 48.83                   
OFFICE DEPOT Dec 2014 chgs 12/31/2014 Invoice 604.00.2200.416.60010 84.94                   
S & T OFFICE PRODUCTS DECEMBER 2014 12/31/2014 DECEMBER 2014 604.00.2200.416.60010 3,509.99              
Fund: 604 - CENTRAL STORES 3,891.04              

COMMON SENSE BUILDING SERVICES, INC35187 01/28/2015 JANUARY 2015 605.00.7500.460.40040 3,478.41              
HILLYARD INC 601467335 02/04/2015 274069 605.00.7500.460.60016 101.70                 
HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES 1/13/15 6035 3225 0206 1901/28/2015 6035 3225 0206 1959 605.00.7500.460.60016 395.31                 
HORWITZ NS/I 12 30 14 k 12/31/2014 I i 605 00 7500 460 40040 457 92HORWITZ NS/I 12-30-14 work 12/31/2014 Invoice 605.00.7500.460.40040 457.92               
HUEBSCH SERVICES 3400603 02/04/2015 Invoice 605.00.7500.460.40065 107.49                 
MINNESOTA ELEVATOR, INC 610680 01/28/2015 Invoice 605.00.7500.460.40040 239.40                 
P&D MECHANICAL CONTRACTING CO. 10620 12/31/2014 INVER 605.00.7500.460.40040 230.00                 
Fund: 605 - CITY FACILITIES 5,010.23              

CDW GOVERNMENT INC RW45101 02/04/2015 2394832 606.00.1400.413.60010 474.90                 
GS DIRECT, INC. 312574 02/04/2015 CIT165 606.00.1400.413.60010 753.05                 
INTEGRA TELECOM 12677014 02/04/2015 645862 606.00.1400.413.50020 840.01                 
TDS METROCOM 1/13/15 651 451 1944 02/04/2015 651 451 1944 606.00.1400.413.50020 243.41                 
WORKS COMPUTING, INC. 23221 02/04/2015 INVER 606.00.1400.413.30700 3,600.00              
Fund: 606 - TECHNOLOGY FUND 5,911.37              

EMMONS & OLIVIER RESOURCES 00095-0045-9 12/31/2014 0095-0045 702.229.2298301 1,068.36              
HENNEPIN COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 12427882 02/04/2015 12427882 702.229.2291000 50.00                   
RAMSEY COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT 62HGCRT332 02/04/2015 CHARLES ROLPH LANFERT 702.229.2291000 200.00                 
SCOTT COUNTY CLERK OF COURT 2012001656 02/04/2015 MARY MEDESHA DAVENPORT 702.229.2291000 285.00                 
WALMART STORES INC. 1/23/15 02/04/2015 ESCROW RELEASE 702.229.2282501 975.50                 
Fund: 702 - ESCROW FUND 2,578.86              

Grand Total 5,872,154.71       





















AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Consider Acceptance of Grant Funds in the Amount of $1,500 from the Minnesota 
Recreation & Park Foundation’s New Initiative Grant for FootGolf at Inver Wood 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent Agenda  None 

Contact: Matt Moynihan – 651.450.4324  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Matt Moynihan  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: Eric Carlson – Parks & Recreation  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

  X Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Staff is asking the City Council to accept the Minnesota Recreation & Park Foundation’s New 
Initiative Grant in the amount of $1,500 for use at Inver Wood Golf Course towards the new 
FootGolf Program. 
 
SUMMARY 
The Minnesota Recreation and Park Foundation was established in 1972.  They are a non-profit 
organization dedicated to promoting recreation and parks for the purpose of enhancing the 
quality of life in Minnesota communities.  They do this by supporting education, grants and the 
Minnesota Recreation and Parks Association. 
 
The purpose of this grant is solely for use in new program initiatives such as Inver Wood’s 
FootGolf program.  The total amount of the grant is $1500.00 and must be used for the FootGolf 
Program.  Inver Wood must match the allotted grant amount of $1500.00 and these funds must 
be used by end of year 2015.  Any funds not used in 2015 must be returned to the Foundation.   
 
In the fall of 2015 staff will be asked to present the program, its evaluative process, and success 
at the 2015 Minnesota Recreation & Park Association Conference. 
 











































































































AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 
Consider Purchase of Golf Course Capital Equipment 
 

 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent Agenda  None 

Contact: Eric Carlson 651.450.2587 X Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Eric Carlson  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: Kristi Smith  FTE included in current complement 

 Joel Metz  New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Consider approval of equipment purchase and financing for golf course maintenance 
equipment. 
 
SUMMARY 
A three (3) year replacement program for Inver Wood maintenance equipment was established 
in the early 2000’s. Equipment was last replaced in 2011 when a total of ten (10) pieces, were 
purchased and financed internally and paid back in 2013.  In 2015, we have budgeted to 
replace four (4) pieces of equipment with a budget total of $149,000. 
 
We are proposing to purchase three (3) pieces of equipment at this time as follows: 
 
Equipment Brand Budget State Contract Pricing 
Chemical Sprayer Toro $40,000 $33,076.41 
Greensmaster Groomer Toro $15,000 $4,343.23 
Reelmaster Toro $54,000 $49,495.90 

Sub Total  $109,000 $86,915.54 
Trade   ($4,000) 
Sales Tax   $5,700.44 

Total Purchase Price   $88,615.98 
 
The fourth piece of equipment, greensmower, not recommended at this time, is budgeted at 
$40,000. 
 
The equipment purchase will be financed internally with a loan from the Central Equipment 
Fund to be repaid over 3-years from golf course revenues as follows: 
 
Year Amount Paid 
2015 $29,538.66 
2016 $29,538.66 
2017 $29,538.66 

Total $88,615.98 
 
 



AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Consider Architectural Contract for Spa Roof Replacement at the VMCC 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent Agenda  None 

Contact: Eric Carlson – 651.450.2587 X Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Eric Carlson  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: Eric Carlson – Parks & Recreation  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Approve hiring Stantec Consulting Services Inc. in an amount not to exceed $12,000 for design 
and bidding phase of the spa roof replacement at the VMCC.  Funding for the project is in the 
2015 VMCC Budget. 
 
SUMMARY 
The metal roof above the spa at the VMCC is failing and needs to be completely replaced.  
Stantec Consulting Services has proposed to complete design and bidding as follows: 
 

 Prepare construction documents to remove and replace the roofing system and metal 
roof decking above the spa pool area, clean and repaint damaged paint finishes on the 
steel roof joists above the spa pool, and replace the existing florescent light fixtures.  

 Prepare project specifications for the items noted above. Bid form will require each 
bidder to provide a minimum of three references for similar projects 

 Schedule and facilitate a meeting with VMCC staff to review the plans, specifications 
project schedule and budget 

 Incorporate any changes to the plans and specifications based on VMCC staff meeting 
and issue the bidding document to contractors 

 Schedule and facilitate a pre-mid meeting at the VMCC 

 Respond to bidder question and issue addenda if necessary 

 Attend the bid opening and review all bids for compliance with contract documents 

 References will be contacted 

 Prepare a bid tab and letter of recommendation for contract award 
 
 



AGENDA ITEM ___________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Consider Application of the Church of St. Patrick for a Temporary On-Sale Liquor 
License for Premises located at 3535 72nd St. E. 
  
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015   Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent Agenda  x None 

Contact: 651-450-2513   Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Melissa Kennedy   Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: N/A   FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED: 

Consider approval of the request from the Church of St. Patrick for a temporary on-sale liquor  
license on April 17, 2015. 

SUMMARY: 

Pursuant to City Code regulations a temporary on-sale intoxicating liquor license may be issued 
to a club, charitable, religious, or other nonprofit organization in existence for at least three (3) 
years.  The temporary license may only be issued in conjunction with a social event within the 
municipality sponsored by the licensee and may only be issued for a period not to exceed four  
(4) consecutive days.   

The Church will host a Taste Extravaganza on April 17, 2015 from 6 – 10 p.m. and the sale of 
liquor will be in conjunction with this event.  The event provides the community with an 
opportunity to sample food from local restaurants as well as various wine and beer selections.  
A certificate of liability insurance has been provided to the City.   
 

 
 
            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent x None 

Contact: Judy Thill, 651-450-2495  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Judy Thill, Fire Chief  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
 
 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED Consider acceptance of a $1,635 donation from the Inver 
Grove Heights Lions for the purchase of 3 Fireaway Stat-X First Responder Fire Suppression 
sets.  
 
SUMMARY  
 
The IGH Lions approached the IGH Fire Department (IGHFD) about making a donation to the 
fire department.  After researching various options, the Lions offered to purchase Fireaway Stat-
X First Responder Fire Suppression canisters to be placed in fire vehicles.   
 
These canisters contain chemicals that, when activated, can put out a significant amount of fire. 
Typically, a fire officer arrives at a structure fire before the big trucks with water. Weighing only a 
little over 2 pounds each, one of these canisters can be thrown through a door or window by the 
fire officer to extinguish or knock down the fire before the big trucks even arrive. When minutes 
or seconds are important if someone is trapped, having these devices gives the IGHFD the 
potential to significantly improve the outcome at a structure fire. One canister can put out a fire 
in a typically sized bedroom of a home. If the fire/room is too large for one, multiple canisters 
can be deployed. There are many other applications where these canisters can be used that 
have life saving and/or property loss reduction potential.  
 
The Lions purchased 9 canisters and three cases (each which hold three canisters), creating 
three “sets”. One set will be placed in each of the three officer vehicles, so if arriving before the 
fire truck, the fire officer has the ability to deploy up to three canisters. The chemicals do not 
harm humans or animals that might be trapped and have received favorable reviews from the 
EPA. They also have a 10 year shelf life.  
 
The Stat-X First Responder canister is an exceptional tool that provides unique, cost-effective 
fire protection that can be used for a wide range of circumstances, while still being very portable 
to the seat of the fire.  
 
Staff recommends acceptance of this very generous and important gift from the Lions.  
 
 
 
 



AGENDA ITEM _ 

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

Meeting Date: February 9, 2015 
Item Type: Consent 
Contact: Judy Thill, 651-450-2495 
Prepared by: Judy Thill, Fire Chief 
Reviewed by: n/a 

FiscallFTE Impact: 
X I None 

Amount included in current budqet 
Budget amendment requested 
FTE included in current complement 
New FTE requested - N/A 
Other 

PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED: Consider approving a membership of the City Of Inver 
Grove Heights in the Huston Galveston Area Council cooperative purchasing program (HGAC). 

SUMMARY 

The HGAC is a regional planning commission and political subdivision of the State of Texas. It 
has instituted a cooperative purchasing program under which it contracts with eligible entities to 
perform governmental functions and services, including the purchase of goods and services. 
Those goods and services include emergency vehicles. 

This cooperative purchasing program is similar to a purchasing "consortium". Where a 
municipality may purchase public works vehicles under the state purchasing consortium, there 
are not enough fire trucks purchased annually for that to work on the state level. As a result, this 
HGAC has grown into a nation-wide purchasing consortium for fire vehicles. 

Joining the HGAC now would allow the IGHFD to explore utiliZing this program for purchase of 
our next engine, which will be the replacement for Engine 11. Advantages of utilizing this 
process over the standard bid process include: 

Saves staff time. There is no bid process as trucks and options have already been bid. 
o When purchasing a truck with this program, at least 80% of the truck needs to 

come from the HGAC buying list.
 
Large selection of truck manufacturers and options.
 

o 26 fire truck manufactures participate, with each one having multiple options 
It is run by a public entity. 
There is a potential cost savings. 

The HGAC bid cycle runs for two years. For 2015, this is the second year of the bid cycle. As a 
result, prices are still at 2014 rates through the HGAC, where utilizing the standard bid process 
would probably incorporate any increases for the 2015 manufacture year. Over 100 cities in 
Minnesota have already become members in the HGAC. Dakota County cities that have 
purchased trucks through this process include Eagan, Farmington, Apple Valley, Rosemount 
and Burnsville. 

Membership in the HGAC is free and good for one year, however, HGAC will automatically 
renew the membership annually. Also, membership in the HGAC does not obligate the 
municipality to purchase a truck through this program. In order to become a member however, 
the governing body is required to approve the membership. 

Staff recommends approving application of membership in the HGAC. 



HGACBUY PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

fffi~@.," 
HElPING 
GOVERNMENTS 
ACROSS THE 
COUHTRVBUY 

HGACBuyis a govemrnent-to-government cooperative purchasing program. Uhas operatedunderthe localgovernment authorityof the HoustonGalveston Area Council for40 years! 

Us enablinglegislationallows forHGACBuy to act nationwideon behalfof local governments, specialdistrictsandprivate non-profitsproviding a government service.Currently, over5000 jurisdictions in 

48 stales haveexecuted interlocal agreements OLC) with H-GAC. This allows them 10 use any of HGACBuy's competitively procured contracts for goods and services.Through this relationship, the 

purchaseris coveredbythe HGACBuy procurement. Over theyears. HGACBuy hasdevelopedan enviableworking relationship with its membersand is recognized forits knowledgeable andoutstanding 

customerservice, HGACBuy's procurement processincludesresearch,preparation ofspecifications, prebidand preproposal conferences, legal noticepostingand advertising, bid/proposalreview and 

contractexecution.EndUserPurchase Ordersareconfirmed to contract. Complete documentation is available to the end userat anytime upon reque 

Criminal Justice Planninghas beenoneof HoustonGalveston AreaCouncil's activities since it was formed in 1966. Following 9/11 this wasexpandedto includeHomeland Security and All Hazards 

Planning.H-GAC has been involvedthroughout theyearsin theplanning,systemengineering, designand purchase of sophisticated publicsafety communications equipmentandservices, Through the H

GAC Public Services Department, sophisticated and experienced public safety planning is teamed up with the HGACBuy Contracts to offer its members nationwide access to all manner of public safety 

communicationsequipmentand services. Emergency Management, Responseand Recovery Planning, 

About the Project: 

The HGACBuy Public Safety Project plan is to work with local governments to Coordinate use of existing towers and infrastructure so industry can improve/augment coverage and bandwidth, Identify 

appropriate equipment to address expanded requirements during extraction operations and plan for longer tern) objectives, Assist with HGACBuy purchases and help follow up after purchase. 

In this project, 

\\'e: Do Planning 

• Encourage Public Pri\'3te Cooperation &. Coordination 

• Help with Public Safety Communication Planning 

• Identify gaps that could be filled with outside funding through broad community based planning 

• we assist in designingsystemsto monitorand trackgrant fundsand equipment 

We don't do: 

• EconomicDevelopment 

• Environmentlmpacl Studies 

• Provide boots on the ground 

• Replace local professional 



 
AGENDA ITEM ____________ 

 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
PERSONNEL ACTIONS 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent x None 

Contact: Joe Lynch, City Administrator  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Amy Jannetto, H.R. Coordinator  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  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 separation of employment: Nick Pedersen, Police Officer. 
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 TO: Inver Grove Heights Mayor and Council  

 FROM: Timothy J. Kuntz, City Attorney  

 DATE: February 3, 2015 

 RE: Ordinance Amendment Related to Public Nuisances on Property    

 

 

Section 1.  Background.  In the timeframe of 2006 and 2007, the Council approved an 

ordinance that prohibited various nuisances on property.  This ordinance dealt with nuisance 

conditions outside of buildings.  The ordinance did not deal with personal conduct nuisances 

such as disorderly conduct.  Rather, the ordinance was limited to conditions on the real property, 

such as the presence of junk, storage of junk vehicles, tall grass and weeds and other exterior 

property conditions that did not involve the building.   

 

The ordinance has now been in existence for about eight years.  The enforcement staff is asking 

that the Council consider two modifications to the ordinance: 

 

1. One modification deals with the right of the City to abate the nuisance condition. 

2. The second modification deals with a summary expedited procedure to abate a nuisance 

in an emergency situation where the public health or safety is threatened.   

 

Section 2.  Abatement.  Under the current ordinance, the authority of the City to abate the 

property nuisance is limited to those situations where there is a threat to public health or safety.  

The enforcement staff is asking that the abatement authority be expanded to include any of the 

property nuisances listed in the ordinance.  The issue primarily arises from the need to remove 

junk from property.  One of the recurring challenges over the past eight years has been to remove 

junk from outside residential yards.  In the usual situation, the junk does not pose a threat to 

health or safety.  As a result, under current ordinance, the City does not have the right itself to 

remove the junk from the property.  The City has followed the available remedy of issuing 

criminal citations, obtaining a conviction order and then asking the judge as a condition of 

sentencing to require removal within a reasonable period of time.  In some instances, the process 

has not been satisfactory to the neighborhood due to the fact that the criminal process has taken 

longer than the neighborhood would have hoped for.   
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If the abatement authority is broadened, the intention of the enforcement staff is to identify the 

higher profile chronic problem properties and to use the abatement authority in perhaps three or 

four instances during the summer months.  The intention of the enforcement staff is to still use 

the criminal citation process for the vast majority of the junk property violations.   

 

Section 3.  Emergency Abatement.  There have been three or four instances where the nuisance 

has posed an emergency and does involve public health or safety.  These are typically instances 

where a landowner is flowing or depositing material, soil or storm water from pumps directly 

into the street and refuses to stop.  Other instances are where the landowner is illicitly 

discharging banned materials into storm water systems or re-directing storm water across a 

neighbor’s property without a permit.  In such situations, the draft ordinance would give the 

Council the authority to immediately order the abatement and the authority for the City to stop 

the nuisance if the owner refused to stop and abate.   

 

Section 4.  Council Action.  Attached to this memo is an ordinance amending Title 5, Chapter 9 

of the city code related to property nuisances. The Council is asked to discuss the proposed 

changes as part of a first reading of the ordinance at the February 9, 2015 City Council meeting.   

 

Attachment 
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CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 

DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

ORDINANCE NO. _______ 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY CODE,  
TITLE 5, CHAPTER 9 RELATED TO PROPERTY NUISANCESPUBLIC NUISANCES 

ON PROPERTY  
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

 Section One. Amendment. Title 5, Chapter 9, of the Inver Grove Heights City Code is 
hereby amended as follows: 

5-9-1: PURPOSE:  

The purpose of this chapter is to ensure and promote the public health, safety and welfare insofar 
as they are affected by the continued maintenance of property. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

5-9-2: DEFINITIONS: 

For purposes of this chapter, the terms defined below have the following meanings: 

ABATE OR ABATEMENT: The removal, stoppage, extermination, eradication, cleaning, 
cutting, mowing, grading, repairing, draining, securing, barricading, fencing, demolishing or 
destroying that which causes or constitutes a property public nuisance on property. 

BUILDING: Any structure, temporary or permanent, used or intended for supporting or 
sheltering any use or occupancy. A building includes a shed. 

COMPLIANCE DEADLINE: Seven (7) business days after the abatement notice is served or 
posted or such other later date by which the hazardous property nuisance must be removed, as 
specified in the abatement notice. 

COMPOST REGULATIONS: See the provisions of section 8-6-6 of this code. 

ENFORCEMENT OFFICER: Any employee or agent enumerated in section 1-4-4 of this code, 
or any person charged by the council with the responsibility of code enforcement. 

FENCING REGULATIONS: See the provisions of section 10-15-12 of this code. 

GARAGE SALE: Shall mean and include all sales entitled "garage sale", "lawn sale", "boutique 
sale", or any similar casual sale of tangible personal property which is advertised by any means 
whereby the public at large is or can be made aware of the sale. 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=8-6-6
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=1-4-4
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=10-15-12
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HAZARDOUS PROPERTY NUISANCE: A. Any property nuisance or substance, matter, or 
thing that: 

   1. Creates an unsafe or unhealthy condition or that threatens the public health or safety; and 

   2. Is found upon or is being discharged or is flowing from the property; and 

   3. Is outside of a building. 

B. A hazardous property nuisance is also deemed a public nuisance, as defined by Minnesota 
statutes section 609.74. 

INOPERABLE CONDITION: Means that the vehicle has no substantial potential use consistent 
with its usual function, and includes a vehicle that (1) has a missing or defective part that is 
necessary for the normal operation of the vehicle, (2) is stored on blocks, jacks, or other 
supports, or (3) is not property licensed for operation within the State of Minnesota.  

JUNK: Any worn out, dilapidated, or discarded material, equipment, household furnishings, old 
machinery, appliances, products, refuse,  or apparatus that areis no longer used for the purposes 
for which it wasthey were manufactured, intended, designed or made, including, but not limited 
to, household appliances or building materials, cans, glass, furniture, mattresses, box springs, 
crates, cardboard, tires or any other debris. This definition does not include materials that are 
used as: a) lawn ornaments; b) landscape decorations; or c) other decorations and paraphernalia 
placed within a garden. 

JUNK VEHICLE: Any motor vehicle which, for a period of thirty (30) continuous days or more, 
is not in operable condition, is partially dismantled, is used for sale of parts or as a source of 
repair or replacement parts for other vehicles, is kept for scrapping, dismantling, or salvage of 
any kind, or is not properly licensed for operation within the state of Minnesota. Motor vehicle 
has the meaning given in Minnesota statutes section 168.011, subdivision 4.that is in an 
inoperable condition, that is partially dismantled, that is used for sale of parts or as a source of 
repair or replacement parts for other vehicles, or that is kept for scrapping, dismantling, or 
salvage of any kind, unless the vehicle is kept in an enclosed garage or storage building. A junk 
vehicle is also an abandoned vehicle. Motor vehicle has the meaning given in Minnesota statutes 
section 169.011. 

MIXED MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS: See the provisions of 
section 8-6-5 of this code. 

OWNER: Any person shown to be the property owner according to the land records of the 
Dakota County recorder's office. 

PROPERTY: Any real property, premises, lot, parcel or location. 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=8-6-5
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PROPERTY PUBLIC NUISANCES ON PROPERTY: A. Means and includes any of the 
following:The following are declared to be public nuisances on property affecting public peace, 
safety, and general welfare: 

1.    1. Violations of this chapter. 
2. Interfering with, obstructing or rendering dangerous for passage a public highway or right-of-

way. 

 3. Piling, storing or keeping of old machinery, junk, junk vehicles, furniture, household 
furnishings, or appliances or component parts of them or other debris on property outside of a 
building. 

 4. Any substance, matter, or thing that creates an unsafe or unhealthy condition on property 
outside of a building or that threatens the public health or safety on property outside of a 
building. 

5. Any substance, matter, or thing that creates an unsafe or unhealthy condition and is found 
upon or is being discharged or is flowing from property and is outside of a building or that 
threatens the public health or safety and is found upon or is being discharged or is flowing from 
property and is outside of a building. 

   6.2. Violations of the fencing regulations (section 10-15-12 of this code). 

   73. Violations of the mixed municipal solid waste disposal regulations (section 8-6-5 of this 
code). 

   84. Violations of the compost regulations (section 8-6-6 of this code). 

   95. Violations of the sidewalk regulations (section 7-1-2 of this code). 

   106. Digging, excavating, or doing any act that alters or affects the drainage of property or alters 
or affects flows of the public storm sewer and drainage ditch system, except in accordance with 
the regulations of the city. 

   117. Noises, odors, vibrations or emissions of smoke, fumes, gas, soot, cinders, ash or otherwise 
that exceed the standards of the Minnesota pollution control agency. 

   128. Permitting, suffering, maintaining, or failing to remove any unsanitary, unsafe, dangerous or 
unhealthy condition outside of a building or shed on the property resulting from a failure to 
properly dispose of garbage, sewage, waste, debris or any other unwholesome or offensive 
substance, liquid, or thing upon property, or dropping, discharging, depositing or otherwise 
delivering the same upon the property of another or public property. 

   139. Any fence, dock, deck, tree, pole, excavation, hole, pit, or uncovered foundation, which, by 
reason of the condition, creates a public health or safety hazard. 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=10-15-12
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=8-6-5
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=8-6-6
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=7-1-2
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   140. An outdoor burner/boiler installed from and after December 1, 2010. 

   151. Any outdoor burner/boiler existing as of December 1, 2010, that is used or operated from 
and after October 1, 2011. 

B. A property nuisance is also deemed a public nuisance, as defined by Minnesota statutes section 
609.74. 

16. Depositing of, permitting, or failing to remove garage, trash, rubbish, bottles, cans, and other 
refuse on any property, including large quantities of organic debris and materials that 
accumulated by other than naturals means, except neatly maintained compost piles.  

17. A violation of city code title 9, chapter 5, section 13 prohibiting illicit connections and 
discharges into the city’s sewer system.  

187. A public nuisance on property is also deemed a public nuisance and is defined by Minnesota 
statutes section 609.74. 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Any one or more of the following: 

A. Owner of property; 

B. Agent of the owner of property; 

C. Contract for deed holder relating to the property; 

D. Mortgagee or vendee in possession of property; 

E. Lessee of property; or 

F. Other person, firm, corporation or entity exercising apparent control over property. 

SIDEWALK REGULATIONS: See the provisions of section 7-1-2 of this code. 
 
STORAGE CONTAINER: A portable container used for the storage of nontoxic items and 
designed to contain at least seven hundred sixty eight (768) cubic feet. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007; 
amd. Ord. 1202, 11-23-2009; Ord. 1220, 11-8-2010, eff. 12-1-2010)  

5-9-3: PROPERTY PUBLIC NUISANCES ON PROPERTY PROHIBITED: 

A. Creation Of Property NuisancePublic Nuisance on Property: No person shall, directly or 
indirectly or by omission, create a property nuisance or a hazardous property nuisancepublic 
nuisance on property. 

B. Maintenance Of Property NuisancePublic Nuisance on Property: No owner of the property or 
responsible party in apparent control of the property shall allow a property nuisance or a 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=7-1-2
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hazardous propertypublic nuisance on property to remain upon the property. No owner or 
responsible party shall fail to comply with any abatement notice issued pursuant to section 5-
9-6 of this chapter. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

5-9-4: RESTRICTIONS ON EXTERIOR PROPERTY AREAS: 

A. Junk: Responsible parties shall not keep junk on the property outside of a building and must 
not allow junk to be stored, located or placed on the property outside of a building. 
Responsible parties must remove junk that is located outside of a building on the property 
and must either completely remove the junk from the property or place the junk in a building. 
(Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

B. Junk Vehicles: Responsible parties shall not keep a junk vehicle on the property outside of a 
building and must not allow a junk vehicle to be stored, located or placed on the property 
outside of a building. This subsection does not apply to a location approved by the city as a 
conditional use for auto auction sales with open storage. (Ord. 1185, 10-27-2008) 

C. Firewood And Woodpiles: 

1. No responsible party shall allow firewood to be stored in excess of six feet (6') in height outside 
of a building on the property. 

2. In the R residential districts, on parcels less than one acre in size, responsible parties must 
comply with the following regulations for woodpiles outside of a building: 

a. Woodpiles are prohibited in front of a residence. 

b. Woodpiles shall be outside of a minimum side and rear yard setback of five feet (5'). 

c. Woodpiles shall be stored either four inches (4") above the ground or on an impervious surface. 

d. The size of the woodpile must not exceed five (5) cords. A cord is no more than eight feet (8') 
long, four feet (4') high and four feet (4') wide. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

D. Weeds And Grass: 

1. No responsible party shall allow any weeds, primary, secondary or otherwise, whether noxious, 
as defined by law or not, to grow upon the property to a height greater than eight inches (8") 
within any of the R residential districts on parcels less than one acre in size outside of the 
traveled portion of any street or alley. Upon determining that a violation of this subsection D1 
exists, the enforcement officer shall send a written notice by certified mail to the owners of the 
property and to the responsible parties in apparent control of the property. The notice shall state 
that the responsible parties in apparent control of the property and the owners must correct the 
violation within seven (7) days after the date of the notice and that failure to do so may result in 
the city correcting the violation, charging the cost of correction to the owners and specially 
assessing the cost thereof against the property pursuant to Minnesota statutes section 429.101 if 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=5-9-6
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=5-9-6
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the owners do not pay. If the owners or responsible parties in apparent control of the property 
have not corrected the violation, the city may correct the violation and may charge the cost of 
correction to the owners. The owners are liable for the costs and must pay the costs within thirty 
(30) days after the invoice. If the owners do not pay for the costs, the city may specially assess 
the property pursuant to Minnesota statutes section 429.101. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007; amd. Ord. 
1192, 7-27-2009) 

2. Within the R residential districts, on parcels less than one acre in size, responsible parties have 
the obligation to establish turf grass lawns or other approved landscaping within one year of the 
date a building permit is issued for the property. Within the R residential districts, on parcels less 
than one acre in size, responsible parties must maintain turf grass lawns so that such turf grass 
lawns are no higher than eight inches (8"). The following areas are exempt from the 
requirements of this subsection D2: 

a. Wetlands, drainage ponds, water quality (NURP) ponds, lakes, streambeds, and a fifty foot (50') 
buffer area around such areas. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

b. Pastures and parks, park facilities, and recreation areas as defined by subsection 7-5-1B of this 
code. (Ord. 1240, 8-22-2011) 

c. Railroad rights of way. 

d. A agricultural and E-1 and E-2 estate zoning districts. 

e. Areas with slopes steeper than a four to one (4:1) slope ratio. 

f. Undisturbed, natural areas that have not been maintained in the past. 

g. The natural areas and open space areas as defined in the northwest area overlay zoning district 
regulations, title 10, chapter 13, article J of this code. 

E. Storage Containers: In R residential districts, on parcels less than one acre in size, responsible 
parties must comply with the following regulations for storage containers: 

1. Storage containers shall not exceed sixteen feet (16') in length. 

2. Storage containers shall not remain on the property for more than ninety (90) days per calendar 
year. 

3. No more than two (2) storage containers shall be on the property at one time. 

F. Roll-Off Boxes And Dumpsters: In R residential districts, on parcels less than one acre in size, 
responsible parties must comply with the following regulations for roll-off boxes and 
dumpsters: 

1. Roll-off boxes and dumpsters shall not be located on streets or within the right of way. 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=7-5-1
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=5&find=10-13-J


7 
 

2. Roll-off boxes and dumpsters shall not be more than thirty (30) cubic yards. 

3. Material placed in the roll-off box or dumpster shall not extend more than three feet (3') above 
the top of the roll-off box or dumpster. 

4. Roll-off boxes and dumpsters shall not remain on the property more than three (3) months during 
a twelve (12) month period; provided, however, the director of community development may 
grant the responsible party an extension of an additional three (3) months if the magnitude of 
construction occurring on the property requires the use of a roll-off box or dumpster for such 
additional time. 

G. Open Storage In Residential Districts: 

1. In R residential districts, on parcels less than one acre in size, responsible parties must comply 
with the following regulations relating to open storage: 

a. Open storage is prohibited in the front of a residence. 

b. Open storage shall be allowed elsewhere on the property when enclosed by a solid screening 
fence at least six feet (6') in height. 

c. All fencing must be as prescribed by section 10-15-12 of this code. 

d. Open storage shall not include junk, junk vehicles or garbage. 

2. Exceptions to the regulations in this subsection are automobiles, noncommercial trucks of not 
more than one ton capacity, and personal recreational equipment, such as camper trailers, boats, 
campers, recreational vehicles, all-terrain vehicles (ATVs), snowmobiles, and utility trailers in 
operable condition. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

H. Garage Sales: The regulation of garage sales is intended to prevent their frequency from 
becoming a nuisance. Garage sales are allowed in all residential zoning districts with the 
following restrictions: 

1. There shall not be more than four (4) sales events in each calendar year per dwelling unit. This 
number does not include the participation in any city sanctioned garage sale event. 

2. Sale events are limited to any consecutive seventy two (72) hour period. 

3. Garage sale signs must comply with the sign ordinance. No directional signs or advertising signs 
with respect to garage sales shall be attached to utility poles, trees, or signposts. All directional 
signs or advertising signs shall be freestanding. Each such sign shall be promptly removed after 
garage sales by the person conducting the sales. 

4. Garage sale signs may be erected on private properties other than the property where the sale is 
conducted provided permission from the private property owner is obtained. 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=10-15-12
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5. Personal property offered for sale at garage sales shall be that of the owners/occupants of the 
property at which the garage sale is conducted. Personal property of members of several families 
may be offered for sale at a garage sale at property owned or occupied by one of the participant 
families. 

6. No consignment personal property may be offered for sale at garage sales. 

7. Garage sales shall be conducted so as not to obstruct or interfere with pedestrian or vehicular 
traffic. 

8. Notwithstanding title 1, chapter 4 of this code, a violation of this subsection shall be a petty 
misdemeanor. (Ord. 1202, 11-23-2009) 

5-9-5: INSPECTION AUTHORITY: 

The enforcement officer is authorized to enter upon any property for the purpose of enforcing 
and assuring compliance with the provisions of this chapter. If access to the property is denied by 
the owners or responsible parties, the enforcement officer shall then obtain an administrative 
search warrant in order to proceed with an inspection of the property for purposes of determining 
compliance with the provisions of this chapter. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

5-9-6: ENFORCEMENT AND ABATEMENT OF HAZARDOUS PROPERTYPUBLIC 
NUISANCES ON PROPERTY: 

A. Abatement Process: 
 

1. Notice:  Whenever, following an inspection, the enforcement officer determines that a 
public nuisance on property exists or is being maintained on property, the enforcement 
officer must give written notification to the property owner and occupant or other 
responsible party of that fact and order that the public nuisance on property be terminated 
and abated. Notice must be served in person or by certified mail. Failure of the party to 
receive the certified mail does not invalidate the service of the notice. Notice to the owner 
will be satisfied by notice to the person listed as the taxpayer on the county’s tax records. 
If the property is not occupied, the owner is unknown, or no other responsible party can 
reasonably be identified, notice may be served by posting it on the property for a period 
of at least seventy two (72) hours The notice must state: 

 
a. The property location of the public nuisance on property; 

 
b. The nature of the public nuisance on property, with reference to the appropriate 

code provision; 
 

c. The steps to be taken to abate the public nuisance on property and a reasonable 
amount of time within which the public nuisance on property is to be abated, 
which shall not be less than seven (7) business days after the date of the notice; 

 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=4&find=1-4
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d. That if the owner, occupant, or other responsible party does not comply with the 
notice within the time specified, the city may provide for abating the public 
nuisance on property; 

 
e. That the owner, occupant, or other responsible party has the right to appeal the 

designation as a public nuisance on property by submitting a request in writing to 
the city clerk before the date by which abatement must be completed or within 
seven (7) calendar says after service of the notice, whichever comes first; and 

 
f. That the city may assess its costs for abatement of the public nuisance on property 

against the property in accordance with this section.  

2. Authority to Abate:  If no timely appeal is submitted and the public nuisance on property 
is not abated within the deadline given, the enforcement officer may proceed to abate the 
public nuisance on property. If the owners or responsible parties deny access to the 
property for abatement of the public nuisance on property, the enforcement officer shall 
then obtain an administrative search warrant or other judicial order to proceed with 
enforcement of this chapter. If any material derived from the abatement is salvageable, 
the city may sell the salvaged material at private or public sale with the proceeds from the 
sale being used to offset the cost of abatement. Any proceeds in excess of the cost of 
abatement will be paid over to the owners. 

 
3. Appeal:  If a timely appeal is submitted, the matter must be scheduled for a hearing 

before the city council. A notice of the hearing must state the date, time, and location of 
the city council hearing, must be served in the same manner as the abatement notice, and 
must be given at least ten (10) days before the hearing. After holding the hearing, the city 
council may issue an order requiring abatement of the public nuisance on property. Any 
enforcement action and any abatement action will be suspended until seven (7) business 
days after the council's written decision has been sent by first class mail and either 
personally served upon or sent by certified mail to the appellant, the owners and the 
responsible parties in apparent control of the property. 
  

4. Cost of Abatement: If the city performs the work pursuant to this section, the city will 
maintain a record showing the cost of the work attributable to abatement of the public 
nuisance on property, including administrative costs. Abatement costs shall include, but 
are not limited to, the cost of the abatement, the cost of investigation, such as title 
searches, inspections and testing, the cost of notification, filing costs, attorney fees and 
administrative costs, including an overhead charge of up to twenty five percent (25%) for 
administrative costs. As soon as the abatement work has been completed and the cost 
determined, the city clerk shall prepare and send by first class mail an invoice to the 
owner and/or responsible party setting forth the amount of expenses and charges for such 
work, which amount is due and payable to the city within thirty (30) days after the date of 
invoice. The owner of property on which a public nuisance on property has been abated 
by the city, or a person who has caused a public nuisance on property not owned by that 
person, is personally liable to the city for the cost of the abatement, including all interest, 
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attorney fees, administrative costs and other charges.. Unpaid charges constitute a lien 
against the property where the abatement occurred on and after the date they were 
incurred.  
 

5. Special Assessments Under Minnesota statutes section 429.101: If the public nuisance on 
property is of any of the following types: 
 

• a public health or safety hazard on property excluding any structure included 
under the provisions of Minnesota statutes section 463.15 to 463.26; 

• weeds or tall grass violations under section 5-9-4 (D); 
• any other situations or abatements listed under Minnesota statutes section 429.101 

for which special assessments may be levied; 
 
then, in such instances, if the property owner does not abate the public nuisance on 
property and if the city does abate the public nuisance on property, then the city, 
following Minnesota statutes section 429.101, may specially assess all the costs of 
abatement identified in section 5-9-6 (A)(4) against the property. 

 
6. Special Assessments under Minnesota statutes section 429.031 and 429.061: If the 

following circumstances exist: 
 

• the property owner has not abated the public nuisance on property; 
• the city intends to abate the public nuisance on property and to specially assess 

the property for the cost of abatement; 
• the abatement is not of a type that falls within the scope of section 5-9-6 (A)(5); 

 
then in such instance, the city, prior to commencement of the abatement, shall follow 
Minnesota statutes section 429.021, subd. 1(8) and 429.031 to authorize the abatement 
and after the abatement, the city shall follow Minnesota statutes section 429.061 to levy 
the special assessment for the abatement.  

 
7.  Emergency procedure; summary enforcement:  In cases of emergency, where delay in 

abatement required to complete the procedure and notice requirements as set forth in 
subpart (A) of this section will permit a continuing public nuisance on property to 
unreasonably endanger public health, safety, or welfare, the city council may order 
summary enforcement and abate the public nuisance on property.  To proceed with 
summary enforcement, the enforcement officer or other designated official shall first 
determine that a public nuisance on property exists or is being maintained and that delay 
in abatement will unreasonably endanger public health, safety, or welfare.  The officer or 
designated official shall then notify in writing the occupant or owner of the property of 
the nature of the public nuisance on property, whether public health, safety, or welfare 
will be unreasonably endangered by delay in abatement required to complete the 
procedure set forth in subpart (A) of this section and may order that the public nuisance 
on property be immediately terminated or abated.  If the public nuisance on property is 
not immediately terminated or abated, the city council may then order summary 
enforcement and abate the public nuisance on property.    
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A. Notice To Abate: 

1. Following an inspection, if the enforcement officer declares the existence of a hazardous 
property nuisance, then the enforcement officer shall serve an abatement notice on the owners 
and any responsible parties in apparent control of the property by first class mail and also by 
either certified mail or by personal service. The abatement notice shall contain the following 
information: 

a. Description of the property upon which the hazardous property nuisance is situated; 

b. The nature of the hazardous property nuisance to be removed; 

c. A correction order and compliance deadline requiring that the hazardous property nuisance be 
abated and removed by a specific date, which shall not be less than seven (7) business days; 

d. State that in the event the owners or responsible parties in apparent control of the property do not 
comply with the abatement notice and remove the hazardous property nuisance by the 
compliance deadline, the necessary work may be performed by the city, and the owners will be 
sent an invoice detailing the work performed, the costs associated with the work and that the 
owners shall be responsible for paying the invoice; 

e. State that if the owners do not pay the invoice, the costs will be assessed against the property; 

f. State that the owners and responsible parties in apparent control of the property have a right to 
appeal the abatement notice pursuant to subsection F of this section. The abatement notice shall 
also include a form by which the owners and responsible parties may appeal the abatement 
notice. 

2. If the owners of the property or the responsible parties in apparent control of the property cannot 
be identified or located, the abatement notice shall be posted on the property for a period of 
seven (7) business days, after which period the city may perform any necessary work or 
abatement. Service of the abatement notice by first class mail and by certified mail and service of 
the abatement notice by posting may be done simultaneously. 

B. Disclosure Of Responsible Party: Upon the request of the enforcement officer, an owner or 
responsible party shall disclose the name of any other known owner or responsible party. 
This shall include the person for whom he or she is acting, from whom he or she is leasing 
the property, to whom he or she is leasing the property, or with whom he or she has any 
conveyancing contract. 

C. Abatement Process: If a hazardous property nuisance has not been removed by the 
compliance deadline, and no appeal has been received, the city has the authority to enter 
upon the property and abate the hazardous property nuisance. If the owners or responsible 
parties deny access, the enforcement officer shall then obtain an administrative search 
warrant to proceed with enforcement of this chapter. If any material derived from the 
abatement is salvageable, the city may sell the salvaged material at private or public sale with 
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the proceeds from the sale being used to offset the cost of abatement. Any proceeds in excess 
of the cost of abatement will be paid over to the owners. 

D. Invoice: If the city performs the work pursuant to subsection C of this section, the city will 
maintain a record showing the cost of the work attributable to each property, including 
administrative costs. Abatement costs shall include, but are not limited to, the cost of the 
abatement, the cost of investigation, such as title searches, inspections and testing, the cost of 
notification, filing costs, attorney fees and administrative costs, including an overhead charge 
of up to twenty five percent (25%) for administrative costs. The city will prepare and send by 
first class mail an invoice to the owners setting forth the amount of expenses and charges for 
such work, which will be due within thirty (30) days of the date on the invoice and payable at 
the office of the city finance director. The owners of the property at the time the abatement 
notice is served or posted are personally liable for and must pay the amount of the abatement 
costs including all interest, attorney fees, administrative costs and other charges. 

E. Special Assessment: If the invoice is not paid within thirty (30) days and no other satisfactory 
arrangements for payment have been made with the city by the owners, the city may then 
assess the charges against the property as a special assessment pursuant to Minnesota statutes 
section 429.101. The city may certify the special assessment to the county auditor for 
collection, together with real estate taxes payable in the following year. 

F. Appeals: 

1. Within seven (7) business days after the abatement notice is served under subsection A of this 
section, an owner or responsible party in apparent control of the property may appeal the 
abatement notice by filing a written appeal with the enforcement officer or city clerk requesting a 
hearing before the city council and setting forth a brief statement of the issues. Upon receipt of 
the appeal, the city clerk will set a time and place for the hearing, and the city clerk will give the 
appellant written notice thereof by first class mail. Such notice to the appellant shall be mailed at 
least ten (10) days in advance of the hearing. Further, at least ten (10) days before the hearing, 
the clerk shall also send notice of the hearing by first class mail to the owners of the property, the 
responsible parties in apparent control of the property, and the landowners within three hundred 
fifty feet (350') of the property (as shown by the county tax records). The hearing must occur no 
later than thirty (30) days after the date on which the appeal was filed, unless the appellant agrees 
to a later date. 

2. The hearing shall be public. The hearing shall be held at a special council meeting and shall not 
be televised. At the hearing, the appellant will be given an opportunity to be heard and show why 
the abatement notice should be modified or withdrawn. The city council may grant relief as it 
deems reasonable if the requirements have been incorrectly interpreted, or the provisions of this 
chapter do not fully apply, or the requirements of this chapter are adequately satisfied by other 
means, and there is no detriment to the public health and safety, and there is no impairment to the 
intent of this chapter. The decision of the council shall be in writing and shall be sent by first 
class mail and either personally served upon or sent by certified mail to the appellant, the owners 
and the responsible parties in apparent control of the property. 
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3. Any enforcement action and any abatement action will be suspended until seven (7) business 
days after the council's written decision has been sent by first class mail and either personally 
served upon or sent by certified mail to the appellant, the owners and the responsible parties in 
apparent control of the property. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

5-9-7: PENALTIES: 

A. Any person who violates any provision of this chapter or fails to comply with a lawful written 
abatement notice issued pursuant to subsection 5-9-6A of this chapter shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor, provided, however that a violation of section 5-9-4 (H) shall be a petty 
misdemeanor. 

B. For violations of this chapter that are declared to be hazardous propertypublic nuisances on 
property, the condition may be abated by the city following the procedures service of an 
abatement notice pursuant to subsection 5-9-6A of this chapter, and in addition, the owners 
and responsible parties in apparent control of the property may be issued a misdemeanor 
citation, provided, however that a violation of section 5-9-4 (H) shall be a petty 
misdemeanor. For violations of this chapter that are declared to be hazardous property 
nuisances, a misdemeanor citation shall not be issued unless the owners and responsible 
parties in apparent control of the property have failed to abate the violation in the manner 
required by the abatement notice issued under subsection 5-9-6A of this chapter. 

C. For violations of this chapter that are property nuisances but are not hazardous property 
nuisances, the owners and responsible parties in apparent control of the property may be 
issued a misdemeanor citation without the abatement notice required in subsection 5-9-6A of 
this chapter. (Ord. 1168, 11-13-2007) 

Section Five.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect beginning on 
________, 2015. 

Passed in regular session of the City Council on the ___ day of __________________, 2015. 

      CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 

 

      By: ____________________________ 
       George Tourville, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

By: ________________________________  
 Melissa Kennedy, Deputy City Clerk 

 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=5-9-6
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AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Regular  None 

Contact: Judy Thill, 651-450-2495  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Judy Thill, Fire Chief  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

  X Other 

 
 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED: Accept the Fire station Final Feasibility and Programming 
Study completed by Five Bugles Design.  
 
SUMMARY  
 
In June of 2014, the City of Inver Grove Heights advertised a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a 
Feasibility and Programming study for a new Fire station. The City Council approved hiring Five 
Bugles Design for this study at their August 5 Council meeting.  
 
The Five Bugles Design Team had several meetings with the IGH Team, which consisted of 
City Administrator Joe Lynch, Fire Chief Judy Thill, Assistant Chief Eric Bergum, Captains Joe 
Weber and John Patnaude, Lieutenants Neal St. Onge and Scott Oswald, and Firefighters Jeff 
David and Luke Caneff.  Together, they identified space needs and through those identified 
needs, a preliminary design was completed. In addition to the space needs, potential properties 
were ranked. Five Bugles then applied the preliminary design with the preferred property to 
develop a site layout and opinion of probable costs.  The report was presented to the City 
Council at the Work Session on February 2, 2015. 
 
Staff requests approval of the Fire station Feasibility and Programming Study completed by Five 
Bugles Design.  
 



AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Regular  None 

Contact: Judy Thill, 651-450-2495  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Judy Thill, Fire Chief  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

  X Other 

 
 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED:  Authorize the City Administrator to begin discussion with 
the property owner of the identified site for the new fire station.   
 
SUMMARY  
 
In the November 2011 Analysis of Fire Station Locations Report completed by DLR and TriData, 
four properties were identified as potential sites for the new fire station. When Five Bugles 
Design was chosen to complete a Feasibility and Programming Study for the fire station, the city 
requested two more sites be considered.  
 
The Five Bugles Design Team developed criteria to grade each property and allowed the IGH 
Fire Station Design team to grade each individual property. The scores were then ranked. One 
property was identified as being the preferred site for the possible new Fire Station.  
 
Staff would like to begin discussion with the property owner to identify a solution to the possible 
acquisition of property.  
 



AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
 
Meeting Date: February 9, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Regular  None 

Contact: Judy Thill, 651-450-2495  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Judy Thill, Fire Chief  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

  X Other 

 
 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED: Approve a request to have the City of Inver Grove Heights 
advertise a Request for Proposal for architectural services for final design of the fire station.  
 
SUMMARY  
 
In June of 2014, the City of Inver Grove Heights advertised a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a 
Feasibility and Programming study for a new fire station. The City Council approved hiring Fire 
Bugles Design for this study at their August 5 Council meeting.  
 
The Five Bugles Design Team had several meetings with the IGH Team, which consisted of 
City Administrator Joe Lynch, Fire Chief Judy Thill, Assistant Chief Eric Bergum, Captains Joe 
Weber and John Patnaude, Lieutenants Neal St. Onge and Scott Oswald, and Firefighters Jeff 
David and Luke Caneff.  Together, they worked out space needs and through those identified 
needs, a preliminary design was completed. In addition to the space needs, potential properties 
were ranked. Five Bugles then applied the preliminary design with the preferred property to 
develop an opinion of probable costs.  The report was presented to the City Council at their 
Work Session on February 2, 2015. 
 
Staff will put together a Request for Proposal for Final Design Services for a Fire Station, along 
with a recommendation on the best option for assistance with that construction, and return to a 
Regular Council meeting for further discussion and action on that proposal and 
recommendation. 
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