
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER 

2.  ROLL CALL 

3.  PRESENTATIONS   

      A.  Proclamation Recognizing Volunteer Efforts at Swing Bridge Park   _____________ 

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. Minutes June 22, 2015 Regular Meeting       _____________ 

       

B. Resolution Approving Disbursements for Period Ending July 7, 2015  _____________ 

C. Resolution Making an Election Not to Waive the Statutory Tort Limits for Liability  

      Insurance                                                                                                         _____________ 

           

D.  Approve Additional Official Depository for 2015     _____________ 

E. Accept Proposal from American Engineering Testing, Inc. (AET, Inc.) for Phase 1  

    Environmental Site Assessments for City Project No. 2014-11 – Argenta Trail. _____________ 

 

F. Authorization to Make Offers for Acquisition of Easements for City Project  

    No. 2015-13.                                                                                              _____________ 

   

G.  Approve Lap Pool Condensing Unit Replacement             _____________ 

 

H. Approve Easement Encroachment Agreement for Landowner Improvements within City 

Easement for Property Located at 1037 Highway 110 (Inver Grove Toyota).          _____________  

 

I. Approve an Improvement Agreement and a Drainage and Utility Easement Agreement  

   for  Contractor’s Yard at 11184 Rich Valley Boulevard.     _____________ 

 

J. Resolution Approving Application to Minnesota Department of Employment and  

           Economic Development for Host Community Grant Funds    _____________  

 

    K.  Letter of Intent for Community Solar Garden Subscription RFP Collaboration _____________   

 

    L.  Approve Purchase of Park and Recreation Software     _____________                                                    

  

    M.  Schedule Public Hearings         _____________  

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL AGENDA  

MONDAY, July 13, 2015 

8150 BARBARA AVENUE 

7:00 P.M. 
 



    N.  Settlement Agreement and Release with City      _____________ 

    O.  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. 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

A.  Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan 

7.  REGULAR AGENDA: 

     COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 

 

     A. JON SKOGH; Consider the First reading of an Ordinance Amendment allowing Accessory 

Dwelling Units (ADU) within all single family zoning districts and specifically for property 

located at 1355 96th Street E.        _____________  

 

B. CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS; Consider an Ordinance Amendment to allow restaurants 

within a clubhouse on a publically owned golf course as an accessory use to a golf course. 

                                                                                                                                                         _____________  

C. Resolution Supporting the Robert Street Transitway Alternative Study  _____________ 
 

PUBLIC WORKS: 

 

D. Consider Resolution Establishing an Engineering Consultant Pool for Northwest Area Surface     

Water and Natural Resources Services.       _____________ 

  

ADMINISTRATION: 

 

E. Resolution Pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 645.021 Approving a Special Law Relating to the City of 

Inver Grove Heights Identified as Laws of Minnesota 2015, Chapter 9, Article 2, Section 10 

   _____________  

 

F. A Unanimous Resolution Pursuant To Section 1-2-3 Of Inver Grove Heights City Code 

Authorizing Consideration And Passage At One Reading Of The Following Ordinance:  An 

Ordinance Amending Inver Grove Heights City Code Section 4-1-4(B)(1) And Section 4-1-

4(B)(6) Both Related To Types Of Alcoholic Beverage Licenses; Section 4-1-5 Related To 

Number Of Alcoholic Beverage Licenses; Section 4-1-16(B) Related To Restrictions On 

Alcoholic Beverage Sales, Purchases And Consumption And Section 7-5-1(L)(1) Related To 

Conduct In Parks And Recreational Areas Concerning Alcoholic Beverages  _____________  

 

G. An Ordinance Amending Inver Grove Heights City Code Section 4-1-4(B)(1) And 

Section 4-1-4(B)(6) Both Related To Types Of Alcoholic Beverage Licenses; Section 

4-1-5 Related To Number Of Alcoholic Beverage Licenses; Section 4-1-16(B) 



Related To Restrictions On Alcoholic Beverage Sales, Purchases And Consumption 

And Section 7-5-1(L)(1) Related To Conduct In Parks And Recreational Areas 

Concerning Alcoholic Beverages             

                                                                                                                  _____________  

8. MAYOR & COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

9.  EXECUTIVE SESSION 

“Executive Session (pursuant to Minn. Stat. 13D.05, Subd. 3(c)(3)) to discuss offer of Wells Fargo 

Bank to transfer  property to City located at 9697 Inver Grove Trail, Inver Grove Heights MN 

identified as Tax Parcel No. 20-02200-54-011.”  

   

ADJOURN  

This document is available upon 3 business day request in alternate formats such as Braille, large print, audio 

recording, etc.  Please contact Amy Jannetto at 651.450.2510 or ajannetto@invergroveheights.org  

mailto:ajannetto@invergroveheights.org






 

10 INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
MONDAY, JUNE 22, 2015 - 8150 BARBARA AVENUE 

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL  The City Council of Inver Grove Heights met in regular session on 
Monday, June 22, 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, Parks and Recreation  
Director Carlson, Finance Director Smith, Chief Stanger, Chief Thill, and Recording Secretary Fox 

3. PRESENTATIONS:  

A. Presentation of the American Council of Engineering Companies’ National Grand Award for Northwest  
Area Storm Water Design 

Mr. Thureen stated the Northwest Area Storm Water Design project was recognized at the State level and 
nominated for the National Grand Award.  He noted the project was recognized as one of the top 8 in the  
nation.   

Dave Oxley, Executive Director of ACEC Minnesota, stated his organization represented approximately 
150 engineering firms in the State.  He explained their biggest event of the year was their Engineering 
Excellence awards competition.  He stated there were 30 entries last year, including the Northwest Area 
Stormwater Design project.  He noted 174 projects from across the country were nominated for the ACEC 
National Grand Award.  He added the Northwest Area Stormwater Design project was unique and unusual  
in comparison to many of the other projects that were entered into the competition.     

Brett Emmons, Emmons & Olivier Resources, provided an overview of the history of the Northwest Area 
Stormwater Design project.  He noted the overall goal was to design a zero discharge approach to  
stormwater management.  He presented the National Grand Award to the City.    

4. CONSENT AGENDA: 

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

A. i)  Minutes – June 1, 2015 City Council Work Session 
ii) Minutes – June 8, 2015 Regular City Council Meeting 

B.  Resolution No. 15-99 Approving Disbursements for Period Ending June 16, 2015 

C.  Pay Voucher No. 7 for City Project No. 2014-09D, College Trail Street Reconstruction and Barbara 
Avenue Partial Street Reconstruction, and City Project No. 2014-06, Blaine Avenue Retaining Wall  
Replacement Improvements  

D.  Pay Voucher No. 1 for City Project No. 2015-09E, 47th Street Area Reconstruction, and City Project  
No. 2015-04, 47th Street Area Water and Sewer Improvements and Rehabilitation 

E.  Pay Voucher No. 1 and Change Order No. 1 for the 2015 Capital Improvement Program, City Project 
No. 2015-10, NWA Trunk Utility Improvements, Argenta District (Alverno to Blackstone Vista  
Development) and City Project No. 2015-11, NWA 70th Street Lift Station, Argenta District 

F. Approve Custom Grading, Drainage, and Stormwater Ponding Easement Agreement for 2306 99th  
Street 

G. Approve Therapeutic Massage License 

I. Approve the 2015 Seasonal/Temporary Compensation Plans  

K. Personnel Actions 

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

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 
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H.  Approve Replacement of Parks and Recreation Office and Arena Concession Stand Service Counters 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated she wanted to ensure that the replacement counters were durable  
and easy to clean.   

Mr. Carlson stated staff selected quality materials. 

Councilmember Mueller questioned what was wrong with the existing counters. 

Mr. Carlson explained neither of the service counters proposed to be replaced currently met ADA  
standards because they were too tall.     

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to approve the replacement of Parks &  
Recreation office and arena concession stand service counters 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

J. Approve Temporary Assignment Pay 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated she was not clear on the standard protocol related to pay rates  
and who was eligible to receive additional pay for temporary work assignments. 

Mr. Lynch explained in the past temporary assignment pay has been awarded to individuals who have 
assumed duties of another position, in addition to their own, on an interim basis.  He stated the goal was 
to recognize the individual who had been performing the duties of both HR Coordinator and Deputy City  
Clerk since the end of March.     He noted overtime was not included because the position was exempt.   

Councilmember Mueller questioned if the proposed amount was based on a percentage. 

Mr. Lynch stated the amount was equivalent to 50% of the difference between the bi-weekly rates of the  
positions.  

Motion by Mueller, second by Bartholomew, to approve temporary assignment pay 

Ayes: 4 
Nays: 1 (Piekarski Krech) Motion carried. 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT:   

Gabriel Rojas Cardona, 9716 Benjamin Trail, stated he represented the Inver Grove Heights Heat Soccer 
Association.  He asked the City to help the organization generate additional revenues to support their  
growing program and keep costs low for families. 

Sara Westall, gaming manager, stated the organization would like to add another gambling site at 
Overboard Bar & Grill.  She explained the organization already operated two sites in the City, the 
maximum currently allowed under City Code regulations.  She requested that the Council consider making  
an exception to allow the organization to operate charitable gambling at an additional site.   

Mayor Tourville stated an ordinance amendment would be required.  He suggested that Ms. Westall meet 
with the City Administrator to discuss the process and make a determination as to whether an ordinance  
amendment would be brought forward for consideration.   

Allan Cederberg, 1162 82nd St. E., referenced Item 7A from the May 11, 2015 City Council meeting when 
the City approved the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  He questioned why a specific schedule  
outlined in the CAFR was not included in information that was published in the official City newspaper.  

Mr. Lynch stated the City was not required to publish every report that was included in the Comprehensive  
Annual Financial Report.  The City disclosed all information as required by law.    

Councilmember Bartholomew stated the CAFR was also published, in its entirety, on the City’s website. 
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Dennis Wolfe, 6742 Argenta Trail, thanked the Council and staff for implementing accessible parking stalls 
in the front of City Hall. 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS: None. 

7. REGULAR AGENDA: 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 

A. GREGORY LEE & DL SCOFIELD: Consider Resolution relating to a Variance to allow a six foot fence  
along a corner front property line whereas 30 feet is required for property located at 3593 72nd St. 

Mr. Link reviewed the location of the property.  The request was for a variance to allow construction of a  
six foot solid fence.  He provided an overview of the zoning code requirements that applied to corner lots.  
The ordinance requires that any fence be set back at least 30 feet, or if the fence is within the 30 foot 
setback, that it be no taller than 42” and 75% opaque.  The reasons for the requirement are to ensure that 
an open view of homes be maintained for public safety purposes, aesthetics, and to maintain traffic 
visibility and safety.  Planning staff did not support the variance because they could not find anything 
about the property that was particularly unique, could not identify a practical difficulty, and there was  
concern with setting a precedent.  Planning Commission also recommended denial of the request. 

Councilmember Bartholomew clarified that the proposed fence would not be located within the right-of- 
way or along the curb line.  He stated he did not see how the proposed location of the fence would cause  
a problem for traffic visibility at the intersection.   

Mr. Link stated the setback was measured from the edge of the right-of-way. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the entire fence would be solid.  She noted she also did not  
see that there would be any sightline or visibility issues at the intersection. 

Greg Scofield, 3593 72nd St., stated he was never aware that what he considered to be his backyard was  
actually by definition a front yard.  He explained they use the area as their backyard to exercise their dogs.   

Debbie Scofield, 3593 72nd St., stated they requested the variance to replace their existing fence.  She 
opined the fence provided safety and security for their family and their dogs. She noted she was a dog 
trainer and has seen dogs jump over the existing 42” fence and aggressively approach the fence while her 
dogs are in the yard.  She explained a solid fence would limit the visual contact between the dogs and the 
increased height would make it more difficult for other dogs to enter her yard uninvited.  She stated they  
wanted to provide a safe and secure area for their animals.   

Mr. Scofield opined the proposed fence would not set a precedent as staff admitted that the zoning code 
had been interpreted differently over the years and there were at least 16 other corner lot fences in their  
area of the City that were similar to what they had proposed for their property.  He stated not all ordinance 
regulations applied uniformly to every property in the City.  He noted the proposed fence would not impact  
the traffic sight lines. 

Councilmember Hark stated he could not identify a practical difficulty in this particular case but felt that the  
precedent for similar requests had already been set and it would be unfair to deny the request.   

Councilmember Bartholomew stated the intent of the regulation was to ensure that visibility was  
maintained for traffic safety at the intersection. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated her biggest concern was that the fence be maintained.  She 
opined that people who live on corner lots should not be penalized and she did not see an issue with the  
request.   

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to receive correspondence 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 
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Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Bartholomew, to adopt Resolution No. 15-100 approving a 
Variance to allow a six foot fence along a corner front property line whereas 30 feet is required for  
property located at 3593 72nd St. because the property owner was being penalized for living on a  
corner lot and the visibility of the intersection would not be impacted by the fence. 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

B. RYLAND HOMES: Consider Resolution approving the Final Plat, Final PUD Development Plan,  
Development Contract and related agreements for Blackstone Ponds 1st Addition 

Mr. Hunting reviewed the location of the property.  He explained the first phase of the proposal included 
46 townhome units, site grading, stormwater improvements, and construction of the public street.  He 
noted the next phase of the county’s Mendota-Lebanon trail would also be completed.  He stated the 
proposal met all of the requirements set forth in the preliminary conditions of approval and the engineering 
department was satisfied with the plans as presented.  A parking plan was also submitted that would allow 
for parking on one side of the street.  He noted the development agreement was amended to eliminate 
parts 12 and 13 of Exhibit E.  Planning staff recommended approval of the final plats and plans for the first  
phase of Blackstone Ponds.   

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Piekarski Krech, to adopt Resolution No. 15-101 approving the 
Final Plat, Final PUD Development Plan, Development Contract and related agreements for  
Blackstone Ponds 1st Addition 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

C. SPERIDERS REINERS ARCHITECTS: Consider the following Resolutions for property located at  
 7365 Concord Boulevard 

i) Major Site Plan Review for an approximate 5,000 Square Foot Addition and approval of an 
Improvement Agreement, Storm Water Maintenance Agreement, and Permanent Five Foot  
Drainage and Utility Easement 

ii) Variance to allow a 33 Foot Setback from the North Property Line for the Building Expansion  
whereas 75 Feet is required 

Mr. Link reviewed the location of the property.  He stated the existing building was approximately 8,400 
square feet in size and the applicant proposed an addition of 5,000 square feet.  The request included an 
additional parking lot and access with screening on the north side of the lot.  The variance was necessary 
because the ordinance required a 75 foot setback from residential properties.  The City Council previously 
approved a 30 foot setback for the existing building and the applicant would like to maintain the existing 
setback with the new addition.  Both Planning staff and the Planning Commission recommended approval 
of the request with the practical difficulty being that the proposed setback was already approved by  
previous Council action.  

Councilmember Hark questioned if staff received any comments from the neighbors. 

Mr. Link stated no concerns or objections were raised. 

Councilmember Mueller questioned why the existing drainage was being changed. 

Mr. Link stated the applicant was adding more impervious coverage that would generate more stormwater. 
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Eric Reiners, applicant, stated because the site was disturbing more than 5,000 total square feet of ground 
area, the ordinance required them to meet the drainage requirements of the entire site.  In order to do that,  
the capacity needed to be increased.     

 

 

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Piekarski Krech, to adopt Resolution No. 15-102 relating to a 
Major Site Plan Review for an approximate 5,000 Square Foot Addition and approving an 
Improvement Agreement, Storm Water Maintenance Agreement, and Permanent Five Foot 
Drainage and Utility Easement and Resolution No. 15-103 approving a Variance to allow a 33 Foot  
Setback from the North Property Line for the Building Expansion whereas 75 Feet is required 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

D. STEVE WATRUD:  Consider the following resolutions for property located at 10982 Clark Road: 

i) Major Site Plan Approval to Construct a 22,400 Square Foot Office/Warehouse Building 

ii) Conditional Use Permit Amendment to allow for a Contractor’s Yard and Outdoor  
Storage 

iii) Variance to allow Outdoor Storage less than 100 Feet from Agricultural Zoned Property  
and from Screening Requirements 

Mr. Link reviewed the location of the property.  The City Council previously approved a site plan to 
construct a building on the property.  Construction of an additional 22,000 square foot building on the site 
was proposed.  In the industrial zoning district multiple buildings on a property were allowed.  The new 
structure required site plan approval.  Council also previously approved an open storage area and the 
applicant proposed to extend the area to the east, which required two variances for the setback and for 
screening.  He stated Planning staff recommended approval of the requests with slightly different 
conditions than what the applicant requested.  The Planning Commission also recommended approval of 
the requests with slight variations from what the applicant requested.  He explained staff received an email  
from the applicant’s attorney that revised the proposed resolutions and raised several issues.    

Mayor Tourville questioned if the issues raised were discussed at the Planning Commission meeting. 

Mr. Link stated most of the issues had not been discussed at the Planning Commission meeting.  He 
reviewed the ten issues that were raised by the applicant.  He noted that the majority of the issues did not  
relate to the building itself and staff suggested allowing the building permit to be issued.     

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned what the setback would be if the neighboring properties were  
not zoned residential.   

Mr. Link replied 10 feet. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned if the proposed landscaping plan was sufficient for the entire  
site or if each new building would require a separate landscaping plan. 

Mr. Link stated the plan was dependent on the perimeter of the property and the number of parking stalls.   
He noted additional parking stalls beyond what was originally approved for the site were proposed.  
Ordinance requires screening from the residential properties and the applicant proposed planting trees to  
provide screening in a location that was different than what was originally shown on the site plan.  The 
applicant also requested that the proposed trees be used to fulfill both the landscaping and screening  
requirements for the site.   

Councilmember Mueller stated the residential properties were not located very close to the parking lot. 

Councilmember Piekarski Krech questioned how the revised plan changed the location of the trees. 
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Steve Watrud, applicant, presented the revised site plan.  He explained the Planning Commission 
determined that it should not matter where the trees were located as long as the total number met the  
requirements.  He stated the trees were moved to provide more area for outdoor storage.   

Mayor Tourville stated the tree location could be worked out between the applicant, the neighbors, and  
staff.      

Mr. Watrud noted that the Planning Commission also agreed that the screening trees should be counted  
against the total number required on the landscaping plan.  He explained that he also wanted to expand  
the list of items that would be allowed on the I-2 property.   

Mr. Link clarified that the original discussion was to allow outdoor storage and a contractor’s yard for those  
who were leasing space on the property.     

Mr. Watrud stated he would like the flexibility to rent storage space to his tenants.   

Mr. Link explained the resolution prepared for Council stated the conditional use permit did not include 
and did not allow vehicles for sale, storage of vehicles related to a business, propane tanks, or mini  
storage.  The revised resolution provided by the applicant’s attorney removed that language. 

Mayor Tourville questioned if the Council was interested in allowing the storage of propane tanks on the  
property.   

The Council replied in the negative. 

Councilmember Mueller opined the City may want to allow the storage of vehicles to give the applicant  
some flexibility.         

Mr. Watrud stated he would agree to come back to the City for approval if, at some point in the future, he 
had wanted to store propane tanks on the property.  He clarified that he wanted to be able to maximize the  
outdoor storage on the property to make it as profitable as possible.    

Councilmember Bartholomew questioned if the applicant wanted permission to allow storage on the  
property by entities that were not necessarily leasing space on the property. 

Mr. Watrud stated he did not currently have any tenants on the property and he would like to take 
advantage of opportunities to rent out storage space.  He noted he was not interested in using the space 
as an impound lot, mini storage, or for the storage of propane tanks and those could be removed from the  
resolution. 

Vance Grannis, Jr., 9249 Barnes Avenue, stated although the applicant did not intend to use the outdoor 
storage space for a propane farm, there were instances in which he had to store propane on the property.  
He noted that was why the revised resolution removed the prohibition against propane tanks.  He 
explained the applicant was asking for the City to come up with a plan that would allow for the full 
development of the property without having to come back to the Council for separate approval of each 
phase.  He added the City Attorney drafted a resolution with sixteen conditions that would allow for that. 
He stated the engineering department suggested installing utilities now to service future buildings on the  
property and to avoid having to tear up the street again in the future.   

Mr. Kuntz explained if the Council wanted to deal with the potential for future expansion of the buildings, or 
additional buildings beyond the second building, the resolution that was prepared with the sixteen 
conditions provides the appropriate framework.  He noted the applicant agreed with all sixteen conditions  
because they eliminated the need to come back to the City for separate approvals on subsequent phases. 

The Council agreed they did not have an issue with the sixteen conditions as proposed related to future  
development on the property.      

Mr. Grannis stated the difference between the resolution prepared by staff for the major site plan approval 
and the revised resolution he provided was the inclusion of the extra 30,000 square feet and the 16  
proposed conditions.    
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Mr. Link stated the application was for a variance for a ten (10) foot setback.  Both Planning staff and the 
Planning Commission recommended a 20 foot setback.  The revised version from the applicant reflected a  
five (5) foot setback.   

Mr. Grannis argued that the proposed setback had been five (5) feet since the original proposal was  
approved.   

Mr. Link clarified the setback for parking was five (5) feet, not for open storage.   

Mr. Grannis stated his interpretation was that the setback was five (5) feet for both parking and open  
storage. 

Mr. Link explained Council previously approved a 40 foot setback.  

Ken Pike, 11025 Courthouse Blvd., stated the proposed plans had changed since the Planning  
Commission meeting.  He noted he would agree to a ten (10) foot setback but would prefer 20 feet.   

Mr. Watrud questioned what the difference was between the setback for storage and the setback for  
parking.  

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated parking was a more fixed use whereas the outdoor storage could  
be used for many different things.   

The Council agreed to a setback of ten (10) feet. 

Mr. Link stated there was a discrepancy regarding the location of the trees.  He noted the resolution could 
be worded such that the location of the trees needed to be worked out between the property owner,  
neighbors, and City staff. 

The Council agreed that the location of the trees could be worked out between the neighbors, the property  
owner, and staff. 

Mr. Link stated the City’s interpretation was that the applicant would put in a certain number of trees to 
meet the landscaping requirements and additional trees would be planted for screening.  The applicant 
requested, and Planning Commission supported, that the trees planted for screening count towards the  
landscaping requirement as well.  He noted the difference was 13 trees. 

The City Council agreed with the recommendation of the Planning Commission.   

Councilmember Piekarski Krech stated the property was in an industrial storage area and the main  
purpose of the trees was to provide screening of the outdoor storage area.   

Mr. Link referenced the conditions related to an engineering escrow and letter of credit, and the City  
Engineer review of the site plan. 

Mr. Thureen explained the City Engineer reviewed and approved the site plan.  He stated staff agreed with  
the language of the conditions as proposed by the applicant.  

Mr. Link  stated the resolution included in the Council packet required the applicant to provide a 
photometric plan to detail the brightness of the lighting and determine if the plan meets the code  
requirements.  He noted the applicant proposed removal of the condition.   

Mr. Grannis stated the lighting was addressed in the sixteen conditions previously agreed to by the  
Council.    

Mr. Watrud clarified the same lighting that was installed for the first building would be used. 

Mr. Link stated the concern was that more lighting was being installed on the site 

Mr. Kuntz reviewed the language suggested by Planning staff regarding lighting.  The applicant suggested  
a sentence that read “new lighting shall be substantially similar to existing lighting”.  

Mr. Link suggested that the brightness of the lighting for the second building be measured in the same  
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manner in which it was measured for the first building. 

The Council agreed with Mr. Link’s suggestion. 

Mr. Link questioned what should be allowed to be stored on the property.  

Councilmember Mueller suggested prohibiting an impound lot, propane tank farm, mini storage, and an  
auto sales lot.  He noted everything else would be permissible. 

Mr. Watrud agreed with the proposed prohibitions. 

Mayor Tourville questioned if a non-tenant would be allowed to store items on the property. 

Councilmember Bartholomew stated he would not be opposed to allowing non-tenants to use storage on  
the property. 

Councilmember Hark questioned what the definition was of a non-tenant.   

Mr. Kuntz stated there were two provisions contained in the previous Council action for the first building.  
The first allowed metal storage containers and trailers as part of the outdoor storage provided they were 
used as part of a business operating out of the main building.  The second provision outlined that the 
conditional use permit did not allow vehicles for sale, the storage of vehicles not related to a business, 
propane tanks, and mini storage.  The provision did allow for landscaping material, vehicles and  
equipment related to a business and saleable product.   

Councilmember Bartholomew reiterated that he was not opposed to the applicant storing items on the  
property that were not for a tenant.   

Councilmember Mueller agreed. 

Councilmember Hark opined in the I-2 district it really wouldn’t matter that much.   

Mr. Link stated Planning staff did not have an opportunity to review the revised site plan.  He questioned  
what changes the applicant proposed.   

Mr. Watrud explained the utilities would be brought onto the property on the north side rather than on the 
south side of the building. He noted there were other minor changes made to accommodate the City  
Engineer’s suggestions.    

Mr. Link suggested that the resolution be changed to reflect the revised site plan submitted by the 
applicant.  He explained staff also suggested that the 2014 resolution be voided and replaced by the  
revised information being considered by the Council.   

Mr. Grannis suggested that the 2014 resolution remain in effect except for what was modified by the 2015  
resolution.   

The Council agreed with the suggestion of Mr. Grannis. 

Motion by Bartholomew, second by Hark, to adopt Resolution No. 15-104 related to a Major Site 
Plan Approval to Construct a 22,400 Square Foot Office/Warehouse Building, Resolution No. 15-
105 approving a Conditional Use Permit Amendment to allow for a Contractor’s Yard and Outdoor 
Storage, and Resolution No. 15-106 approving a Variance to allow Outdoor Storage less than 100  
Feet from Property Zoned Agricultural and from Screening Requirements with the revisions as  
proposed and discussed by the Council 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

8. MAYOR & COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Mueller, to schedule a special City Council meeting on  
July 27, 2015 at 5:00 pm in the City Council chambers 
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Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

9.  EXECUTIVE SESSION: 

A. Discuss Appraisals for Easement Acquisitions on Glenlin Properties, LLC Parcel and on  
Lawrence and Linda Flannery Parcel relating to City Project No. 2015-13 

Motion by Piekarski Krech, second by Mueller, to enter Executive Session 

Ayes: 5 
Nays: 0 Motion carried. 

The Council entered Executive Session at 10:10 p.m. to discuss appraisals for easement acquisitions. 

10. ADJOURN: Motion by Mueller, second by Hark, to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned by  
  a unanimous vote at 10:45 pm. 































 
AGENDA ITEM ____________ 

 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Resolution Making an Election Not to Waive the Statutory Tort Limits for Liability 
Insurance Purposes 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent X None 

Contact: Kristi Smith 651-450-2521  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Kristi Smith, Finance Director  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by:   FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
 
Approve the resolution making an election not to waive the statutory tor limit for liability 
insurance purposes. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The City procures its liability insurance from the League of Minnesota Cities Insurance Trust 
(LMCIT).  LMCIT requires City Council to make an annual election to waive or not waive 
statutory tort limits.  The City has never waived the tort limit.  The attached resolution merely 
confirms current practice for the City and is in conformance with the majority of Minnesota cities. 
 
Minnesota Statutes 466.04 currently sets the maximum liability limits for cities at $500,000 per 
claimant and $1,500,000 per occurrence.  The City’s current insurance policies provide 
coverage up to the tort liability limits as provided by Minnesota Statutes.  LMCIT does allow 
cities to waive those limits if they so choose. Since cities have a choice to waive or not to waive 
LMCIT requires cities to make the election annually. 
 
I recommend that the Council adopt the attached resolution making an election not to waive the 
statutory tort limit for liability insurance purposes. 
  



 

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS 

DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 

RESOLUTION NO. _____ 

 

RESOLUTION MAKING AN ELECTION NOT TO WAIVE THE STATUTORY TORT 

LIMITS FOR LIABILTY INSURANCE PURPOSES 

 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 466 deals with tort liability for cities; and 

 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Statutes 466.04 currently sets the maximum liability limits for 

cities at $500,000 per claimant and $1,500,000 per occurrence; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City procures its insurance from the League of Minnesota Cities 

Insurance Trust (LMCIT); and 

 

WHEREAS, LMCIT allows the City an option to waive those limits; and 

 

WHEREAS, LMCIT has asked the City to make the election annually with regards to 

waiving or not waiving its tort liability established by Minnesota Statutes 466.04. 

 

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

HEIGHTS does hereby elect not to waive the statutory tort limits established by Minnesota 

Statutes 466.04. 

  

Adopted by the City of Inver Grove Heights this 13
th

 day of July 2015. 

 

Ayes: 

Nays: 

 

    

  George Tourville, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

   

Joe Lynch, City Administrator/Clerk 
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CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Approve Additional Official Depository for 2015 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent Agenda X None 

Contact: Kristi Smith 651-450-2521  Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Kristi Smith, Finance Director  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: Joe Lynch, City Administrator  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
 
Approve additional official depository for 2015. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
City Council annually designates banks, brokers and dealers which will be used during the 
calendar year. 
 
The following institutions were authorized on January 12, 2015: Bremer Bank, N.A.; RBC 
Capital Markets, LLC; Wells Fargo Securities LLC; Morgan Stanley Smith Barney LLC; Stifel 
Nicolaus & Co., Inc.; and Ehlers Investment Partners, LLC. 
 
At this time I would like to include Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.  The primary purpose of this account 
is to pay fees related to their WellsOne Commercial Card. 
 
I recommend that the Council approve Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. as an additional official 
depository. 
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AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
Consider Replacement of the Lap Pool Condensing Unit 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 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:   FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Approve the replacement of the Lap Pool Condensing Unit from Horwitz Mechanical in an 
amount not to exceed $48,000.  The project is funded from the 2015 VMCC Operating Budget. 
 
SUMMARY 
The condensing unit that services the lap and dive pool has four compressors that have failed.  
The unit is 14-years old and the cost to repair the unit is $30,000.  Given the age of the unit staff 
is recommending complete replacement of the unit and has secured quotes as follows: 
 

Horwitz Mechanical $43,970 

NAC Mechanical $47,748 

 
It is recommended that the condensing unit that services the lap/dive pool be replaced and that 
Horwitz Mechanical be hired to perform the work as quoted above. 
 
 
 
 
 
Note 
Staff has authorized Horwitz Mechanical to order and install the new unit.  It is anticipated to 
take up to 2-months to have the unit built and installed. 
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AGENDA ITEM ____________ 
 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 
 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 
Item Type: Consent Agenda  None 
Contact: Joe Lynch, City Administrator  Amount included in current budget 
Prepared by: Andra Bontrager, GIS Technician  Budget amendment requested 
Reviewed by:   FTE included in current complement 
   New FTE requested – N/A 
  X Other 
 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
 
Request for Council approval to submit a Letter of Intent to participate in a collaborative RFP 
for committing 1,773,449 kWh of the City facilities electrical usage to Community Solar 
Garden(s).   
 
SUMMARY 
 
The City of Inver Grove Heights wants to submit a Letter of Intent (LOI) to participate in a 
collaborative RFP, in conjunction with other local government entities, to subscribe to 
Community Solar Gardens (CSG).  Approval of a LOI does not bind the City to sign any specific 
subscription agreements or otherwise commit financial resources to a community solar garden 
project.  Nor does submitting this LOI prevent us from soliciting for CSG subscriptions alone or 
with other entities. 
 
The intent of the LOI is to clearly state our desire to subscribe to one or more CSG’s dependent 
on the terms and conditions of the proposals received as a result of the Request for Proposals 
for Community Solar Garden Subscription Agreements being issued by the Metropolitan Council 
in July, 2015.   
 
Our staff has reviewed various materials and resources regarding CSGs, and has reviewed the 
electrical loads of our facilities.  The LOI states our potential commitment of approximately 
23% of City’s current Xcel electrical usage (load of 1,773,449 kWh) toward this collaboration.  
This current 23% load commitment is estimated to be equal to 30% of the City’s future 
electrical load, having given consideration of potential energy efficiency improvements for the 
city facilities.  The attached table provides a summary of the City’s current facility electrical 
loads for potential commitment to a CSG.   
 
This non-binding commitment will enable us to procure 7 lottery tickets from the pool of 
proposals that we can agree to or pass on upon reviewing the proposed CSG contract. 





City of Inver Grove Heights ‐ Solar Garden Subscription Potential Commitment
July 14, 2015

Premise Rate 2015 2013 2014 2 Year Average

Numbers Code Rate Electric (kWh) Electric (kWh) Electric (kWh)

Public Works Building 302997583 A14 0.09914 136,640                 130,160                 133,400                Public Works Building 302997583 A14 0.09914 136,640                 130,160                 133,400                

Public Works Cold Storage 302859755 A14 0.09914 46,960                   57,680                   52,320                  

Public Works Total 183,600                187,840                185,720               

City Hall 304203411 A14 0.09914 1,050,600             978,900                1,014,750            

Inver Wood Club House 303516803 A14 0.09914 76,207                   77,656                   76,932                  

Inver Wood Comfort Station 303031439 A10 0.12431 8,400                     7,041                     7,721                    

Inver Wood Irrigation 303373300 A14 0.09914 91,790                   75,440                   83,615                  

Inver Wood Practice Center 303123945 A14 0 09914 12 816 13 823 13 320Inver Wood Practice Center 303123945 A14 0.09914 12,816                   13,823                   13,320                  

Inver Wood Shelter #5 302653657 A10 0.12431 693                        685                        689                       

Inver Wood Total 189,906                174,645                182,276               

South Valley 303566006 A10 0.12431 12,802                   22,188                   17,495                  

Oakwood 303044933 A10 0.12431 15,003                   14,544                   14,774                  

Lions 303887617 A10 0.12431 1,901                     1,307                     1,604                    

Groveland 303247678 A10 0.12431 7,443                     7,903                     7,673                    

Simley Island Fountains 302414955 A10 0 12431 21 190 48 806 34 998Simley Island Fountains 302414955 A10 0.12431 21,190                   48,806                   34,998                  

Skyview 302249266 A14 0.09914 18,372                   19,384                   18,878                  

Park Buildings Total 76,711                   114,132                95,422                  
‐                        

Fire Station 1 302196904 A14 0.09914 80,880                   73,160                   77,020                  

Fire Station 3 303761959 A14 0.09914 73,704                   74,299                   74,002                  

Fire Total 154,584                147,459                151,022               

Others:

Traffic Signal ‐ S Robert 302297548 A16 0.12431 8,760                     8,717                     8,739                    

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ Upper 55th 302332209 A10 0.12431 10,075                   10,075                   10,075                  

Festoon/Receptacles ‐ Cahill 302436179 A10 0.12431 7,298                     13,792                   10,545                  

Street Lights ‐ 80th 302457459 A10 0.12431 220                        221                        221                       

Traffic Signal ‐ S Robert 303153647 A16 0.12431 15,445                   14,887                   15,166                  

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ Blaine 303344522 A10 0.12431 13,240                   11,825                   12,533                  

Traffic Signal ‐ 80th 303636635 A10 0.12431 82                           51                           67                          

Street Light ‐ 70th Street at NV Park 304110883 A10 0 12431 16 404 9 742 13 073Street Light ‐ 70th Street at NV Park 304110883 A10 0.12431 16,404                   9,742                     13,073                  

Traffic Signal ‐ 117th St 302926555 A16 0.12431 3,034                     3,134                     3,084                    

Street Lights ‐ Simley Lake 303250242 A10 0.12431 3,193                     3,199                     3,196                    

Traffic Signal ‐ 117th St/52 303334615 A10 0.12431 2,858                     3,161                     3,010                    

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ 117th 303704312 A10 0.12431 2,804                     2,839                     2,822                    

Traffic Signal  ‐ Upper 55th 303769300 A10 0.12431 9,279                     8,887                     9,083                    

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ 68th St 304153692 A10 0.12431 3,715                     2,141                     2,928                    

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ 68th St 304153693 A10 0.12431 167                        152                        160                       

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ S Robert 304195197 A10 0.12431 33,631                   38,072                   35,852                  

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ 66th St 304226356 A34 0.09914 11,938                   13,032                   12,485                  

Traffic Signal & Lights ‐ Asher Ave 304408100 A10 0.12431 1,225                     1,225                    

Street Light Total 142,143                145,152                144,260               

City Total 1,797,544             1,748,128             1,773,449            

 

Rate Key

Small General Service A10 0.12431 1,773,449 kWh

General Service A14 0.09914 7

General Service Time of Day A15 0.09914

Small General Time of Day A16 0.12431

Peak Control Tiered A23 0.09914

Street lighting energy ‐ metered A34 0.09914

Small municipal pumping A40 0.12431

Municipal pumping A41 0 09914

Lottery tickets in pool

Submitted load

Municipal pumping A41 0.09914



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

 
Consider Purchase of Park & Recreation Software 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 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: Tracy Petersen  FTE included in current complement 

 Bethany Adams  New FTE requested – N/A 

 Kristi Smith  Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Reconsider Council action from June 8th meeting to purchase Park and Recreation Software 
from Vermont Systems in the amount of $76,337 by making a motion to cancel the purchase.  
(no contract was signed) 
 
Approve purchase of Park and Recreation Software from Maximum Solutions in the amount of 
$23,600 and establish an overall budget of $25,000.  Funding is provided by the 2015 
Recreation Budget ($10,000) and the 2015 VMCC Budget ($15,000).  The purchase includes 
software, on-site training, 1-year of data storage and 1-year of annual maintenance fees. 
 
SUMMARY 
At your Monday, June 8th Council meeting you approved the purchase of new Parks & 
Recreation software from Vermont Systems.  It was our understanding that the quote provided 
by Vermont Systems was a hosted, web-based solution.  When reviewing the contract with 
Vermont Systems we identified some language issues and after further discussions with officials 
from Vermont Systems determined that the quoted fees did not include hosting of the data 
base.   Vermont Systems has amended their quote to include hosting services but it adds 
$18,000 annually to the cost of the Vermont Systems product.  Given this new information staff 
feels the purchase of the Vermont Systems software is not a good business decision. 
 
We still need to move forward with a hosted web-based solution prior to the end of the year.  It 
is recommended that we move forward with Maximum Solutions (Max Galaxy). 
 
Software Costs: 
 

 Maximum Solutions 
(Max Galaxy) 

Vermont Systems 
(RecTrac) 

Software $3,500 $49,364 

Training $6,000 $18,765 

Annual Maintenance $14,100 $8,208 

Annual Data Storage Included in annual maintenance $18,000 

Total $23,600 $94,337 

 
The 7-year investment to own each product, assuming no inflationary increases would be as 
follows: 
 

 Maximum Solutions 
(Max Galaxy) 

Vermont Systems 
(RecTrac) 

7-year cost $108,200 $251,585 

7-year annual average $15,457 $35,941 

 



        
 
 
 
 

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

 
SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent x None 

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

Prepared by: Michelle Calvert, City Government 
Intern 

 Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by: n/a  FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED:  
 
Schedule public hearing on July 27, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. to consider the changes to the Bow Hunting 
Ordinance #1162, Subsection D, as well as consider the proposed changes to the Bow Hunting Area 
Map. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Consideration for changes to the ordinance and to the bow hunting area map, as a result of concern for 
public safety, as well as needing to know how many individuals currently hunt within city limits.  



        
 
 
 
 

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

 
SCHEDULE PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 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: 
 
Schedule public hearing on July 27, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. to consider the City of Inver Grove Heights and 
Inver Wood Golf Course for an On-Sale/Sunday Intoxicating Liquor License for the premises 1850 70th 
Street East. 
 



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

 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 2015  Fiscal/FTE Impact: 

Item Type: Consent  None 

Contact:   Amount included in current budget 

Prepared by: Joe Lynch  Budget amendment requested 

Reviewed by:   FTE included in current complement 

   New FTE requested – N/A 

   Other 

 
PURPOSE/ACTION REQUESTED 
Council is asked to approve the settlement proposal with Shaw Lundquist for the remaining item 
on the outstanding punch list for completion of the City Hall Project. 
 
SUMMARY 
The City has been holding money for covering any costs related to the last item on the Punch 
list for completion of the City Hall Project.  At this time I am recommending acceptance of the 
enclosed agreement with Shaw Lundquist for completion and settlement of those issues know 
to us at this time. 
 
Shaw Lundquist had been asked to fix the outside lobby entrance door in the Public Safety 
portion of the building.  Staff had discovered a leak due to high volume and high wind driven 
precipitation.  There was a large puddle of water that would accumulate after such events.  The 
City hired a building intrusion investigative team to determine the source of the problem, after 
SLA claimed that they had addressed and taken care of the problem, only to have it reappear 
again.  The consultant hired determined that the leak was the result of lack of threshold seals 
and proper caulking in and around the door jambs.  The costs of the investigation is the same 
costs as the amount of retainage the City is holding because we knew that there was one 
remaining problem not addressed and fixed by the contractor. 
 
Shaw Lundquist has fixed the leak and no evidence has been found of a similar nature since the 
beginning of the year and we have had some significant rain events with enough volume to 
determine that the fix has worked. 
 
At this time I recommend that we accept the settlement agreement with SLA for the door leak. 
 
 
 



















 
AGENDA ITEM ____________ 

 
 
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS    REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

 
PERSONNEL ACTIONS 
 
Meeting Date: July 13, 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 seasonal/temporary employment of:  Kids Rock – Paula Egging, Aquatics Joseph 
Mansour, Cole Phares. 
 
Please confirm the seasonal/temporary termination of employment of:  Recreation – Daniel Eddy, 
Joshua Ennis, Joshua Fischer, Jacob Hiti, Lukas Johnson, Kallie Krech, Matthew LaBarre, Geno 
Mazzali, Kenneth McLean, Samuel Morisset, Cole O’brien, Heather Smka, John Sticha, Joshua 
Stidham, Logan Tschida, Fitness – Carol Huseman, Lloyd Jones, Amara Biebert, Brea Biebert, Kelly 
Geiger, Brittany McArdell, Jeff Rank, Lindsay Tietz, Aquatics – Carisa Brown, Nakia McCarron, Shelby 
Habeck, Leah Forrest. 
 
Please confirm the employment of:  Michelle Tesser, City Clerk, Katrina Lee, Sr. Office Support, Police. 
 
 
 
 
. 



 

 

 

Memo 
 

To: Joe Lynch, City of Inver Grove Heights 

From: Steve Apfelbacher, Jessica Cook, and Jason Aarsvold 

Date: July 8, 2015 

Subject: Public Hearing on Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan  

  
 
On July 13, 2015 the City Council is holding a public hearing to consider approval of a Five-
Year Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan (SROP).  The plan lays out the street reconstruction 
and realignments that the City intends to accomplish over the next five years and, once adopted, 
provides authority under state law to issue general obligation bonds to finance the projects listed 
in the SROP.   
  
Project Background 
In April of 2015 the Council began discussing the need to finance the city’s portion of the costs 
to realign Argenta Trail.  One option for financing the project is to issue Street Reconstruction 
Bonds.  Under Minnesota Statutes, Section 475.58, Subdivision 3b the City may issue general 
obligation debt for certain street reconstruction and realignment projects without the need for 
assessments or a bond election.  Pursuant to the statute: 
 

 The City may only issue bonds for projects that are included in a five year Street 
Reconstruction and Overlay Plan (SROP). 

 
 Approval of the SROP and issuance of street reconstruction bonds must be made by 

a unanimous vote of the council members present. 
 

 If a petition signed by voters equal to 5% of the votes cast in the last general election 
is filed with the municipal clerk within 30 days of the public hearing, then a 
referendum will be required to issue the bonds. 
 

 The SROP authorizes the City to issue debt to finance the projects within the plan, 
but does not require the issuance of the debt.  Separate action must be taken prior to 
any particular bond issue in order to proceed with the sale of the bonds. 
 

In April of 2015 Council directed staff and consultants to prepare an SROP for their 
consideration.  A proposed plan is attached to this memo. The plan lists projects with total 
costs, including costs of issuance, of $27 million.  Bond counsel has determined that the 
proposed financing in any given year of the SROP may be adjusted if construction schedules 
change, but the total amount of debt issued pursuant to the SROP may not exceed $27 
million. 



 
Proposed 2015 SROP Bonds 
The draft SROP contemplates issuing $5,405,000 in SROP bonds in 2015 to finance the 
following projects: 

 City portion of Dakota County’s realignment of Argenta Trail (Project 2014-11) 
 City portion of land acquisition for Dakota County’s reconstruction of 70th Street from 

Eagan to TH 3 (Project 2015-08) 
 
The bonds will be repaid with a property tax levy.  The estimated tax impact for sample 
residential and commercial properties is in the chart below. 
 

Sample Properties Annual Tax 
Impact of 2015 
SROP Bonds Type  

Market 
Value 

Residential 
Homestead 

$180,500  
$26  

(Mean) 
Residential 
Homestead 

$214,600  
$32  

(Median) 
Commercial $583,200  $110  

Commercial $3,080,000  $616  

 
 
Next Steps 
The Council will consider approval of the SROP and issuance of the 2015 street reconstruction 
bonds according to the following schedule: 
 
Date Council Action 

7/13/2015 City Council holds Public Hearing on Bonds and on SROP and 
adopts a resolution giving preliminary approval for their issuance 
and approving a Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan by 
unanimous vote of its membership present. 

7/27/2015 City Council calls for sale of the 2015A SROP Bonds. 

8/24/2015 City Council accepts offer for Bonds and adopts Resolution-
Approving sale of Bonds. 

 
A draft SROP and a resolution adopting the plan are attached. 



 
 

2015 through 2019 
 

Five-Year Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan for the 
 

City of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota 
 

July 13, 2015 
 

DRAFT for Public Hearing 
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City of Inver Grove Heights 

Five-Year Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan 

2015 through 2019 

 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

 
In 2002, the Minnesota State Legislature passed into law a bill which generally exempts 
city bonds issued under a street reconstruction program from the referendum requirements 
usually required for bonding expenditures.  In 2013 the Legislature amended the law to 
allow bituminous overlays to be included in the street reconstruction program.  
 

II. PURPOSE 
 

Street reconstruction or bituminous overlay is a major expenditure of city funds for the 
reconstruction or overlay of streets.  Street reconstruction and bituminous overlay may 
include utility replacement and relocation and other incidental costs, turn lanes and other 
improvements having a substantial public safety function, realignments, other 
modifications to intersect with state and county roads, and the local share of state and 
county road projects.  Except in the case of turn lanes, safety improvements, realignments, 
intersection modifications, and local share of state and county road projects, street 
reconstruction does not include the portion of project costs allocable to widening a street or 
adding curbs and gutters where none previously existed. A Street Reconstruction and 
Overlay Plan (SROP) is a document designed to anticipate street reconstruction and 
overlay expenditures and schedule them over a five-year period so that they may be 
purchased in the most efficient and cost effective method possible.  A SROP allows the 
matching of expenditures with anticipated income. As potential expenditures are reviewed, 
the city considers the benefits, costs, alternatives and impact on operating expenditures. 
 
The City of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota (the “City”) believes the street reconstruction 
and overlay process is an important element of responsible fiscal management.  Major 
capital expenditures can be anticipated and coordinated so as to minimize potentially 
adverse financial impacts caused by the timing and magnitude of capital outlays.  This 
coordination of capital expenditures is important to the City in achieving its goals of 
adequate physical assets and sound fiscal management. In these financially difficult times 
good planning is essential for the wise use of limited financial resources. 
 
The SROP is designed to be updated on an annual basis.  In this manner, it becomes an 
ongoing fiscal planning tool that continually anticipates future capital expenditures and 
funding sources. 
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III. THE STREET RECONSTRUCTION AND OVERLAY PLANNING 

PROCESS 
 

The street reconstruction and overlay planning process is as follows; the City Council 
authorizes the preparation of the SROP.  The City staff is instructed to assemble the capital 
expenditures to be undertaken within the next five years.  The City Council then reviews 
the expenditures according to their priority.  From this information, a preliminary SROP is 
prepared.  A public hearing is held to solicit input from citizens and other governmental 
units.  Changes are made based on that input, and a final project list is established. 
 
The City Council then prepares a plan based on the available funding sources.  If general 
obligation bonding is necessary, the City works with its financial advisor to prepare a bond 
sale and repayment schedule.  Over the life of the SROP, once the funding, including 
proceeds from the bond sales becomes available, the individual capital expenditures can be 
made. 
 
In subsequent years, the process is repeated as expenditures are completed or as new needs 
arise.  Street reconstruction planning looks five years into the future. 
 
For a city to use its authority to finance expenditures under Chapter 475.58, Subdivision 
3b, it must meet the requirements provided therein.  Specifically, the city council must 
approve the sale of street reconstruction bonds by a unanimous vote of its membership 
present.  In addition, it must hold a public hearing for public input.  Notice of such hearing 
must be published in the official newspaper of the city at least 10, but not more than 28 
days prior to the date of the public hearing.  The city council approves the SROP 
unanimously following the public hearing. 
 
Although a referendum is not required, voters may petition for a referendum.  If a petition 
bearing the signatures of at least 5 percent of the votes cast in the last general election 
requesting a vote on the issuance of bonds is received by the municipal clerk within 30 
days after the public hearing, a referendum vote on the issuance of the bonds shall be called 
before SROP bonds may be issued.  If a vote is taken and the referendum passes, the taxes 
would be levied on market value rather than tax capacity. 
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IV. PROJECT SUMMARY 

 
The expenditures to be undertaken with this SROP are limited to those listed in Appendix 
A and further described in this section.  All other foreseeable capital expenditures within 
the City government will come through other means.  The following expenditures have 
been submitted for inclusion in this SROP, and are expected to be incurred according to the 
following schedule, subject to changes in construction timing and project financing: 
 
2015 Expenditures 
 

 Project 2014-11 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north and south of Trunk Highway 55 

 Project 2015-08 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction of 
70th Street from Eagan border to Trunk Highway 3 

 
2016 Expenditures 
 

 Project 2009-06 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of Akron Avenue from Cliff Road to Rosemount 
border 

 Project 2014-11 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north and south of Trunk Highway 55 

 Project 2016-02 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north of Amana Trail  

 Project 2016-09D – 60th Street Neighborhood - street reconstruction 
 
2017 Expenditures 
 

 Project 2014-11 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north and south of Trunk Highway 55 

 Project 2009-25 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 70th Street at the Trunk Highway 3 - roundabout 

 Project 2015-01 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 117th Street from Trunk Highway 52 to Rich 
Valley Boulevard 

 Project 2009-06 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of Akron Avenue from Cliff Road to Rosemount 
border 

 Project 2018-09D – 50th Street – East Neighborhood - street reconstruction 
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2018 Expenditures 
 

 Project 2009-25 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 70th Street at the Trunk Highway 3 - roundabout 

 Project 2015-01 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 117th Street from Trunk Highway 52 to Rich 
Valley Boulevard 

 Project 2015-09D – Broderick Boulevard reconstruction 
 

2019 Expenditures 
 

 Project 2020-09D –50th Street West Neighborhood and Ann Marie Trail 
Neighborhood - street reconstruction 

 
 

V. FINANCING THE STREET RECONSTRUCTION AND OVERLAY 
PLAN 

 
The total amount of requested expenditures under the SROP is $31,193,600.  If these 
expenditures are to be funded, that amount of money is anticipated to be generated through 
the tax levy (pavement management funds) and the sale of up to $27,000,000 in bonds over 
the five-year period.   
 
In the financing of the SROP, one statutory limitation applies.  Under Chapter 475, with 
few exceptions, cities cannot incur debt in excess of 3% of the assessor’s estimated market 
value (EMV) for the city.  In the City the EMV for taxes payable in 2015 is 
$3,005,516,326.  Therefore, the total amount of outstanding debt cannot exceed 
$90,165,490.  As of July 1, 2015 the City had $9,285,151 of outstanding debt subject to the 
legal debt limit. 
 
In order to finance the expenditures set forth in section IV, the city expects to issue bonds 
according to the following schedule, which is subject to changes in construction timing and 
project financing needs. 
 
Under the SROP, the City anticipates issuing $5,405,000 in general obligation bonds in the 
year 2015 to finance the following projects: 
 

 Project 2014-11 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north and south of Trunk Highway 55 (2015 and 2016 
costs associated with this project) 

 Project 2015-08 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction of 
70th Street from Eagan border to Trunk Highway 3  

 Project 2016-02 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north of Amana Trail   
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In the year 2016, the city anticipates using $1,200,000 in pavement management funds and 
issuing general obligation bonds in an amount up to $2,810,000 for the following projects: 
 

 Project 2009-06 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of Akron Avenue from Cliff Road to Rosemount 
border 

 Project 2016-09D – 60th Street Neighborhood - street reconstruction 
 

In 2017, the city anticipates using $1,200,000 in pavement management funds and issuing 
general obligation bonds in an amount up to $5,520,000 to finance the following 
improvements: 
 

 Project 2014-11 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction and 
realignment of Argenta Trail north and south of Trunk Highway 55 

 Project 2009-25 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 70th Street at the Trunk Highway 3 - roundabout 

 Project 2015-01 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 117th Street from Trunk Highway 52 to Rich 
Valley Boulevard 

 Project 2009-06 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction of 
Akron Avenue from Cliff Road to Rosemount border 

 Project 2018-09D – 50th Street – East Neighborhood - street reconstruction 
 
In 2018, the city anticipates using $1,200,000 in pavement management funds and issuing 
general obligation bonds in an amount up to $7,865,000 to finance the following 
improvements: 
 

 Project 2009-25 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s reconstruction of 
70th Street at the Trunk Highway 3 - roundabout 

 Project 2015-01 – Funding for the city’s portion of the county’s right-of-way 
acquisition and reconstruction of 117th Street from Trunk Highway 52 to Rich 
Valley Boulevard 

 Project 2015-09D – Broderick Boulevard reconstruction 
 
In 2019, the city anticipates using $1,200,000 in pavement management funds and issuing 
general obligation bonds in an amount up to $5,400,000 to finance the following 
improvements: 
 

 Project 2020-09D –50th Street – West Neighborhood and Ann Marie Trail 
Neighborhood - street reconstruction. 

 
The City anticipated that each general obligation bond issue will be repaid over an 
approximately 15-year period commencing upon the date of issuance.  The par amount of 
each issue is estimated based on the amounts listed in Appendix A plus estimated issuance 
costs.  The proposed general obligation street reconstruction bonds (including issuance 
costs) are shown in Appendix B. 
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Continuation of the Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan 

 
This SROP should be reviewed annually by the City Council using the process outlined in 
this Plan.  It should review proposed expenditures, make priority decisions, and seek 
funding for those expenditures it deems necessary for the City.  If deemed appropriate, the 
Council should prepare an update to this Plan. 
 



 
Ehlers & Associates, Inc.           Page 9 

APPENDIX A 

PROJECT COSTS 

(Capital Expenditures to be funded with Bond Proceeds) 

The total capital expenditures anticipated for the City’s 2015 to 2019 SROP are displayed in the table 
below.  The city anticipates total expenditures of $31,193,600 to fully fund the projects identified in 
the plan.  These projects will be paid for through a combination of the city’s pavement management 
funds and the issuance of debt.  The amounts in the table below are based on current project 
assumptions and market conditions and are subject to change.  While the city anticipates issuing bonds 
according to the schedule below, construction timing and project financing needs may necessitate an 
adjustment to this schedule.   

Year City Project No. Estimated Cost PM Funds

Bond Issue ‐ 

Deposit to 

Construction Fund

Par Amount of 

Bonds by Year w/ 

Cost of Issuance
2015 2014‐11 $2,425,000 0 $2,425,000

(Argenta Trail @ TH 55) (city portion of county project)

2015 2015‐08 $250,000 0 $250,000

(70th St., Eagan to TH 3) (city portion of county project)

2016 2014‐11 $2,470,000 0 $2,470,000

(Argenta Trail @ TH 55) (city portion of county project) Inc. in 2015 bonds

2016 2009‐06 $225,400 0 $225,400

(Akron Ave., Cliff Rd. to Rsmt) (city portion of county project)

2016 2016‐09D $3,705,800 $1,200,000 $2,505,800

(60th St Neighborhood Recon.) (Reconstruction)

2016 2016‐02 $140,000 0 $140,000

(Argenta Trl., N. of Amana Trl.) (city portion of county project) Inc. in 2015 bonds

2017 2014‐11 $2,350,000 0 $2,350,000

(Argenta Trail @ TH 55) (city portion of county project)

2017 2009‐25 $410,900 0 $410,900

(70th St. @ TH 3 Roundabout) (city portion of county project)

2017 2015‐01 $900,000 0 $900,000

(117th St, TH 52 to Rich Valley Blvd.) (city portion of county project)

2017 2009‐06 $765,300 0 $765,300

(Akron Ave., Cliff Rd. to Rsmt.) (city portion of county project)

2017 2018‐09D $2,169,200 $1,200,000 $969,200

(50th St. ‐ East Neighborhood Recon.) (city portion of county project)

2018 2009‐25 $225,000 0 $225,000

(70th St. @ TH 3 Roundabout) (city portion of county project)

2018 2015‐01 $3,600,000 0 $3,600,000

(117th St., TH 52 to Rich Valley Blvd.) (city portion of county project)

2018 2015‐09D $5,077,800 $1,200,000 $3,877,800

(Broderick Blvd. Recon.) (Reconstruction)

2019 2020‐09D $6,479,200 $1,200,000 $5,279,200

(50th St. ‐ West Neighborhood Recon.) (Reconstruction)

(Ann Marie Trl. Neighborhood Recon.)

Total $31,193,600 $4,800,000 $26,393,600 $27,000,000

$5,400,000

$5,405,000

$2,810,000

$5,520,000

$7,865,000
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APPENDIX B 

PROPOSED 2015 SROP BOND ISSUE 
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PROPOSED 2016 SROP BOND ISSUE 
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PROPOSED 2017 SROP BOND ISSUE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Ehlers & Associates, Inc.           Page 13 

PROPOSED 2018 SROP BOND ISSUE 
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PROPOSED 2019 SROP BOND ISSUE 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

Pre-Sale Schedule dated June 1, 2015  
5-Year City Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan Bond Issuance 

City of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota 
 
The City Council must take the following actions before Bonds can be issued: 
 

 City Council directs preparation of a 5-Year Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan. 
 

 City Council conducts a Public Hearing on issuance of Bonds in an aggregate amount not to exceed $27,000,000 
and Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan. 

 
 City Council approves Bonds aggregate amount not to exceed $27,000,000 and Street Reconstruction and Overlay 

Plan by unanimous vote. 
 
The table below lists the steps in the issuing process: 
 
6/8/2015 City Council adopts Resolution calling for Public Hearing on issuance of Bonds and on Street 

Reconstruction and Overlay Plan. 

 
6/16/2015 Close date to get Notice of Public Hearing on issuance of Bonds and on Street Reconstruction and 

Overlay Plan to official newspaper for publication. 

 
6/21/2015 Publish Notice of Public Hearing on issuance of Bonds and on Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan 

(publication no more than 28 days and no less than 10 days prior to hearing date). 

 
7/13/2015  City Council holds Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Bonds and on Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan 

and adopts Resolution giving preliminary approval for their issuance and approving Street 
Reconstruction Plan by unanimous vote of its membership present. 

 
8/12/2015 Reverse referendum period ends (within 30 days of the public hearing). 

 
 

Assessor's Estimated Market Value 3,005,516,326
Multiply by 3% 0.03
Statutory Debt Limit 90,165,490
Less: Debt Paid Solely from Taxes (9,285,151)
Unused Debt Limit 80,880,339

Net Debt Limit
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
 

Pre-Sale Schedule dated June 1, 2015  
2015A City Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan Bond Issuance 

City of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota 
 
 
The table below lists the steps in the issuing process for the proposed 2015A bond issue: 
 
 
7/27/2015 City Council provides for sale of the 2015A SROP Bonds. 

 
8/24/2015 City Council accepts offer for Bonds and adopts Resolution-Approving sale of Bonds. 

 
9/17/2015 Tentative closing/receipt of funds. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 
 

To be added upon completion 
 



 

464410v2 JSB NV125-50 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING  
A STREET RECONSTRUCTION PLAN AND 

AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF STREET RECONSTRUCTION  BONDS 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of Inver Grove 
Heights, Minnesota (the “City”) as follows: 
 

Section 1. Background. 
 
 1.01. The City is authorized under Minnesota Statutes, Section 475.58, 
Subdivision 3b, as amended (the “Act”) to prepare a plan for street reconstruction or overlay 
in the City over the next five years, including a description of the street reconstruction or 
overlay to be financed, estimated costs, and any planned reconstruction or overlay of other 
streets in the City over the next five years.  Pursuant to the Act, the City may issue general 
obligation bonds to finance the cost of street reconstruction and overlay activities described 
in the plan. 
 
 1.02. Before the approval of the Plan and the issuance of any general obligation 
bonds under the Act, the City is required to hold a public hearing on the plan and issuance of 
the bonds. 
 
 1.03. Pursuant to the Act, the City has caused to be prepared a 2015 through 2019 
Five-Year Street Reconstruction and Overlay Plan for the City of Inver Grove Heights, 
Minnesota (the “Plan”), which describes expected street reconstruction and overlay 
activities in the City for the years 2015 through 2019. 
 
 1.04. The City has determined that it is in the best interests of the City to approve 
the issuance of street reconstruction bonds pursuant to the Act in a maximum aggregate 
principal amount of $27,000,000 in multiple series from time to time (the “Bonds”), to 
finance a portion of the costs described in the Plan. 
 
 1.05. On this date, the Council held a public hearing on the Plan and the issuance 
of the Bonds, after publication in the City’s official newspaper of a notice of public hearing 
at least 10 days but no more than 28 days before the date of the public hearing. 
 
 Section 2. Plan Approved.  
 
 2.01. The Council finds that the Plan will improve the City’s street system, which 
serves the interests of the City as a whole. 
 
 2.02. The Plan is approved in the form on file in City Hall. 
 



 

464410v2 JSB NV125-50 

Section 3. Bonds Authorized. 
 
 3.01. The City hereby approves the issuance of Bonds in a maximum aggregate 
principal amount of $27,000,000 in multiple series from time to time, in order to finance 
street reconstruction activities described in the Plan, including costs of issuance of the 
Bonds, subject to further details regarding the sale of such Bonds to be set forth in a 
resolution to be considered by the Council at subsequent meetings and subject to the 
contingency described in Section 3.02 hereof. 
 
 3.02. If a petition requesting a vote on the issuance of the Bonds, signed by voters 
equal to 5% of the votes cast in the last municipal general election, is filed with the City 
Clerk within 30 days after the date of the public hearing, the City may issue the Bonds only 
after obtaining approval of a majority of voters voting on the question at an election.  The 
authorization to issue the Bonds is subject to expiration of the 30-day period without the 
City’s receipt of a qualified petition under the Act, or if a qualified petition is filed, upon the 
approving vote of a majority of the voters voting on the question of issuance of the Bonds. 
 
 3.03. City staff, its municipal advisor, and its legal counsel are authorized and 
directed to take all other actions necessary to carry out the intent of this resolution.  
 
 
 Approved by a vote of all of the members of the City Council of the City of Inver 
Grove Heights, Minnesota present at the meeting thereof this 13th day of July, 2015. 
 
 

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS, 
MINNESOTA 

 
 
 

______________________________  
       Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Administrator 
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