MANTORVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
MONDAY, JUNE 9, 2008

6:30 PM

1. Call to Order – Mayor Gall called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.

Members Present:
Tom Gall




Annie Brannan




Bill Reding




James Jencks




Luke Nash

Others Present: Jim Welch, Don Swanson, Larry Huisman, Jordon Huisman, Bernita Reding, Dan Neseth, Elizabeth Oolman, Jim Mitchell, Dale Brannan, Robert Lerman, John Olive, Marty Miller, Paul Larsen, Jane Olive,  Jane Hardwick, Randy Carlsen – DCI, Gretta Becay – Star Record, Mike Opat – G-Cubed Engineering, Mel Sinn – DNR, Jason Boyle – DNR, Dana Gauthier – DNR, Bill Angerman – WHKS and Cami Reber – City Clerk.
2. Additions/Deletions to Agenda 


Add the Dodge County Board of Commissioners Meeting Agenda.

3. Consent Agenda


Motion made by Member Nash, second by Member Reding to approve the consent agenda of City 
Council Meeting Minutes of May 29, 2008, Warrant list of June 9, 2008 and correspondence items.  
Motion passed unanimously.

4. Correspondence


Approved with consent agenda

5. Public Concerns 


John Olive presented the Council with a picture of the dam from the 1850’s and gave a bit of a history 
on the dam. It was built to grind flour and saw lumber.  It is not an accident that the dam is here.  It is an 
important part of the City history and beauty.


Jane Olive, on behalf of the Mantorville Theatre, informed the Council and citizens present of the 
Melodrama Season Grand Opening on June 20th.  All are invited to the reception that will be taking 
place.   

Marty Miller had previously submitted a letter to the Council stating his opinion on the dam.  He enjoys 
the area of the dam.  He would support the removal of the dam as long as there were no adverse 
affects on the removal.  He cannot imagine the dam removal causing any more damage than the flood 
events which have created much damage to the shoreline in the past 20 years.  He feels it would 
provide many more things for people’s enjoyment. As well as improve the fish population above the 
dam.  He feel’s it will be more people friendly.  He questioned what the practical purpose of the dam 
is.

Dan Neseth answered what the practical purpose is for the dam.  It gets people to stop.  It brings 
kayakers and canoes to Mantorville.  He feels that if the dam is removed, there will be no water above 
the dam.  You could maybe wade across it but that’s about it.  It brings snowmobiles to town in the 
winter.  They travel up river; they spend money in town when they come.  He feels the dam is safe as 
far as dams go.  He is not aware of any injury or drowning in 20 years.  People will venture out on rock 
rapids which would present a safety hazard.    
6. Old Business/New Business

a) Mantorville Dam


Three representatives from the DNR were present at the meeting to answer questions regarding the work that can be done on the dam, Dana Gauthier, Jason Boyle and Mel Sinn.  Member Reding started with the questions;
We’ve gotten two different answers, the first time we were told we couldn’t do a temp fix by repairing the limestone and pulling the top off.  What kind of agreement, contract will we be tying ourselves into?  Dana answered that an alternative that we may want to consider is that we would do a temporary quick repair and in return we would set out a schedule where we would make a decision as a City to what we want to do with the dam, either to modernize it and bring it up to standards or removal.  Part of the recommendation includes a study as part of the steps.  It was suggested that the City use 5 years and have milestones in the study.  The DNR will participate in steps towards removal but will not participate financially towards steps for repair.  If we do a study that looks at removal and repair, we need to divide it up as to who is paying for what.  We can start out with a rudimentary study to be done in a short time, like a year, and then at that time we can make a vote as to what we want to do to pursue one area or another.  The schedule would show that at the end of roughly five years we would have a decision and funding in place.  Do they provide advisory support?  They will answer questions from the consultant.  It’s best when you have a consultant who has experience working with dams and the DNR.  The DNR doesn’t have the manpower for a lot of consulting.  An experienced consultant can make more progress.  Almost all of the work has to be done by the consultant.  

In both of the temporary fix path’s, the rip rap option and John Olive’s proposal, we would need to look at a longer term plan for maintenance and taking care of the water way whether it is removal or bringing it up to code.  The 1978 inspection listed some items that have not still been addressed.  Those issues along with others will need to be addressed and brought completely up to code.  There are issues with spill way capacity.  We will want to look at sedimentation.  There is not much of a reservoir left and the channel is going to be shallower and shallower when it comes to the dam unless we do dredging.  Dredging brings up other issues that are regulated by the pollution control agency.  In the long term there are a lot of things to look at such as funding, maintenance, safety, dredging.  To address that is to put it all in writing, put it all on the table, and see what it is going to cost.    
Member Brannan is worried about bringing it up to standards in 5 years.  Is that 5 years negotiable?  The City may not be able to come up with the money to modernize it.  Are the people willing to pay for it?  It should be a decision that could be made in 2-3 years.  Even if the dam were removed, it would not be covered 100% by the DNR.  Legislative support in the amount of $150,000 is marked for dam repair.  If we can’t fix it within 5 years due to no financial dollars available, will we be forced to remove it?  If we do a repair now, we can start the study, see what the cost is and start to find funding sources.  If the City works diligently towards the goal, the DNR will act in good faith.  The cost for a study is much more than $20,000-30,000, you are looking at $100,000 for just the study alone.  Mayor Gall clarified that the money from the legislature is based on $$ submitted for repair of the wall, not the dam itself.  We need to continue to work together with the DNR whether we repair the dam or remove it.  
Per Dana, when the reservoir is drained, he doesn’t feel it looks very attractive.  But that’s not what it would look like if the dam were removed.  It would look much more like what the river looks like up by Wasioja.  You could have a nice channel and a nice park or you can rebuild the dam.  We are really talking about a tremendous amount of money.  Stone, water and cold weather don’t mix very well and it is a constant maintenance issue that will never completely go away.  We own the dam, it is our decision.  He doesn’t feel there is much appreciation for what needs to be done.
The DNR was given the two options that the City is considering, the John Olive proposal and the rip rap option.  From the DNR opinion, does one of the two options lend itself to a larger timeframe to work the whole situation out?  Is doing the $5,000 option give the ability to remove the orange fence.  From the DNR perspective in rebuilding the stone masonry, that would secure the wall, although as soon as you start to place concrete in the voids that are there and you vibrate the concrete, then the forms could bust open.  He is concerned that the wall will tip back and go.  He is concerned that the reason there are voids there is that the water is rushing through and it’s eroding out internally both during flood times and normal flow times, he is not for sure.  The upstream end is undermined quite severely.  Putting in the concrete in those voids can then force water into a tighter area which may exasperate the erosion that is going on.  He cannot say for sure though regarding the spot fix option.  Generally the way this works is if you don’t know that it is safe, it is better to assume it’s not safe.  The rip rap repair is a possibility but they would need to talk to Mike about high discharge flows because the wall between the dam and river actually functions as an auxiliary wall at high flows.  Water comes over there at a cross direction and also lighten up the spillway by putting some rip rap down there, that might wash.  So, we have to investigate some of the details on how to do that.  It’s not real simple.  Dana would be somewhat predisposed to make like a coffer dam and then filling that with concrete. But that is something that until I have more information I cant determine the viability of that option.  But I think it might be an inexpensive and more reliable fix.  
John Olive reviewed his proposal.  He is planning to take and open the void up, flatten it up, fill the hole in with limestone and cement, open the top up, fill it in with concrete so there’s no water hydraulics coming through, that’s what blew the bottom out when the floods come.  That’s been there for 50 years and the top just got holes in it the last couple of years.  It will be better than it ever was.  It’s only going to cost the City $2,300.  The bank has offered to donate $2,500.  For $2,300 why don’t we take a chance?  The previously submitted offer is still good from both John Olive and the bank.  The dam and wall belong to the City so it is up to the City to decide.  

Member Jencks asked if we have a right, as a City, to go with an emergency repair as long as we file a permit at the same time or soon after.  Do we have a right as a City?  Mel Sinn answered that under state law the commissioner is responsible for dam safety.  They are not so worried about this particular dam and what would happen if the spillway were to collapse.  There are some other dam safety issues we should be looking at.  One of them being people walking within a foot of the edge, it doesn’t look real safe and that their biggest concern is safety.  They are responsible for dam safety State wide and there are certain dam safety standards they must follow.  By repairing a portion of the dam they are obligated to tell us we must do it to modern standards.  Under statute, if we think there is an emergency, we can go ahead with a fix.  The statute requires us to apply for an after the fact permit and to notify them as soon as possible.  On the money end, the DNR has had a grant program to help political subdivisions repair, remove, and reconstruct dams going back some years.  Changes have taken place over the years.  Matching grants were available at one time.  In 1995 a change was made in the stature that if certain criteria were met, the State could come in for a removal and actually pay 100%.  It was done to provide an incentive to get rid of these low head river dams.  A lot of them are very dangerous.  This one is not so much so as we have enough of an incline where if someone were to fall in and get trapped in the circulating current and cant get out.  They might get trapped or hurt for other issues.  Removals have taken place in Cannon Falls, Welch, Mazeppa, Appleton along with partial removals of some.  A removal takes several years to happen and you would never get around the emotional aspect of it.  Funding options have changed.  They would be willing to go to bat for us and support us to get 100% support in removal.  No money available, though until 2010.  For over ten years the DNR has what they call a conservation agenda, a strategic plan which includes removal of low river head dams as a priority.  Not all cases involve full removal.  
Median household income does not play a part in dam safety grants.  Filing the permit would start a study.  Who determines the scope of the study?  Try to be flexible with the communities needs.  Start with a fairly simple feasibility study to look at options available not too detailed but to look at the alternatives and address all of the issues listed in the study done in 1978.  This could be done very roughly.  Drop from all alternatives given down to a couple.  That timeframe could be within one year.  Take another year to do more detailed work on the 2 final options chosen.  Select an alternative at the end of two years, go into design mode.  Most economical way is to look at all the options and then pick a couple.  Initial cost could be $30,000 which would be paid by the City.  They would help with the removal alternative only, unless they were directed by the State to fund the whole thing.  By working with the consultant in the study, they will work with the DNR and be familiar with options the DNR will or won’t approve and updated standards to work with.  There is no grandfathering in of the dam; things have to be brought up to modern standards.                                        

Motion made by Member Nash, second by Mayor Gall to continue and accept the John Olive repair to that portion of the dam.  Once construction is started, we should get a better idea of how sound things are.  The dollar amount is insignificant to us.  The City should commit to the full amount and any overruns could be possibly picked up by a donation from the bank.  The rip rap option should be looked at in the feasibility study, phase 2 or 3, more so than now.  The bonding issues are in our favor so we should have some idea if we get any money in the next 5 years.  We have to keep the removal option in the picture for now.  Going with the rip rap option now may be something we regret because once the wall is gone, it’s gone.  We need to really focus on the options available and the study should give us the options and the amount of money any option will cost.  A follow up option could be to look at adding the railing for safety.  Motion passed unanimously.  

It was suggested to get the language amended regarding the bonding bill so it does not just state to repair the wall.  Identify the next steps with the DNR, set the road map, contact the legislative team and let them know the road we are taking at this point.  Member Brannan recommended a committee to be formed to head this all up.  The Committee will consist of Member Brannan, Mayor Gall, City Engineer Bill Angerman and a Park Board Representative.  
It was recommended that G-Cubed be present when the area is opened up so the engineer can look to see what problems exist.  We should be able to get a good idea of what is going on and possibly address issues in the dam safety report.  The Council approved that recommendation and both John Olive and Mike Opat agreed. 
The City needs to include in the motion doing so under the direction of an Emergency repair and the City will file any after the fact permits as needed.  Luke made the friendly amendment, second by Member Jencks.  Approved unanimously. 
b) Park Board Canoe Drop


Elizabeth Oolman, Park Board, spoke regarding the Park Boards canoe access request.  The thought is to put it in the RV Park.  DNR Trails and Water Way Division will provide materials if the City will enter into an agreement that it is maintained for 20 years, open to the public, it will correspond to existing park hours in Riverside park, and a sign would be put in directing the parking to Riverside Park.  The access will go in next to the storm drain on the downstream side by the RV Park.  It would slope back about 6’ at a 6:1 or 8:1 slope, pulled back and layered down with geo text material, gravel on the bottom, rip rap on the sides.  We have two options available to us.  One is to enter into an agreement with the DNR and they would provide materials.  Jordon Huisman would provide the labor of the installation as part of his Eagle Scout project.  He is trying to line up a volunteer for the back hoe.  The second option is to ask the Council to take the money out of the RV Fund.  The City is required to maintain this.  Elizabeth figured it would be approximately $200 every two years for gravel.  We need to provide estimated quantities along with a site plan.  The DNR will provide the signage for the access but the City will provide the sign directing parking.  The parking sign has been volunteered to be done by someone.  The Park Board recommends doing this project with the DNR.  Lee has reviewed the DNR contract and was fine with it as long as the attachments were complete.  John Olive volunteered to donate the equipment to dig it out.  As long as someone wants to donate the material he would haul it in.  The DNR will put the material on site.  They need to find someone to place it.  Motion made by Member Nash, second by Member Reding to enter into an agreement with the DNR to install the canoe drop.  Member Brannan asked does the agreement have anything to do with the future of the dam.  Elizabeth responded that it should be far enough down stream not to affect that.  There are concerns of the volunteer coverage with volunteers doing the work.  Cami is going to follow up on.  Motion passed unanimously.

Council took a break from 8:20 – 8:30 pm.

c) Volunteer Group Stenciling Project 

       Mayor Gall presented the stenciling project to the Council.  The Movers and Shakers group has been working on this and updating the walking tour brochure.  The one stencil that will be placed in front of those properties on the walking tour is a buggy w/two horses.  Owners of the property will be sent a letter for approval before this is done.  A second stencil of just horseshoes would in between those properties periodically.  This is not a requirement by the property owner.  It is being coordinated with the Chamber of Commerce.  The Council needs to give some direction as to where these stencils will go.  The Movers and Shakers group is planning to take care of the maintenance this year and do the painting.  Next year has not been decided yet.  The group is also printing brochures to go into the businesses and Welcome Center.  It is largely a project to pull people into town.  It is discussed to try and do as much of the painting prior to Old Tyme Days.  Member Brannan asked that the plan come back to Council once the letters have been returned.  The City has the hardware if needed to do the stenciling.  Motion made by Member Nash, second by Member Jencks to allow the painting of the stencils if the property owners accept it in their location.  Motion accepted unanimously.

d) Water Rates


As continued from the previous meeting.  Council was given a spreadsheet of various Minnesota cities and their current rates.  Motion made by Member Nash, second by Member Jencks to recommend taking half of Mike Bubany’s recommendation to increase the water base rate with the remaining shortfall to come from sewer fund.  This should be reviewed at the end of the year.  The base rate shall increase $2.72.  Member Nash made a friendly amendment that the increase is to start July 1.  Motion passed unanimously.  The current base rate is $10.31 and will increase to $13.03 beginning July 1, 2008. 
e) Scope of Services for FEMA Projects


5th Street Storm Sewer Restoration – Replace approximately 90 feet of storm sewer that was damaged in the flood of August 2007.  WHKS will put together plans, quotes, assisting the City in awarding the contract, bonds and necessary paperwork etc. and construction observation for this project as discussed with FEMA.  The scope of this project was discussed and approved by FEMA.  Member Brannan asked how engineering coordination hours are being done if more is needed.  This project is about a one week project with no overruns because the costs have already been agreed upon with FEMA.  Motion made by Member Brannan, second by Member Reding to approve the 5th Street Storm Sewer Restoration Project as outlined in the professional service agreement submitted by WHKS.  Motion passed 4-1 with Member Jencks abstaining from the vote.  

Covered Bridge Abutment and Restoration will consist of the design of the north abutment of the covered bridge and the south side that will not be reconstructed but will be jacked up for repair.  This will involve preliminary reports and drawings and final plans.  This is a little more involved and will also involve putting together the contractor’s proposal, awarding the bid, putting together all necessary paperwork including the bonds.  Approximately 100 hours of construction observation on this project as reviewed with FEMA.  Motion made by Member Brannan, second by Member Jencks to approve the PSA for the Covered Bridge Abutment Repair.  Motion passed unanimously.  

NW Water Sewer Project – a draft letter was given to the Council for review.  This is a letter going out to SJ Louis involving closing out the NW Water Sewer Project.  Bill Angerman read the draft letter and recommended changes the to clarify things.  We will deduct $11,899 from the retainage.  The final pay request is in the amount of $9,740.  $2,159 will be due the City from the Escrow account.  The letter asks for SJ Louis to either agree with this and sign and return or attend the June 23 Council Meeting.  Neither SJ Louis nor their attorney has returned the City Attorney’s phone calls.  This is what is being proposed as a course of action by both the City Attorney and the City Engineer.  The punch list consists of the 3 dips in the road on 7th Street and Gary Reihl’s driveway. This does not include ground water seepage which happened after the project.  There are still some grass issues, and the Culbertson property.  This will be completed by the City on our own.  The cost to fix the dips now is just under $12,000.  We have more leverage to fix it now and have the money subtracted from the final pay request.  Calling a bond is very expensive and we could spend $12,000 alone just doing that.  Gary Reihl had asked that his driveway be fixed in two years, instead of now.  It will be more difficult to go after SJ Louis in two years for payment on items than if we do it now.  If we hire our own contractor to do the two fixes and these things come up again, we are on our own for repairs.  Rochester Service gave the quote for the dips and Gary Reihl’s driveway.  
The City has not paid SJ Louis for some work they completed last summer.  Bid amount was 1,003,000.  We came in under budget on a straight quantity basis by $22,000.  The city approved a supplemental pay request of $46,000 which had to do with the extra costs associated with utility locates.  The total paid for work completed is $1,027,723.56. 5% of all payments were put away in escrow.  To date the amount in escrow is $48,582 plus some interest.  We owe them $9,740 plus releasing the escrow dollars.  Subtract off what we are proposing for the work we complete, they owe us $2,159.  We would recoup that from their escrow account, Lee would write a letter to their agent stating that.  Either they will sign this or propose something different.  Motion made by Member Reding, second by Mayor Gall to approve the draft letter with changes suggested by Bill Angerman.  Motion passed unanimously.  One letter will be sent regular mail and one sent UPS.
7.  TBD

a)  Public Works Report 

None

b)  City Clerk Report

June 17 @ 10 am the Relief Audit will be presented to the Relief association.

Electrical work in the campground is done.  The city is going to put it back.  Cami is to check with Matt on the area not being put back into original condition.  Member Brannan feels it was a poor job and was not put back properly.  Leave it up to Matt as to how he wants to handle it.

Cami updated Council that Randy Demmer called, we have his full support in whatever the city decides.

Community Celebration Church is offering volunteer assistance on August 16.  They will do anything and any projects whether it be for business or residents.

Share the Road signs information handed out to the Council.  Citizen is asking that the City approve 2 signs right away.  Ask Matt to check into cost.  Bring it back to Council.  Cami then asked the Council direction on the Autistic child sign.  Luke recommended the Council get the information from other cities that he received for the Council to review.  

Listing of the Mantorville Dam on the National Register may not actually be done.  SHPO has mixed information and are not clear in their files.  Cami is working with them and waiting for their response.  They are working with the National Register on this.  
c) Consultant Report

None

d)  Committee Reports

Fire Department – got their brand new air compressor, $50,000 paid for by grants.  

e)  Council Member Reports
· Member Nash – got a phone call from Candy of the school board, to clarify information we were sending them.  She hasn’t gotten the paperwork as of yet.  They are waiting for the papers.

· Member Brannan – wants to verify who is going to be attending the MRA meeting from the Council.  Luke will be attending.  Promotions meeting on the 16th, Annie would like to attend.  
· Mayor Gall needs to attend the Chamber Meeting as a future member.  Jamie is a board member.  Consider posting in the future that possible quorum of the Council will be attending.  Check month by month to see who will be attending.  

· Member Jencks – None

· Member Reding - None

8.  Executive Session

None – moved to New Business

Adjourn – Motion made by Member Reding, second by Member Brannan to adjourn the meeting at 9:35 PM.  Motion passed unanimously

