MANTORVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
MONDAY, APRIL 14, 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




Jamie Jencks




Luke Nash

Others Present: Gretta Becay, Lyle Hoaglund, Robert Lermon, Dale Brannan, Jim Mitchell, Paul Larsen, John Olive, Randy Carlsen, Cresta Melcher, Jodie Starch, Don McKenzie, Mike Opat, Dana Gautier, and Cami Reber.

2. Additions/Deletions 

Correspondence – Add SEMLM Newsletter

Old Business/New Business – Add membership dues SEMLM, approval for Mayor’s Conference, Dale Brannan for Fire Department

Executive Session – Add update on correspondence from Jeff Kritzer regarding pending litigation with the KM School district.

3. Consent Agenda

Motion made by Member Jencks, second by Member Brannan to approve the consent agenda of City Council Meeting Minutes of March 24, 2008, EDA Minutes of January 24, 2008, Unapproved Park Board Minutes of March 25, 2008, FD Officers Meeting of March 3 & 31, FD Members meeting of March 5, 2008 and April 2, 2008, PZ Meeting Minutes March 17, 2008, and the Warrant List April 14, 2008 with the following changes and/or comments;

· Amend the agenda listing of FD minutes to state Officers and Members minutes, they are both listed as officers.

· Member Jencks asked if we should wait for PZ to approve their minutes before the Council approves them.  Cami replied that because they meet only once per month, it is suggested that draft minutes be provided in order to keep everyone informed of what is going on.  
· Member Brannan has some questions regarding the City Leadership Meeting.  Outcome of the Leadership Meeting was that they are waiting for the information regarding the land transfer that Cami and Lee are working on.  Per an email she had received, she asked why the information that was going to be given to Members wasn’t included in the packet.  PZ, EDA and Park have differences of opinion regarding the land up by the water tower.  She thinks the Council needs to step up the process in regards to this.  A meeting with Mayor Gall, Cami and Lee will be taking place on Wednesday to review all of the information that has been provided and make sure that all issues are fully understood before the information is brought forward.  Mayor Gall wants to be sure that all of the information is at hand and opinions have been given by the parties involved.  Member Brannan is concerned that she is getting several phone calls for answers regarding the lots down by the river and up by the water tower and she has no answers for people.  There are assumptions being made out there that are not necessarily true.  Member Jencks thought that maybe getting the information out there to everyone and by giving them time to review and funnel questions to Cami before the next Council meeting might be helpful as they have been doing with the sign ordinance and the flood plain ordinance.  Mayor Gall felt there was no reason why the information could not be in the hands of everyone by weeks end.  Council needs to give time for the committee’s to review and have their meetings, though, and give them time to provide their input before Council gives there’s.  Member Brannan is assuming they will get all of the information, not take pieces out.  There should be a summary included with the stack of documents that clearly outlines what needs to take place.  Opinions and information will cover the park lots and the tower lots.  Currently the tower land is still in the City’s name, park lots are in the hands of the EDA.  
· Brannan – call attention to the 5th Street East project, voting wise on those issues, Brannan would abstain because she resides along 5th Street.  Verify that with Lee.  
· Jim Mitchell is collecting used cell phones that don’t work anymore.  The phones are refurbished for 911use for those that cannot afford phones.  Phones can be dropped off at the Fire Department or City Hall.  Something will be put on the cable channel.  
· Mayor Gall suggested that the Fire Department can use the Council Chambers for their meetings.  
· Mayor Gall noticed in the PZ minutes that it is stated in there that, in reference to the Flood 
Ordinance, the meeting minutes indicated that the ordinance as provided by the DNR cannot be 
changed when the response from the DNR to Jamie’s question stated that it could be changed 
as long as those changes are submitted back to their organization for review and validation.  He 
also wanted to bring to attention that per the PZ minutes if anyone wanted to build on those lots 
across from Riverside Park that there is an extensive process, per wording from the minutes that 
they need to go through.  The Mayor finds that wording troubling and what does that extensive 
process really mean.  Member Jencks felt that major changes to things such as the sign 
ordinance and the flood plain ordinance should be cycled in conjunction with our newsletter and 
if there is something coming up we will do an education part to try and keep people informed.  

Motion passed unanimously.   
4. Correspondence – Information only.  No comments made.

5. Public Concerns


Don McKenzie, 320 Bergmann Drive, is concerned about the study being done regarding extending 
sewer lines to that area.  Why are they looking are Bergman Drive when those are newer septic 
systems.  Member Brannan responded that the City wants to have a plan in place that extends sewer 
lines all the way to the City limits so it will cover all of our options.  What will be presented should be a 
phased in project.


Dale Brannan asked to either talk now or be added to the agenda for some items relating to the Fire 
Department.  He will be added under Old Business/New Business.

Dana Gautier was present from the DNR to answer questions and/or present information regarding the 
Mantorville Dam.  He stated that the center of the Dam is also deteriorating and is only going to get 
worst.  The DNR will permit the repairs that are being considered to the left side (North side) of the wall.  
One other option is to look at the alternative to remove the dam.  Although there is no guarantee without 
further study, Dana thinks we would have a rock rapids.  Typically dams were built over rock rapids.  It 
would then be pretty much maintenance free.  The DNR typically pays for 50-100% of the cost for 
removal.    They would have to test the sediments for toxicity.  He thinks they would pay 100% of that 
cost as an initiation.  They would then do plans and specs for demolition which he thinks would run 
somewhere in the $10,000 range.  The actual demolition itself is in the range of $50,000.  Some funding 
could be done for landscaping work and planting of tree’s.  Member Brannan asked if there would be 
any issues with the DNR regarding if the City keeps the dam and wants to repair it.  Currently the City 
owns the Dam, the State owns the bed of the dam.  Another thing to be considered is drowning that 
take place at dams.  Insurance issues should be looked at.  He recommended that we talk to the City 
Attorney regarding liability issues and check on our insurance with the League.  Member Reding asked 
about safety that we would lose if the dam were removed.  He is concerned about tree’s moving 
downstream and causing damage to the bridge.  Dana replied the standards set for new bridges make 
them able to withstand much more.  Dana feel’s there is no concern there.  Member Brannan feels to 
really assess the options in repairs or removal, we need to present information to the public including a 
visual of the projected look of the area with the rock rapids.  There is a lot of sentimental value with the 
Dam.  

Cresta Melcher – announced the DC Trails Commission received their 550,000 from the bonding bill.  
One of the Park Boards goals is to work closely with the Trail Committee as the trail will route through 
Riverside Park.  This is on the park boards priority list.


Paul Larson – asked Dana how removing the dam will affect water quality and fishing?  Removing the 
dam will cause it to go back to more of a river instead of a reservoir.  The water will most likely be cooler 
and supply better oxygen.  Water quality would improve and enhance fish migration.  Game fish 
produced would probably increase substantially but without the dam you wouldn’t have fish that are 
concentrated in one location.  It would definitely reduce the flood elevations on the upstream side.
6. Old Business/New Business
a)  Mantorville Dam, GGG Engineering 

Mike Opat of G-Cubed Engineering presented the Council with the requested plans and engineers cost estimate for repairs to the North wall along the Mantorville Dam.  Soil Boring’s were done on the shore adjacent to the wall to try and locate the bed rock so the footing could be tied into the bed rock.  They were unable to come up with any bedrock close enough to where they needed to set their footing.  It was much deeper than what they thought.  The modified plan includes a downward extension on the footing to prevent sliding.  They have gone through comment and review periods with the DNR.  Those comments were incorporated into the plan.  They reviewed with the Corp of Engineers and they are good to proceed under their jurisdiction.  Comments from Park Board and MRA were forwarded.  Comments were on historical integrity of the dam and nature.  He contacted the State Historic Preservation Office, SHPO.  The response he got from them is if we are using federal or state funds, then SHPO gets involved in the review process.  If we are using local funds, they don’t get involved.  The plans show all limestone out and they matched the architecture of the new section of the bridge.  The cost is $50 per lineal foot to keep the fake block look; total cost about $6,000.  Engineer’s estimate shows a cost of $87,922.50 with two alternatives.  Alternative #1 adds the railing at a cost of $3,240.00.  Alternative #2, removing rest of existing retaining wall and matching in the new dam wall and existing bridge, at a cost of $66,223.75.  There is no cost given for keeping the original rock work.  The Park Board would like to see a slope sidewalk instead of the stairs.  There is some conflicting information regarding the requirements of it being of a historical listing.  There may be some additional paperwork that will need to be filed.  Consulting fee’s would be in the $10,000 range.  The architectural stamping cost is already included in the estimate.  If you didn’t want that, you could subtract that from the $87,922.50.  Paul Larsen asked if it is possible to build the wall and face it with limestone to satisfy the need of the historic look.  Mike responded that it could work but with the direct contact with the water it would cause it to pop off of the concrete and be more of a maintenance issue and increased costs.   
Member Reding asked how long it would take if the Council moved forward with having the DNR do the presentation; about 60 days.  A resolution would be needed stating that we are giving serious consideration to the removal of the dam and are asking for input form the DNR on how it will look once removed.  Mayor Gall questioned funding in the year 2008.  Dana replied that removal is cheaper compared to repairs.  Typically there is not any problem in getting removal dollars.  With channel restoration the price goes up.  Member Brannan feels that the city has to take action now as we have been holding off on this.  Dana feel’s they have enough money left over on other projects that this could move forward this year.  $50,000 – $100,000 is a ballpark estimate for removal.  This does not include study and design, just removal.  How and when would the council know if the DNR would match 50 -100% of the cost if they move forward with removal?  The Council would need to pass a City Resolution asking for a feasibility study to include an image to be photo shot and ask for rough cost estimate and decision on cost sharing.  If median income plays a roll in the formula that the DNR uses to calculate funding, the City ranks too high in that area, therefore would not qualify.  If the removal is $100,000, the state would pick up half, maybe more.  If we do a repair for $100,000, we pay for that total cost.  Stream restoration can increase the cost.  

The engineer’s estimate from GGG for $160,000 is to go from beginning of dam to bridge.  The city earmarked $80,000 in the CIP.  Member Jencks made a proposal that the City talk to a contractor about doing non structural aesthetic replacement of a few stones that have come loose and fill in hole at the top and compact it and fine out how much that might run to have local contractors look at that.  Longer term option might be dam removal once we get to a bigger ticket repair.  We don’t know how long the middle of the dam will survive.  Member Jencks suggested a decorative railing for safety along with some sort of gate for access to the lower level.  Take care of the aesthetics keeping it as stone work and improvement as far as sidewalk and railing, maybe done in piece work.  There was some clarification needed on repairs of the hole and if it is structural or aesthetic. GGG does not feel the hole there is structurally sound and Dana feel’s it will require a structural repair.  The DNR may not grant permitting for just aesthetics if the safety is not handled.  Mayor Gall stated that Jamie’s idea isn’t going to fly.  Member Nash suggested that our City engineer give us an opinion.  If it’s aesthetic, get information from local contractor, if structural we have an open meeting with the public as a hole to present what the options are right now.  Cami will contact Bill Angerman to get his opinion on aesthetic vs. structural.  The Council requested that a resolution be brought to the next meeting regarding requesting information on possible dam removal.  Council also directed Matt to corner that area off much better with trespassing signs posted, etc.  Maybe advertise the dam and area is off limits due to safety concerns.  Construction time frame will depend on weather as long as weather levels stay low.  It could be a couple weeks for repairs.  Include a water level study on the resolution for the DNR.  $80,000 was put into the CIP plan and an extra $80,000 is needed.  How much of a tax increase would that be?  We need to communicate this and let people know just how much it will cost.  We have to pay for it if we want it.  Maybe run a special addition of the city newsletter regarding information on the dam repair and include a questionnaire?  Keep it in mind.  Communicate why we are doing it, fact finding only, it is not a decision. 
b) Amended City Code Chapter 152, Flood Plain Ordinance

Council was asked to submit questions to staff prior to the meeting.  Member Jencks sent in some questions which staff forwarded on to the DNR for answers.  Member Jencks is recommending a change to minimum of fill threshold required before a CUP Review.  It is currently stated at 1000 cy; change to 50 in historic district and 100 within the city, fringe area.  He feels the fringe area is undefined and definitions don’t have definite dotted line for what is the fringe.  Member Jencks is concerned that the City will issue a permit in the flood area without PZ approval.  He wants to make things more stringent for work being done in the flood area.  He would like to see more authority given to PZ.  Set a higher standard for a CUP to be issued.  After further discussion and concerns from Member Jencks regarding the amount of fill allowed per the ordinance, a motion was made by Member Reding, second by Member Brannan that the ordinance be tabled until the next City Council meeting.  Specific questions should be brought to the Council at the next meeting so they can review them and decide what direction they want to give Planning and Zoning.  Members are to come to meeting with specifics to either pass or don’t.  Bring your proposed modifications.  Mayor Gall suggested taking out the URL because they change.  Staff is to check with Lee on how far we can go before requiring a larger process.  Whatever changes Council makes will need to go back to PZ.    
c) Planning and Zoning Goals

Jodie Starch, Chair of Planning and Zoning, presented the Council with the goals set by the Planning and Zoning Commission.  She is asking for input from the Council on these goals and if they have anything to add or changes to the list.  The following is the list of goals discussed;

· Short Term Goals – Review and update Zoning Map, Review the criteria for granting a variance, Review the criteria for granting a conditional use permit
· Mid Term Goals – Review and update Chapter 150.020 – General Regulations; Manufactured Homes, Mobile Parks, Trailer Parks, Buffer yards and Screening

· Long Term Goals – Location of apartments, townhouses and other multi-family structures in the R-1 district, Review requirements for subdividing or combining lots that are currently platted, Periodic review of Conditional Use Permits.

Member Brannan would like to have the requirements of the Historic District section of the zoning Code added and reviewed in the short term.  There was discussion on what type of ordinance reviews need to come to PZ versus the Council.  Jodie would like the needs channeled through the Council so the Council can tell them if this is something they should work on or not.  Staff is to have Lee give his opinion on what ordinances the PZ Committee is responsible for looking at.  It would also be a good idea to have Lee review the Legislator updates as they may apply to our Code to make sure we are up to date with any changes.  Member Brannan agreed with the goals as listed and asked how they would go about updating those and communicating with the Council.  Jodie stated that she doesn’t plan to look at them for another year.  As things come up, they will be addressed.  The sign ordinance got directed back to planning and zoning.  Questions that were submitted were sent to PZ for their next meeting on April 21.  After further discussion, those questions will not go to PZ but will come back to Council on April 28 for further review and direction.  It was suggested that these questions be emailed to Council Members prior to the packets being put together so they have more time to review.
d) Contractor License Approval, C & C Excavating 

Motion made by Member Reding, second by Member Brannan to approve the Contractors License for C & C Excavating.  Motion passed unanimously.   
e) Dale Brannan, MFD

They won’t be applying for a grant due to the timing and increase cost of the truck.  There is a very rare chance to even receiving any grant funding.  

First Responder talk has come to light.  There is high interest in becoming a first responder unit for the community.  Cost to the city is in the training budget which they don’t think they would go over.  Other costs would be for fuel and consumables as they are used.  According to Dodge Center Ambulance, there was an estimated 50 call’s for Mantorville last year.  You cannot charge for first responder service.  This would be a benefit for the community.  Members would be certified as a first responder which is 40 hours of training per person. It won’t conflict with manpower on the fire department.  A maximum of 2 people for a first responder call would be needed and response would be in the fire call area.  Member Nash is concerned that after the establishment of the unit, after 3 or 4 months will the interest die or will it be reliable.  Dale Brannan feel’s it will stay reliable.  Jim Mitchell stated they have a dedicated crew; if they say they are going to do it, they do it.  It was the consensus of Council to move forward with establishing the first responder unit.

Dale updated the Council regarding the Thermal Imaging camera.  It was repaired under warranty and Relief bought another one so now they have two.

Firefighter’s health – MFD, along with Kasson and Byron are doing a fundraiser to raise money for cancer.  This will run until the end of September, to lose weight and raise money.  People can donate whether it is by pound or one flat fee.  
f) TBD

a. Public Works Report 

Matt wasn’t present but Cami touched base with Council on the pipe replacement going on with the gas company.  Any questions should go to Matt.

b. City Clerk Report

Amended City Code regarding Mayor and Council is ready to come to Council, do they want to keep the pay the same as previous.  The only difference is there is not extra pay for special meetings.  Council agreed to move forward with it.  Cami will set up the public hearing.  There was a dog tagged as potentially dangerous because of a biting.  Damage was sustained to the snow plow wing; damage was $4,000; City property insurance covered; 250 deductible.  Resident requesting sign for autistic child in neighborhood.  Member Brannan asked this be tabled so she can gather more information from other cities.  She thought she heard about some possible legal implications and certain things that need to be done.  She will gather information and bring to next council.

c. Consultant Report – None

d. Committee Report 

EDA and Restoration reports submitted.  Next council date is the 2nd meeting of even numbered month which Council Committee’s should meet and give reports.  The Infrastructure Committee will be meeting.  From Personnel perspective, Member Nash and Jencks are asked to go through personnel policy proposal and any questions should be sent to Cami so she can forward them to Tom and Annie; keep the questions specific for changes that are proposed.  This will be on the next Council agenda.

e. Council Member 

· Member Reding – None

· Member Nash – met with Chamber and obtained a list of questions regarding the sign ordinance.  He will give this list to PZ.  Sandwich boards are biggest issue.  9th Street improved between Chestnut and Jefferson, what do we do to make the street official?  No right of way or easements are recorded.  It just got put there.  The process will get looked into.

· Member Jencks – None

· Member Brannan – Met with the Marigold Days Committee.  They will be going to the Park Board approval for park use during the festival.  Member Brannan is going to assist in street closure requests.  These should come to the City at the second meeting in May.  There are new food serving regulations that will be needed to be complied with, she is working with FD on that.

f. Mayor Report – None

9.  Discussion – None

City Council closed the public meeting to go into closed session at 10:28 pm.      

The Regular Meeting was reopened at 10:38 PM.

10. Executive Session


The City Council discussed the status of the ongoing litigation with the KM School District

Motion made by Member Reding, second by Member Brannan to adjourn at 10:39 PM.  Motion passed unanimously.

Respectfully Submitted,

Camille C. Reber

City Clerk Treasurer

