AGENDA

MAPLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL
7:00 P.M., Monday, December 8, 1986
Municipal Administration Building
Meeting 86-33

(n) CALL TO ORDER

(B) ROLL CALL

(c) APPROVAL OF MINUTES
(D) APPROVAL OF AGENDA
(E) CONSENT AGENDA

1. Accounts Payable

2. Final Plat Barclay Addition

3. Final Plat : Highwood Addition

4. Final Plat : Tilsen's Maplewood Heights #14
5. Utility Acceptance : Project 85-15

6. Licenses, C.N.W. Railroad : Project 86-03B

s e

(E-2) ST. PAUL EAST METRO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

(F) PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. 7:00 P.M., Preliminary Plat : Woodlyn Heights Townhomes #2

2. 7:10 P.M., Variances & Plan Review : 1918 Beam Avenue (Pier I Imports)

(G) AWARD OF BIDS

(H) UNFINISHED BUSINESS

1. Conditional Use Permit Revision : 831 No. Century (Dege)

(1) NEW BUSINMNESS

1. Conditional Use Permit Renewal : Co. Rd. C (N.W. Bell)

2. Time Extension : Beaver Creek Avartments

3. Bud Kolby 2nd Addition Petition : Project 86-33

4. P.U.D. Reapplication : Larventeur & McKnight

5. Budget Transfer : Signs

6. Contract Negotiations : Computer System

7. Ordinance to Increase Sewer Rates (lst Reading)

8. Budget Transfer - Emergency Services

9. Pipeline Safety Resolution

_ 10. Early Retirement Health Insurance

11. Authorization to Fill Police Department Vacancies

12. Authorization to Redistrict Precinct Boundaries




(J) VISITOR PRESENTATIONS

(X) COUNCIL PRESENTATIONS

10.

(L) ADMINISTRATIVE PRESENTATIONS

(M) ADJOURNMENT
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“5 27316 @1-a1a3 GREAVU JOHN C 40, 22
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CHECHK GROSS
NUM EMPLOYEE NUMBER NAME PAy
B7533 31-2198 AURELIUS LUCILLE E 1649.48
B7934 31-9815 SCHADT JEANNE L 736.83
DIVISION 31 CITY CLERK ADMINISTRATION 2386. 31
L) D792 o047 KELSEY CONNTE C ISE.36
a753 334435 VIETOR LORRAINE S 633. 85
R7537 33-4994 HENSLEY PATRICIA A 653.91
7538 Ja-e10S CARCE JEANETTE E TA4.75
A753 33-8389 GREEN PHYLLIS C 959. 85
DIVISION 33 DEPUTY REGISTRAR 3167.92
B7543 41-1717 COLLINS HENNETH V1853, 48
7S48 T 415356 RICHIE CAROCE - 748. 10
A7342 41-2934 SVENDSEN JOANNE M 342. 38
Q73543 41-3183 NEL SON ROEBERT D 1613.88
P754% G 1-7636 OMATH JOvY E £85. 85
D7545 41-9263 MART INSON CAROL. F E22. 25
DIVISION 41 PUBLIC SAFETY ADMIN 6471.34
D7546  42-0132 ZappA JOSERH A 1792.01
A7 T 4o=0esST STILE VERNON T IZSE4. 68
B7548 42-0457 SKALMAN DONALD W 1287.88
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/A b7 B T e e T STEFFEN SCOTT | I Wbw ke P o I
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Q7557 422884 PELTIER WILLIAM F 1455.26
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D736 42-3591 LLANG RICHARD J 1382.29




&

DATE 11/25/86 CI1TY 0OF MAPLEWOC

PAYROLL CHECK REGISTER REPOF

a PROGRAM PR12

4 CHECK GRUSSH
® - NUM EMPLOYEE NUMRBER NAME pay
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DATE 11/25/86 CI1ITY 0OF
PROGRAM PR12
1 CHECHK GROSS
2 NUM EMPLOYEE NUMBER NAME PAYy
. y .
s Q7589 46-7236 FLAUGHER JAYME L 957.77
5 DIVISION 46 DISPATCHING SERV 6834.612
; @739 S1-2267 BARTA MARIE L 664.29
' a7531 S51-317% WEGWERTH JUDTITH A 290. 67
i a7s92 S51-6872 HAIDER HENNETH G 1735.28
ol .
. DIVISION 51 PUBRLIC WORKS ADMIN 2734.84
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{
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E A
® - 7610 S8-1a14 NADEALU EDWARD A 1231.95
s w7611 S8-15912 MULWEE GEORGE W 1123.35
7 B761s S58-17cZ0 NOTESUON LAVERNE =] 1651. 56
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ii; B7633 E£3-3495 JOHANEK TODD 55. 0@
5 R7634 63-4246 WARD ROY G 392. 312
7 Q7635 6&63-5480 PODPESHAR KIMRERLY J o, ha
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©
13 :
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€ =
24 DIVISION &4 NATURE CENTER 15586.77
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) %E:s
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2 P7e44  7I-0551 OCSON GEOFFREY W 1644. 68
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6 32
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a2
43
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e
52 Q7esy 74-0776 WENGER ROBERT J T TI25.85
. 53 i
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MEMORANDUM
TO: City Manager
FROM: Associate Planner--Johnson
SUBJECT: Final Plat
LOCATION: Hazelwood Street and Gervais
APPLICANT/OWNER: Ed Cave and Sons, Inc.
PROJECT: Cave's Barclay Addition
DATE: December 2, 1986

Request
Final plat approval for 29 single-dwelling lots.

Comments

Action by Council:

~

Endorsed.m e
Modified. e
- Rejectedu ...
. Date '

Avenue

Each of the conditions of preliminary plat approval has been satisfied

or is covered by the developer's agreement.

Recommendation

Approve Cave's Barclay Addition final plat.



BACKGROUND

Past Actions
8-11-86:

Council approved a land use plan amendment from RI to RM; a planned-
unit development for 60-foot wide, 7,500 square-foot lots, and a

street vacation for the proposed plat. Preliminary approval of Cave's
Barclay Addition was also granted subject to:

1. Submission of a developer's agreement, with required surety, for
all on-site public improvements.

2. City engineer approval of final grading, drainage and utility
plans.

3. All lots in Block Two shall have at least 7,500 square feet above
the designed 100-year pond elevation.

Procedure
City council decision

mb

Attachments:

l. Location Map

2. Preliminary Plat

3. Final Plat (8 1/2 x 11)

4. Final Plat (separate enclosure)
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MEMORANDUM E 3

TO: . City Manager
FROM: Associate Planner--Johnson
SUBJECT: Final Plat
LOCATION: Sterling Street and Highwood Avenue
APPLICANT/OWNER: Good Value Homes, Inc. . 1
PROJECT: Highwood Action by Couneily
DATE: 1 December 2, 1986
Endorsed
Modified. .. . _
Regu est Rej ect ed..»..‘.....,..y g;m.....
Date

Final plat approval.
Comments

Three of the conditions of preliminary approval (three, seven and
eight--page 2) remain to be satisfied. Verbal agreements have been
reached but the preparation of the necessary deeds is taking longer

than anticipated. These deeds should be available the week of
December 8.

Recommendation

Approve the Highland final plat if the unfinished conditions have been
completed.



BACKGROUND

Past Action

7-14-86:

l.

2.
single dwelling.

Council approved the Highwood preliminary plat, subject to:

a. Submittal of a developer's agreement, with required surety,
‘to the city engineer for the proposed public improvements.

b. Submittal of a recordable quit-claim deed to the city
engineer to convey a public right-of-way easement to the city for
the west thirty feet of proposed Sterling Street from Highwood
Avenue to the north line of Phase One.

c. Designate the southerly 33- x 207-foot portion of Lot One,
Block Two as an outlot. This property will be combined with the
property adjacent to the west.

d. Show a twenty-foot wide sanitary sewer easement centered on
and along the north line of Lot Fourteen, Block Three. Sanitary
sewer shall be constructed to the west line of 2585 Highwood
Avenue,

e. Submission to the city engineer of an easement (s) for public
storm water ponding areas over portions of proposed Lots Three
through Eight, Block Three and Lots Three through Seven, and Nine
through Fourteen, Block Two, all in Phase Two. The legal
descriptions for these easement areas shall be approved by the
city engineer. The applicant may submit a recordable quit-claim
deed (s) or plat Phase Two as an outlot and show the easements on
the plat.

f. Approval of the final grading, utility and drainage plans by
the city engineer.

g. Evidence shall be submitted showing that Williams Brothers'
Pipeline has approved the width of the proposed pipeline
containment easement and that the proposed crossing of the
pipeline at Valley View Avenue has been approved.

h. Evidence shall be submitted to the director of community
development that the private north/south access easement over the
easterly part of the plat has been eliminated.

Council also rezoned this site from F, farm residence to R-1,

mb

Attachments:

l. Location Map

2. Preliminary Plat

3. Final Plat (8 1/2 x 11)

4. Final Plat (separate enclosure)
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|| MEMORANDUM

TO: City Mangaer

FROM: Associate Planner--Johnson

SUBJECT: Final Plat

LOCATION: Lydia Avenue, East of Standridge Place

APPLICANT/OWNER: Tilsen Homes, Inc.

PROJECT: Robert Tilsen's Maplewood Heights No. 14

DATE: December 1, 1986 7
Action by Councils

Redquest Endorsed ..

Final plat approval. ‘ : Modified .

Rejectede .
Comments Date,

Each of the conditions of preliminary approval has been complied with
as is covered by the developer's agreement.

Recommendation

Approve Robert Tilsen's Maplewood Heights No. 14 final plat.



BACKGROUND

Past Action

9-22-86:

1. Council approved Robert Tilsen's Maplewood Heights No. 14

preliminary plat for 20 single-dwelling lots, subject to the following
conditions:

a. Vacation of the excess city "park" property adjacent to the
north line of this site and enlarging Lots 11-13, Block 2 to
include combination of this property. (Satisfied)

b. Submission of a signed developer's agreement, with required

surety, for all required public improvements and tree replanting.
(Satisfied)

c. City engineer approval of final grading, utility and drainage
plans. The grading plan shall show the location, size and
grading limits for all trees to be preserved. Lot st 2 il oxelllc s 2
shall also be graded so that there is at least 10,000 square feet
above the 989 contour. No trees shall be disturbed on the
vacated city park property other than as a result of the grading

proposed on the plan dated July 29, 1986. (Developer's
agreement)

d. A fifteen-foot wide storm sewer easement shall be shown on
the plat centered on the south lot lines of Lot Five, Block One
and Lot Five, Block Two. A 7 1/2-foot easement shall be shown
from the southwest corner of Lot 5, Block 2 to the existing pipe
in Tilsen's 12th aAddition. (Satisfied)

e. The north-south street shall be named *Dorland Road."
(Satisfied)

f. The east-west street from Lot Eight, Block Two to the east
property line shall be named "Brenwood Curve." (Satisfied)

g. Proof shall be submitted that the applicant's site does not
include the approximately 85 feet north of Lots 9 and 105 = Block
Two, as shown on the County's property line mapiss [E the
applicant's site includes this area, it shall be included in the
plat as a extension of Lots 9 and 19, “Bleock 2. (Satisfied)

25 Council approved the vacation of the excess park property
referred to in Item A-1, subject to including it in the proposed plat.

mb

Attachments

l. Location Map

. Preliminary Plat

5 ioalpeEnl - Raleve (5 a2 se il

. Final Plat (separate enclosure)
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PRELIMINARY PLAT
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Action by Council:

MEMORANDUM
‘ Endorsed__
Modified.
TO: City Manager Rejected
FROM: Assistant City Engineer , Date

SUBJECT: Maplewood Hills Quads

City Project 85-15

Acceptance of Developer Project
DATE: December 1, 1986

The developer, Good Value Homes, Inc., has completed all requirements
of the Maplewood Hills Quads project, located at Mailand and Dorland
Roads, and has requested that the city accept the project for ownership
and maintenance responsibilities.

It is recommended that the council accept the utilities dedicated
for public use on this project by passing the attached resolution.

Jw
Attachment




RESOLUTION
ACCEPTING UTILITIES FROM DEVELOPER

WHEREAS, the City Council of Maplewood, Minnesota has hereto-
fore entered into a Contract for Public Improvements for City Project
No. 85-15, described as Maplewood Hills Quads with the developer,
Good Value Homes, Inc., and,

WHEREAS, said project has been certified as completed.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF MAPLEWOOD,
MINNESOTA that the project is completed and the utilities are hereby
accepted as a part of the distribution systems.



E-¢

Action by Counecily

Endorsed._.
MEMORANDUM Modified
Rejectede
TO: City Manager ; Date
FROM: Assistant City Engineer

SUBJECT: Water Service District No. 6 Improvements—-Trunk Mains
' City Project 86-03B
Construction Licenses with CNW Railroad
DATE: December 1, 1986

The construction of the trunk water main along the Sterling Street
extended alignment requires construction in the Chicago and Northwestern
Railroad right-of-way. Approval of this construction is contingent

upon the city and railroad entering into an agreement, a copy of which
is attached. The agreement stipulates certain insurance requirements,
which have been arranged with the contractor, and also requires the
payment of an annual fee of $180.00. It is proposed that all future
payments of this annual fee be made from the hydrant fund.

It is recommended that the council approve this agreement and authorize
its execution by the mayor and city clerk by passing the attached
resolution.

Jw
Attachment



RESOLUTION--APPROVING CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the council has ordered made City Project 86-03, Water
Service District No. 6 Improvements, Trunk Water Mains portion, and

WHEREAS, the approved project plans call for construction of
water main and a storm sewer culvert within the Chicago and North-
western Transportation Company right-of-way, and

WHEREAS, said company requires a construction agreement with
all right-of-way users,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF MAPLEWOOD,
MINNESOTA:

That the construction agreement with the Chicago and Northwestern
Transportation Company is hereby approved for execution by the mayor
and city clerk.
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CHICAGO AND_NORTH WESTERN TRANSPORTATION COMPANY (hereinafter called "Company) hereby licenses
~the CITY OF MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTA, (hereinafter called "Licensee") to construct, maintain and
use a 16 inch water main and a 15 inch culvert (hereinafter called "facility") upon the pro-
perty and under the tracks of the Company at East St. Paul, Minnesota, in the location and
position, and in accordance with the specifications shown on maps dated October 21, 1986, here-
to attached marked Exhibits "A", "B" and "C" and, by this reference, made a part hereof.

The foregoing license is given upon such express terms and conditions as are inserted
below, as well as those contained upon the subsequent printed pages, and should the Licensee at
any time violate any‘of said terms or conditions, or use or attempt to use said facility for
any other or different purpose than that above specified, then the Company may, at its option,
immediately revoke this license.

The fqregoing license is subject to the following conditions:

For the privileges herein permitted the Licensee shall pay to the Company, in advance, a
charge of One Hundred Eighty Dollars ($180.00) per annum, or fraction thereof, beginning
December 1, 1986, subject to revision at any anniversary billing date.

The Licensee shall require its contractor to furnish the Company a certificate of
insurance, with the Company named as additional insured, showing amounts and types of insurance
carried by the contractor' which shall provide public liability insurance for bodily injury and
property damage on behalf of the Company in an amount of not less than $1,000,000 combined
single limits per occurrence. The certificate shall contain a commitment by the insurance
company that it will give the Company thirty days advance notice of any cancellation of or
change in the insurance coverage shown on such certificate. Such insurance is to be approved

by the Company before the Licensee permits the contractor to proceed with the construction of
said facility.

FIRST. The work of construction and maintenance shall be done and completed in good
and workmanlike manner at the sole expense of the said Licensee. Said work shall be done in
such manner as in no way to interfere with or endanger the use of the property or tracks of the
Company, or the operation thereon of any engines, cars or trains. The Chief Engineer of the !
Company shall have the right to inspect such work from time to time and to require such changes
to be made as will in his opinion decrease the hazards incident to said facility; but any such
inspection or required changes or any failure to so inspect, or to require changes to be made,
shall not effect any of the obligations assumed by the said Licensee hereunder.

SECOND. The said Licensee shall bear the cost of all protection which the company may
require for its tracks or property during construction and maintenance hereby authorized and of
all repairs, changes, additions or betterments to said Company's track or property made
- necessary on account of same. If in the judgement of the Company it shall be necessary to
provide support for its tracks during the work of construction or maintenance the Company will
~provide such support, and the entire cost thereof will be paid by the said Licensee promptly

upon receipt of bill therefor. :

-




Form 2036 - Page 2
Revised 1981 '

THIRD. The Licensee shall pay all taxes, general and special, license fees or other
charges which may become due or which may be assessed against the premises of the Company
because of the construction, existence, operation or use of said facility, the Licensee, or the

.business conducted in connection with said facility, and shall reimburse the Company for any

such taxes, license fees or other charge which may be paid by the Company promptly upon the
presentation by the Company of bills therefor. .
FOURTH.  The said Licensee will give to the Chief Engineer of the Company at least ten
days' notice in writing before entering upon the right of way of the Company for construction
purposes, or for the purpose of making necessary repairs. The Company reserves the right to
Judge of the necessity of repairs to said facility, and to require the Licensee to make such
repairs upon ten days' notice in writing. In such case, said Licensee may enter upon said
right of way without the ten days' notice above referred to, and shall proceed forthwith to
make such repairs, and upon failure to do so within ten days, the Company shall have the right
to make said repairs and collect the entire cost thereof from the Licensee. - The Company
reserves the right, in case in its opinion the safety of its tracks or property demands it, to
make -emergency repairs without notice to the Licensee and to collect the cost thereof from
Licensee as herein provided. :
~FIFTH. Licensee agrees that in the construction, maintenance, and use of the facility,
it will comply with all applicable Taws, including, but not limited to, any laws, standards,
regulations, or permit requirements relating to environmental pollution or contamination or to
occupational health and safety; and Licensee agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Company
from any and all claims, demands, lawsuit, or liability for loss, fines, damage, injury, and
death and all expenses and costs, including attorneys' fees, resulting from or arising out of
the construction, maintenance, or use of the facility, including any discharge or emission
therefrom or for the violation of any law, standard, regulation, or permit requirement relating
to environmental pollution or contamination, or to occupational health and safety.
SIXTH. It is understood by the Licensee that said facility is subject to and may
increase the dangers and hazards of the operation of the railroad of the Company, and that this
license is subject to all risks thereof. Therefore, and as a material consideration to the
Company for entering into this license and without which the Company will not enter same, thr
Licensee agrees to assume and pay for all loss or damage to property whatsoever, and injury to
or death of any person, or persons whomsoever, including all costs and expenses incident
thereto, however arising from or in connection with existence, construction, maintenance,
repair, renewal, reconstruction, operation, use or removal of said facility, or any defect
therein or failure thereof, or the failure of the Licensee or members, officers, agents or
employees of the Licensee to abide by or comply with any of the terms or conditions of this

- license; and the Licensee forever indemnifies the Company against and agrees to save it

harmless from any and all claims, demands, lawsuits or liability for any such loss, damage,
injury and death, costs and expense, even though the operation of the Company's railroad may
have caused or contributed thereto. Notice to or knowledge by the Company of any act or
omission by the Licensee which is or might be a breach by the Licensee of any of the terms or
conditions of this Agreement to be performed by the Licensee, and the acquiescense by tne
Company in or to such act or omission, shall neither be considered to relieve the Licensee of
any obligation assumed by it under this paragraph nor be considered to be a waiver or release
by the Company of any rights granted to it under this paragraph. .

- SEVENTH. The Company reserves the right to use, occupy and enjoy its tracks, property
and right of way, for such purpose, in such manner, and at such time as it shall desire, the
same as if this instrument had not been executed by it. If any such use shall necessitate any
change, repair, renewal, removal or relocation of said facility, or any part thereof, the
Licensee shall perform such work at such time as the Company may approve and if the Licensee
fails to do so such work may be performed by the Company at the expense of the Licensee and the
said Company shall not be liable to the Licensee on &ccount of any damage growing out of any
use which the Company ' may make. of its  tracks, property and right of way.

In case any of the terms or provisions of this license have been performed or carried out
prior to the actual date of execution hereof, it is understood and agreed that this license
shall nevertheless be of the same force and effect as though same had been executed by the
parties prior to such performance. .
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EIGHTH. The Company shall have the right at any time to revoke this license by giving
thirty days' notice in writing to the Licensee and at the expiration of the time limited by
said notice, or upon any other revocation of this license, the Licensee shall promptly, and in
the manner directed by said Chief Engineer, remove all construction hereby authorized from
the premises of the Company and leave said premises in the same condition in which they were
before the installation of the same. Upon default of the Licensee so to do, the Company may

‘remove the same and restore its premises, and the Licensee will promptly pay to the Company the

cost of so doing.

NINTH. The waiver of a breach of any of the terms or conditions hereof shall be
limited to the act or acts constituting such breach, and shall never be construed as being
a cont1nu1ng or permanent waiver of any such terms or conditions, all of which shall be and
remain in full force and effect as to future acts or happenings, notwithstanding any such
waiver.

TENTH. -~ This license is personal to said Licensee and is not assignable or
transferable, without the written consent of the Company being first obtained.

ELEVENTH. In further consideration of the Company's giving to the Licensee the rights and
privileges above specified, the Licensee, by the acceptance of this license, hereby agrees that
it will not levy or assess any special tax or special assessment against Company or against or
upon Company's properties for the construction or use of the improvement of which said facility
is a part; and, the Licensee hereby forever indemnifies Company against and agrees to save
Company harmless from any and all claims, demands, lawsuits or liability whatsoever for any
such special tax or special assessment. If notwithstanding the foregoing provisions any such
special tax or special assessment shall be levied or assessed upon or against said Company's
properties, the Company shall have the following elections to wit:

(a) Company may make such payments as may be necessary to satisfy and discharge any liens
for such special tax or special assessment and in case of such payment the Licensee
agrees to make repayment on demand with interest at the rate of five per cent (5%)
per annum from the date of such payment so made by Company.

(b) Company may file this license agreement for recording in the office of the Recorder
of Deeds of the county in which said properties are located and such filing shall
constitute a complete discharge and release of any lien against said Company's
properties for such special tax or special assessment.

(c) Company may terminate this license by filing notice of termination with such Recorder
of Deeds for recording and forwarding a copy thereof through certified or registered
mail, postage prepaid to Licensee whereupon all rights, privileges and interests
herein granted to Licensee shall immediately cease and determine with the right of
Company to make immediate re-entry and without any further obligations or any
liability on the part of Company in respect to any payments, setoffs, counterclaims,
recoupment, crossbills or cross demands.

A11 rights, remedies and elections of Company shall be cumulative.
TWELFTH. Licensee further agrees that there is no benefit to the Company's properties,

either for railroad use or for any possible use in the future from the construction of the
facility or project of which said facility is a part.-
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In Witness Whereof this instrument is executed this day of »19
ATTEST: CHICAGO AND NORTH WESTERN TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
By
Assistant Secretary Vice President - Engineering

&

Pursuant to authority granted by resolution of the
of the CITY OF MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTA, adopted

The undersigned, the Licensee mentioned in the foregoing license, hereby accepts the same
subject to the terms and conditions therein stated.

CITY OF MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTA

ATTEST: By: (Seal)
Mayor

City Clerk
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l.APPLICATIOH TO THE CHICAGO AND NORTH JFSTEQN TRANSPORTATION COMPANY FOR PERMISSION

TO CONSTRUCT AND MAINTAIN A PIPE' LINE’ ACROSS THE RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID TRANSPORTATION

COMPANY .

Full legal namc o% licant CITY OF MAPLEWOOD

Mailing address EAST COUNTY ROAD B, MAPLEWOOD, MN 55109

~ State whether individual, corporation or partnership. If partnership, list namc of

each partner. If a corporation, show State .in which incorporated
N.A. -

Location of proposed pipe line. (Show distance from neasrest City or Town plus
Section, Township and Range.) _WITHIN CITY OF MAPLEWOOD
SEC. 24; T. 29; R. 22

Dzte of approval desired ONEYRE. 1 /oy /T
ATTACH LOCATION PLAN SHOWING TIE TO FIXED OBJECT ALONG RAILWAY, I.E. CENTE®R LINL

'BRIDGE, CENTER LINE GRADE CROSSING, AND A CROSS SFCTION ALONG PIPE LINE, FROM FIELD

SURVEY, SHOWING PIPES IN RELATION TO ACTUAL PROFILE OF GROUND AND TRACKS. ALSO IN~-
CLUDE ANGLE OF CROSSING IN RELATION TO TRACK.

Furnish following construction details:

Carrier Pipe Casinc Pipe 80' LONG
Contents to be handled. e eeeeeeeeenennnas WATERMAIN -
Inside diameter..c.eeeeescesevcccccccesnes 16" 30"
Material and type ’of"pipe..'..;........,... ' DUCTILE IRON ‘ STEEL
Specification and grade Of Pip€.eeceeccees CLASS 52 SCH 30
.Wall thickness eeseseccscrsccccssscscscsccsoe 0.37" 0'/’675;' 0'50”
Actual working pPresSSUre....cecveececcccccess 80 PSI 0 PSI
Type of jOiQt............................' SLIP JOINT WELDED
CoatinG.eeeeseececcsssesscccscscsconscens BIT. BIT.
Method of installatioN...ceeeeceececccccas — JACKED OR AUGERED
Protection at ends of casing:

Both ends RRICK § MORTAROne end Type

Bury: Base of rail to top of casing 8 ft. 9 in.
Bury: (Not beneath traCKS . eeeveenanns 9 ft. - in.
Bury: (Roadway ditCheS).ceeececececnss - ft. - in.

Cathodic protection NONE

REMIRKS @

If application is granted, the undersigned agrees to exccute Transportation Comp-
any's standard form of license when submitted, and to observe all the terms and con-

ditions thereof. m
DATE Ocroeree, |71 , QSO ) m %@SV ()\Y“i 8003\3

/54. oo

* NOTE: There will be & minimum -63+66-66- fee for the preparat:.on of the license sub-

Ject to change upon any unusual developments. This charge is not to be con-
fused with any annual or one-time .rental charges.

EXHIBIT C
10-21-86



SAINT PAUL AREA E-A
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ‘

600 NORTH CENTRAL TOWER, 445 MINNESOTA STREET
SAINT PAUL, MN 55101 612/299-5561

Action by Councily

Endorsed s
Modified e

Rejected
Date

November 18, 1986

Hon. John Greavu, Mayor
Clity of Maplewood

1830 E. County Road B
Maplewood, MN 55109

Dear Mayor Greavu:

This Is a formal request for the City of Maplewood to become a
partner in the Saint Paul East Metro Economic Development (SEED)
Council, a Joint venture of the Chambers of Commerce and
municipalities In the eastern half of the Twin Citles
metropolitan area for enonomic develoment promotion.

The plan for thls Council is described In the attached “Joint
Venture Proposal." Your community’'s contribution to this joint
venture would be:

1. To provide economic development Information about the
community, such as demographics, current developments,
development sltes available, and other information relevant
to handling development prospects.

2. To provide information about the process of economic
development In your community, such as the type of
development that your community encourages, the types of
assistance that the municipality provides to development
prospects, and the steps a prospect must go through to get a
development approved.

3. To provide financial support to the joint venture at a
suggested rate of $2,500 (minimum) to $5,000 per year,
budgeted for at least three (3) years. First year funds
should be remitted to the "Saint Paul East Metro Marketing
Fund", In care of the Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce,
at the above address.



Mayor John Greavu November 18, 1986

If you have any questions, or If there will be a City Councll

hearing to consider this request at which you would |ike a

representative present, please advise Ken Kixmoeller or Elleen
Mix at 223-5004, or your local Chamber.

Thank you for your consideration of this request, | look forward
to the City of Mapliewood’s participation in this landmark joint
venture.

Sincerely,

—

Yy /"_ ’
_5;52;4«ve4' . <§¥/§;7;Z;42‘4&(;*~’¢/

C;/dames A. Stolpestad

Vice Chalrman, Economic Development and
Convener, Saint Paul East Metro
Economic Development Councl|

enclosure: Saint Paul East Metro Economic Development Counci |
Joint Venture Proposal

cc: City Manager/Administrator



SAINT PAUL

EAST METROPOL ITAN
ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT Councl |

A JOINT VENTURE PROPOSAL

Between the East Metropolitan
Chambers of Commerce and Municipalities
for Economic Development Promotion

CONTENTS:

1. Purpose for a Jolnt Venture

2. Organization Structure.
Affillation
Management Structure
Staffing

4. Goals and Strategles

3. Proposed Budget and Funding.

4. Action required to move forward.
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Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 1



-—- East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal ———

1. PURPOSE: An East Metro Economic Development Joint Venture

The purpose of the proposed coalltion Is to have an
organization that can act in the joint economic deve lopment

Q interests of the East Metro communities. These communities are

defined as those In Ramsey, Washington and Dakota Countles
which consider themselves to be Saint Paul suburbs, plus Saint
Paul Itself. The general purpose of the Council will be to
perform business development marketing for the greater East
Metro community. Thls Includes market planning, promotion
efforts, and prospect handling.

A promotion fund will be set up In joint venture between the
chambers of commerce and municlipal governments In the East
Metro area. This fund would be used:

First, to Implement an Immediate program of marketing the

entire East Metro region to Commerclial and Industrial real
estate brokers and developers, companies In the Metro area
that are contemplating Immediate expansion or relocation,

and residentlal real estate brokers and bullders.

Second, to establish and Implement a long-range program of

business retention and attraction, to ensure continuing
growth. °

Revislion 7, 11/17/86, Page 2



—-—— East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal —--
2. Organizing the Jolint Venture.

Affiliation

The SEED Councli| would be affillated with the various chambers
- of commerce In the East Metro area, In conjunction with the
communities themselves. It would be organized as a “publlc-
private partnership" reporting In function to the boards of
directors of the area chambers of commerce. This structure
would have the following advantages:

The chambers bring the voluntary efforts of top area
executives, Industrial development leads from several
sources, an in-place long-range development planning

structure, and existing organizations which cross municipal
borders.

Independent status would allow for fund raising
possibilities beyond existing chamber members, and a

greater degree of management flexibility than would
otherwise be possible.

Accounting support for the Counci! would also be provided by the
Saint Paul Area Chamber. :

Management Structure

A Management Committee would oversee the organization. It will
consist of 15 to 18 key leaders from the chambers and the
communities (elected officlals, city managers, economic
development commisslon chairs, etc) that would be agreeable to
all of the partners. The assumption Is that It would be broadly
geographically representational. This Committee would report to
the various chambers’ boards.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 3



—- East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal —--

Staff

Inittial staffing would be provided by thé Saint Paul Area
~Chamber of Commerce, Including Its manager of economic
development, who would serve as the primary staff person

" coordinating the market planning and execution. In addition,

the current economic development secretary/information
speclalist would support these activities.

The Informal East Metro planners group has offered to provide
some technical and Information support to this effort. In
addition, the staffs of the other partner chambers would supply
as much assistance as possible.

Anticipating the Increase In workload that this activity would
create, It will likely be necessary to Increase staff, elther by
a loaned executive, or by hiring through the promotion fund.

The positions that need to be filled, In order of Importance
are:

Economic Development Assistant - supplements and supports
the activities of the existing manager. Primarlly

responsible for handling prospects in all stages of the
selling cycle.

Secretary - for all of the above Individuals. (Which would
free the secretary/information speclalist from above to
glve proper attention to maintenance of the economic
Information data base).

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 4
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--- East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal ——-

3. Goals & Strategles

Initlal goals for the coallition would be to:

This

->

->

->

->

1. Establish an identity for the region. Portray the
region as the greatest area of significant opportunity
In the Twin Cities Metropolitan area today.

2. Demonstrate our commitment to accomplish significant
change In Twin Cities development.

3. Sell the many attractive amenities in the community,
such as executive-quality housing In the area,
attractive land for more development, better traffic
conditions, and much more.

4. Demonstrate current demand for commercial and Iindustrial
development in the area.

would be accomplished by:

Creating professional marketing materlals for the East

Metro area, such as brochures, advert isements, and video
productions.

Organizing selling tours to educate for real estate
developers/brokers and residential home bullders/brokers.

Developing and presenting the long-range marketing plan for
commercial and Industrlal development to significant
developers to accelerate real estate development plans.

Organizing "one-on-one" selling to specific, targeted
developers, companies, or both, which potentlially have a

substancial, positive Impact on the economic development of
the area.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 5§



--- East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal —--

Long-Term Growth

In order to ensure that fhe East Metro area continues to grow at
a healthy rate, a long-term strategy for development must be
developed and Implemented. The goals of such a program would be:

. -

->
->

=>

To establish an ongoing program of assisting and retaining
the businesses that are already here, for It Is from them
that long-term growth In jobs will come.

To identify Industries that provide job growth
opportunities and develop a program to market the East
Metro area to them.

To provide a strong venture capital community for new
company growth.

To target speciflic areas of opportunity, such as the
attraction of foreign capital to the area.

Other economic development Initiatives, as they are
identifled.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 6



——— East Metropolitan Joint venture Proposal ——-

4. Proposed Budget and Funding

Activitl

es

Video production development and distribution.

- Initial cost estimate $50,000.
- Update Cost estimate $10,000.

Bus tours for real estate developers/brokers.

Aproximate cost $1000/tour.

Advertising in key Twin Clties business and real estate
Journals. One ad In each of four (4) Journals.

cost $3,500.

Aproximate

Brochure and direct mall promotion development and execution.
Target audience 1000 X $6/plece, total $6,000.

Misc. sales budget for selected direct selling opportunities,
assistant, and related expenses, total $40,000/yr.

Budget
Item

Video Product.on*
Bus Tours
Advertlising Impressions
Direct Mall Impressions*
Misc. Budget

TOTALS

/1987

1/50,000
6/ 6,000
8/28,000

~ 4/24,000

30,000
132,000

#/1988

0/0

6/ 6,000

6/21,000

4/24,000
32,000
83,000

*Potentially donated or partially donated.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 7

‘#/1989

us10,000
6/ 6,000
6/21,000
4/24,000
34,000
95,000



--— East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal ——-

Funding
The following are the sources to fund the above effort:

Communities: Minimum contribution = $2,500
Average contribution = $3,500

Major
Corporations: Minimum Contribution = $5,000
Average Contribution = $6,000

-Utillities
-Newspaper
-Major corporations
-Real estate development firms
-Commercial real estate firms
-Financlal Institutlions

Small Corporations/

Land Owners: Minimum Contribution = $ 500
or $10/acre.

Yearly Funding

Group «e$ 1987 1988 1989
MINIMUMS
Communities 16 @ 2,500 40,000 40,000 40,000
Major Corps. 6 @ 5,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Small Corps. 20 @ 500 10,000 10,000 10,000
TOTAL 42 80,000 80,000 80,000
AVERAGE
Communitlies 18 @ 3,000 54,000 54,000 54,000
Major Corps. 10 @ 5,500 55,000 55,000 55,000
Small Corps. 25 @ 500 12,500 12,500 12,500
TOTAL 563 121,500 121,500 121,500
HIGH

Communities 20 e 3,500 70,000 70,000 70,000
Major Corps. 15 @ 6,000 90,000 90,000 90,000
Small Corps. 40 @ 500 20,000 20,000 20,000

TOTAL 75 180,000 180,000 180,000

With the exception of the Assistant position, the Saint Paul
- Area Chamber of Commerce will provide staff salarles and
overhead for the forseeable future.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 8
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-~ East Metropolitan Joint Venture Proposal ——-

5. Actlions Required to Move Forward.

Month Activity

Design/Print Brochure for Councll.

Request funding from varlous communities.

Assemble the management committee.

Solicit funds from land owners, brokers, etc. by mall.
Begin process of selecting advertising agency.

Gain commitment for the project from communitles.
Solliclt Corporate commitment and contributions.
Secure interim funding.

Choose advertising agency.

Begin marketing material production (Video/Print).
Testify, or otherwise obtaln community commitments.
Refine/gain agreement on Initial marketing plan.
Collect small and large corporate funding commltments.

Continue production of marketing materials.
Finalize marketing plan.

Complete marketing materials.
Implement marketing pian:
Promotion blitz.
First media advertisements.
First direct mall ads.

Second media advertisments.
Prospect handling.
Bus tour preparation.

First bus tour.
More promotional activities.

Revision 7, 11/17/86, Page 9
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MEMORANDUM
Action by Councily

TO: City Manager
FROM: Associate Planner--Johnson A Endorsed._
SUBJECT: Preliminary Plat Modified.
LOCATION: Woodlynn Avenue and McKnight Road .

Rejected...
OWNER/APPLICANT: Mack Nettleton Date
PROJECT : Woodlynn Heights Townhomes No. 2 a
DATE: " November 13, 1986

Request

Preliminary plat approval for four town house lots,lan outlot for the
common driveways and three large remnant parcels for future
development.

Proposal

1. Refer to page 7 for the configuration of the lots.
2. Lots Two and Three would be developed with two more four-unit

town house structures. Each lot would be replatted into four lots and
an outlot.

3. No plans have been made for Lot One yet.
4. Outlot A would be owned in-common by the owners of the town house
units, and be maintained by the homeowner's association. The

driveways and utilities to each unit are located in this area.

Recommendation

Approve the Woodlynn Heights Townhomes No. 2 preliminary plat, subject

to compliance with the following conditions before application for
final plat approval:

1. City engineer approval of a grading and drainage plan for the
entire property. The plan shall also provide diking as needed along

the north property line to prevent over-land flowage from a break in
the pipeline.

2. All of Lots 2 - 7 and as much of Lot 1 as is necessary for
effective drainage of Lots 2 - 7 shall be graded according to the
approved grading plan or a developer's agreement shall be entered into
with the required surety, to guarantee completion of this grading.

3. A developer's agreement shall be entered into, with the required
surety, that includes, but is not limited to, restoration of Woodlynn
Avenue following connection to public utilities.

4, A 20-foot wide drainage easement shall be centered on the common
lot line for Lots One and Two.



5. -The city shall approve the homeowner's association bylaws and
rules to assure that there will be one responsible party for the

maintenance of the on-site private utilities and driveways.

6. A written statement shall be submitted to the city from NSP and
Amoco authorizing the grading proposed in the approved grading plan.



BACKGROUND

Site Description

Size: 6.69 acres with 1,121 feet of frontage on Woodlynn Avenue.
Existing land use: undeveloped.

Easements: NSP power line and Amoco pipeline easements cover the
north 150 feet of the property. (See the map on page 7 ). The
pipeline would be 170 feet north of the proposed dwelling units.

Surrounding Land Uses

North: NSP power line and Amoco pipeline easements. The property is
planned for RM, residential medium density uses.

East: a four-unit town house structure.
South: Woodlynn Avenue. Across the Street are single dwellings.

West: wundeveloped land planngd for RM, residential medium density
use.

Past Action

4-22-85:

Council approved:the Woodlynn Heights Townhomes preliminary and final
plats for the four-unit town house property abutting to the east (see
page 6 ), subject to:

1. Payment of the back taxes and delinquent assessments against the
entire property. If these costs are not paid prior to the request for
final plat approval, an agreement acceptable to the city attorney

shall be entered into to arrange for and/or secure payment of these
items at closing.

2. City approval of the homeowner's association bylaws and rules, to

assure that there will be one responsible party for the maintenance of
the on-site utilities and driveways.

3. Plat the remnant parcel west of the four-unit town house as an
outlot.
4. Dedication of ten feet along the east boundary of the site to

increase the west half of McKnight Road's right-of-way to 43 feet.

5. On the final plat, the sight triangle must be shown that is of
record at the interesection of Woodlynn Avenue and McKnight Road.



8-26-86:

The community design review board approved the site and building plans
for the proposed four-unit town house structure.

Planning

1. Land use plan designation: RM, residential medium density.
2. Zoning: R-3, multiple dwelling.

3. Permitted density: 22 people/net acre.

4. Proposed density: 15.1 people/net acre.

5. The proposal meets or exceeds all lot dimension requirements.

Public Works

Storm sewer, water main and sanitary sewer are available to the site.

Procedure

1. Planning commission recommendation.

2. City council decision following a public hearing.
jc

Attachments

1. Location Map

2. Property Line/Zoning Map
3. Preliminary Plat (8 1/2 x 11)
4, preliminary Plat (Separate enclosure)
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A.  Preliminary Plat--Woodlynn Heights Townhomes No. 2 ////7/)7/é i

Secretary Olson said the proposal is a preliminary plat for four town house
lots, an outlot for the common driveways and three large remnant parcels for

future development. Staff is recommending approval as outlined in their
report.

Mr. Nettleton was present and questioned the requirement to gbtain written
statements from NSP and Amoco authorizing the grading on their easements:
He did not have this problem when he constructed on the lot next door.

Commissioner Barrett moved this item be tabled until the developer and city
can reach an agreement on the need for approval to grade on the easements,

Motion died for lack of second

Commissioner Whitcomb moved the planning commission recommend the city council
approve the Woodlynn Heights Townhomes No. 2 preliminary plat, subject to

compliance with the following conditions before application for final plat
approval:

1. City engineer approval of a grading and drainage plan for the entire
property. The plan shall also provide diking as needed along the north
property line to prevent over-land flowage from a break in the pipeline,

2. A1l of Lots 2 - 7 and as much of Lot 1 as is necessary for effective
drainage of Lots 2 - 7 shall be graded according to the approved grading
plan or a developer's agreement shall be entered into with the required
survey, to guarantee completion of this grading.

3. A deve]oper'g agreement shall be entered into, with the required surety,

that includes, but is not limited to, restoration of Woodlynn Avenue following
connection to public utilities.

4. A 20-foot wide drainage easement shall be centered on the common lot Tine
for Lots One and Two.

5. The city shall approve the homeowner's association by laws and rules
to assure that there will be one responsible party for the maintenance of
the on-site private utilities and driveways.

6. A written statement shall be submitted to the city from NSP and Amoco
authorizing the grading proposed in the approved grading plan.

Commissioner Cardinal seconded Ayes--Conmissioners Cardinal, Fischer,
Fiola, Larson, Sigmundik, Whitcomb

Nays—-Commissioner Barrett
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A MEMORANDUM

. Action by Council:
TO: h City Manager
FROM: Thomas Ekstrand--Associate Planner Endorsefe
SUBJECT: Variances and Building Design Review Modified
LOCATION: 1918 Beam Avenue Rejected
APPLICANT: The Shopping Center Group Date
OWNER: Richard Schulze ‘
PROJECT: Addition for Pier I Imports (formerly occupied by the

Best Buy Company)

DATE: November 14, 1986
Request
1. Approval of two parking space variances and a parking lot setback
variance.
2. Approval of design plans for an addition on the rear of the
building and remodeling of the front. :
Summary of the Facts
Proposal:
1. The applicant proposes to construct a 1,392-square foot addition

to the existing 6,056-square foot building to be used as additional
stockroom space. The additional space will be added to the south side
(rear) of the building. To accommodate the expansion, the existing
six-foot high cedar-board fence will be moved 15 feet south and placed
on a 2 1/2-foot high concrete retaining wall. The wall will be
designed to insure that run-off from the parking lot does not flow
south to the neighbor's yard. The additional 15 feet of land will be
paved with blacktop. Plantings moved as a result of the expansion
will be replanted south of the new fence line to soften the effect of
the fence. The addition will be constructed of the same type of
masonry units as used on the existing building. Renovation will
include removal of part of the masonry units on the north side (front)
of the building and replacement with glass display windows. 1In

addition, a new fabric canopy will be installed across the front of
the building.

2. Refer to the attached plans and narrative for further information
on the proposal. :

Variances (three variances are required):

1. Only two of the 34 parking spaces would be ten feet or more in
width. Section 36-22 (b) requires that at least half or 17 spaces be

ten feet or more in width. A variance, therefore, is required for 15
spaces.

2. Thirty-four spaces are proposed. Only 32 spaces would be
provided if half the spaces must be ten feet in width. Section 36-22

(a) (6) requires 38 spaces. A variance, therefore, of four or six
spaces is required.



3. The parking lot would be extended to within five feet of the rear
lot line. Section 36-27 (a) (1) requires a 20-foot setback. A
variance, therefore, of 15 feet is required.

Comments

These variances should be denied because the state required findings
(page 4 ) for approving a variance are not met and there has been
traffic and parking congestion around this site in the past.

Also, if the variance to allow the nine-foot wide stalls is denied,
parking would be reduced from the current 34 spaces to 32 spaces,
while the building would increase by 1,392 square feet. It is true
that the addition is for storage, but all businesses have storage.
This is included in the formula for calculating parking spaces (one
space for each 200 square feet of floor area).

If the variances are denied, the applicant will have to purchase
additional land to the south or find a tenant that does not require a
building addition.

Recommendation

1. Denial of the two parking space variances and a parking lot
setback variance on the basis that:

a. Strict enforcement would not cause undue hardship because of
circumstances unique to the property under consideration.

(1) The property has and can continue to be put to a
reasonable use.

(2) If additional land cannot be purchased to the south, a
tenant that does not require an addition could be found.

(3) A precedent may be set that would affect future cases,
b. The variances would not be in keeping with the spirit and
intent of the ordinance. While Pier I Imports may be able to
make a case for less parking, the city cannot control use of the
space by future tenants.
2. Approval of plans to remodel the front of the building.

3. Denial of plans for the addition, on the basis that parking would
not meet code requirements.



BACKGROUND

Site Description

1. Site size: 28,420 square feet.
2. Existing land use: the former Best Buy Company building

Surrounding Land Uses

Northerly: Beam Avenue and the Maplewood Mall.
Southerly: single dwelling.

Easterly: Kentucky Fried Chicken.

Westerly: Sherwin Williams and the Paper Warehouse

Past Action

8-23-83:

The design review board conditionally approved the site plan.
9-27-83:

The board approved the landscape plan.

6-8-84:

The éity approved a lot split to create this site.

2-11-85:

Council amended the trash dumpster screening ordinance as the result

of a request by the Best Buy Company for a variance to use a wooden
enclosure, rather than masonry as was previously required.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
1. Zoning: BC (M), business commercial (modified)

2, Ordinance requirements:

a. Section 36-22 (b)--Fifty percent of 90 degree parking spaces
shall be at least ten-feet wide and 20-feet long and fifty
percent shall be at least nine-feet wide and twenty-feet long, .
except for owner-occupied multiple dwellings.

b. Section 36-22 (a) (6)--Commercial uses shall have one

parking space for each 200-square feet, or portion thereof, of
floor area.

c. Section 36-27 (a)--A landscaped area of not less than twenty
feet in width shall be provided where a nonresidential use would
be within 200 feet of residentially zoned property.

3. Section 367.10 Subdivision 6 (2) of state law requires that the
following findings be made before a variance can be granted:



a. Strict enforcement would cause undue hardship because of
circumstances unique to the property under consideration.

b. The variance would be in keeping with the spirit and intent
of the ordinance.

"Undue hardship" as used in connection with the granting of a variance
means the property in question cannot be put to reasonable use if used
under conditions allowed by the official controls. The plight of the
landowner is due to circumstances unique to his property, not created
by the landowner, and the variance, if granted, will not alter the
essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone
shall not constitute an undue hardship if reasonable use for the
property exists under the terms of the ordinance.

Citizen Comments

Staff notified abutting owners about this proposal and requested their
comment. We received three replies. Two commercial properties were
in favor. The resident behind was opposed. (See attached letter.)

jc

Attachments

1. Location Map

2. Property Line/Zoning Map

3. Site Plan (reduction)

4." Current Site Plan

5. Fence and retaining wall design

6. Adjacent neighbor's response

7. Applicant's ‘letter of justification

8. Site plan and building elevations (separate document)
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CITY OF

MAPLEWOOD

1830 EAST CO. ROAD B MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTIA 55109

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 612-770-4500

October 31, 1986

o Oral K. Jordan

i 1905 Radatz

L Maplewood, MN 55109 ‘
N F . i

BUILDING AUDLIIUN - PlEek L 1mrurTS

This survey is to get your opinion on an application the city has received to
develop property in your neighborhood.  The application is for a variance to
allow Pier I Imports to expand the rear parking lot to the Tot line at 1918
Beam Avenue (the former Best Buy building). See the enclosed map. The appli-
cant proposes to build a screening fence to conceal the parking lot.

Your opinion is needed to assist the city staff and planning commission in
preparing a recommendation to the city council. Once this survey is completed,
you will be notified of any public hearings. :

' |
Please indicate your opinion and comments below and return this entire letter
to me in the enclosed postage-paid envelope by November 10, 1986. If you would
like further information, please call me at 770-4560 between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.
Thank you for your comments. They will be given careful consideration.

)PGWw\ ,déiﬁ(buqu/)

4 THOMAS EKSTRAND - ASSOCIATE PLANNER
L mb
Enclosures

I am in favor of this proposal because:

I have no comment % &/~ yé

o L///I object to this proposal because:(ﬁzgépwqojéng¢42?éc,4¢aag1/2f%_p ;?25;;a14114f%»
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: If you object, describe below or draw on the enclosed map any changes that '
would make this project acceptable.
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NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF
APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL

EXPANSION AND RENOVATION OF
FORMER BEST BUY CO, STORE, 1918 BEAM AVENUE

The applicant, Brody Associates, Inc., on behalf of Richard
M. Schulze, President of Best Buy Co. and owner of the subject
premises, proposes to construct additional storage space to
accomodate Pier 1 Imports which desires to occupy the building
and operate their typical retail store on the premises after
"Best Buy Co. moves to its new facilities North of Maplewood Mall
in the Town Center project, Pier 1 Imports intends to occupy
the premises under a ten (10) year Lease with two (5) year
options. A copy of their Letter of Intent is attached.

As you are aware, Best Buy's use of the building has been
intense since the store opened. This has necessitated the
construction of the new facility. Pier 1 Imports is a retailer
of imported casual furniture, furnishings and clothing. The
Urban Land 1Institute Parking Requirement Study has determined
that parking requirements for stores such as Pier 1 are
one-third that of a store such as Best Buy Co. It is because of
that difference that applicant believes that the parking
situation for the subject premises will be greatly improved with
the Pier 1 occupancy of the building, notwvithstanding
construction of additional storage space. :

Basically, applicant proposes to construct a 1,392 square
foot addition to the existing 6,056 square foot building to be
used as additional stockroom space. The additional space will
be added to the South side (rear) of the building. To
accomodate the expansion, the fence will be moved 15 feet South
and placed on a retaining wall designed to insure that run-off
from the parking lot does not flow South to the neighbor's yard.
The additional 15 feet of land will be paved with blacktop.
Plantings moved as a result of the expansion will be replanted
South of the new fence line to soften the effect of the fence.

The building will be constructed of the same type of masonry
units as used on the existing building. Renovation will include
removal of part of the masonry units on the North side (front)
of the building and replacement with glass display windows. 1In

addition, a new fabric canopy will be installed across the front
of the building.

A variance for parking is required as the code provides 37,2
spaces and the site plan accomodates only 34 spaces, Pier 1
"Imports believes that this is adequate for the wusage
anticipated,

Narrate Disk #15

12 Attachment Seven
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MEMORANDUM
Letion by Councile
Endorsed e
: Modified e
TO: City Manager Rejected
FROM: Director of Community Development Date
SUBJECT: Dege Garden Center a

DATE: December 2, 1986

The city council, on November 24, gave preliminary approval to a revised
conditional use permit for this property. Mr. Dege's request to include a
garage was not approved. Council requested a draft of the revised
wording before a final vote.

In addition to approving a final resolution, council should establish a
date by which the garage is to be removed.

jc

Attachments

1. Resolution

2. Staff report (11-13-86)



Pursuant to due call and notice thereof a regular meeting of the
city council of the City of Maplewood, Minnesota was duly called and
held in the council chambers in said city on the 24th day of November,
1986 at 7 p.m.

The following members were present:

The following members were absent:

WHEREAS, George Dege initiated a conditional use permit revision
for a parking lot, outdoor sales area and residential garage in an R-1
zone at the following-described property:

Lots 31 and 32, Block 1, Cahanes Acres

This property is also known as 831 North Century Avenue,
Maplewood;

WHEREAS, the procedural history of this conditional use permit is
as follows: :

1. This conditional use permit revision was initiated by George
Dege, pursuant to the Maplewood Code of Ordinances.

2. This conditional use permit revision was reviewed by the
Maplewood Planning Commission on November 17, 1986. The planning

commission recommended to the city council that said permit be
approved.

3. The Maplewood City Council held a public hearing on November
24, 1986. Notice thereof was published and mailed pursuant to law.
All persons present at said hearing were given an opportunity to be
heard and present written statements. The council also considered
reports and recommendations of the city staff and planning commission.

4, The city council gave preliminary approval to the

conditional use permit, except for the residential garage, on November
24 and tabled final action until December 8, 1986 to have the
resolution revised.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAPLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL that
the 1971 conditional use permit for an off-street parking lot is
renewed and revised to allow an expansion of the parking lot from 28
to 33 spaces and an outdoor sales area, the residential garage is
denied, on the basis that a garage is not "parking" as envisioned in
the original conditional use permit and is, therefore, beyond the
scope of a nonconforming use. Approval of the permit is based on the
following findings:



1. The use is in conformance with the city's comprehensive plan
and with the purpose and standards of the zoning code. The parking
lot and outdoor sales are nonconforming uses. The parking lot is
needed to comply with city parking requirements.

2. The establishment or maintenance of the use would not be
detrimental to the public health, safety or general welfare.

3. The use would be located, designed, maintained and operated
to be compatible with the character of that zoning district. :

4, The use would not depreciate property values.

5. The use would not be hazardous, detrimental or disturbing to
present and potential surrounding land uses, due to the noises, glare,
smoke, dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, water run-off, vibration,
general unsightliness, electrical interference or other nuisances.

6. The use would generate only minimal vehicular traffic on
local streets and shall not create traffic congestion, unsafe access
or parking needs that will cause undue burden to the area properties.

7. The use would be serviced by essential public services, such
as streets, police, fire protection, utilities, schools and parks.

8. The use would not create excessive additional requirements
at public cost for public facilities and services; and would not be
detrimental to the welfare of the city.

9. The use would preserve and incorporate the site's natural
and scenic features into the development design.

1a. The use would cause minimal adverse environmental effects.
Approval is subject to the following conditions:

1. The site plan submitted by Mr. Dege on October 27, 1986,
except for the garage, shall be considered as part of this permit. Any
change must be approved by the community design review board.

2. The parking lot may only be used for parking for the garden
center building.

3. No commercial use for sale, storage, display or advertising
signs of garden materials, plants, or any other kinds of goods shall
be allowed anywhere on the legally described property to which this
conditional use permit is issued, except under the approved canopy.
The canopy shall not be enclosed. Sales shall be limited to nursery

plants and covering straw from April through September. No other type
of sales or storage shall be allowed.

4. No portion of this site shall be used for truck or trailer
storage. '



5. Review, renewal or revocation of this permit shall be in
accordance with city code.

6. Any trees on the site that die must be replaced.
7. No exterior lighting or speakers shall befallowed.
Adopted this 8th day of December, 1986.

Seconded by Ayes—-

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY OF RAMSEY

CITY OF MAPLEWOOD

~— N e S
wn
n
(]

- I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and appointed clerk
of the City of Maplewood, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have ‘
carefully compared the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a
regular meeting of the City of Maplewood, held on the 8th day of
December, 1986, with the original on file in my office, and the same
is a full, true and complete transcript therefrom insofar as the same
relates to a conditional use permit.

Witness my hand as such clerk and the corporate seal of the city
this day of r 1986.

: City Clerk
City of Maplewood, Minnesota



MEMORANDUM

TO: City Manager
FROM: Director of Community Development
SUBJECT: Conditional Use Permit Revision or Revocation
LOCATION: 831 N. Century Avenue
PROJECT: Dege Garden Center
DATE: November 13, 1986
| SUMMARY
Request

Revision or revocation of a conditional use permit.

Summary of the Facts

1. Mr. Dege would like to finish construction of a 58 by 13.5 foot
(783 square foot) garage. The garage would be used to store his RV

trailer and a truck to haul the trailer. (Refer to Mr. Dege's letter
on page 13.)

2. The city issued a building permit for the garage in error. When
the error was discovered, a stop-work order was issued. The stop-work
order was temporarily lifted to allow completion of the roof to
prevent damage to the building.

3. Several neighbors have petitioned for revocation of the permit.
(Refer to petition on page 15.)

4. The city issued a conditional use permit with 11 conditions on
June 3, 1971, to allow construction of a parking lot on Lots 31 and
32, Block 1, Cahanes Acres. (See page 10.) Conditions 1, 2 and 6
would have to be revised to allow the garage.

a. Condition One states that "the submitted parking plan
architectural site plan prepared by Bather, Ringrose, Wolsfeld,
Inc., dated May 3, 1971 shall be the approved and govern plan

layout and control on all site planning, development, and land
use." '

In addition to the garage, the parking lot has been expanded from
28 to 33 spaces, including a drive for the garage.

b. Condition Two states that "the special use permit for 28
off-street parking spaces shall be restricted for parking use
only relating the existing business establishment known as 'Dege
Garden Center' as it is presently constituted in terms of total
retail floor space and retail ground areas." :

The garage would be used for personal, rather than>business use.

5.  There are also problems with several other conditions:



a. Condition Five states that "no commercial use for sale,
storage, display or advertising signs of garden materials, plants
or any other kinds of goods shall be allowed anywhere on the
legally described property to which this special use permit
issued.”

Plants are sold under an outdoor canopy for several months. Mr.
Dege has been doing this for many years. The only city approval
was a permit issued on March 23, 1981 for a temporary structure
with a plastic roof that was removed on July 31, 1981. Since
then, Mr. Dege has reconstructed this addition with a year-round
plexiglass canopy.

b. Condition Six states that "no portion of the approved
parking lot area shall be used for truck or trailer storage."

The parking lot would be used for the RV trailer and truck.

c. Condition Nine states that "the special use permit to use
the site for off-street parking shall be assigned to the Dege
Garden Center. Any change in the occupancy or use of the current
Dege Garden Center shall not give future occupants any rights to
the use of the parking allowed in this permit. Further, should
the Dege Garden Center vacate its business premises, go out of
business or abandon its current site, then the special use permit
for off-street parking for Lots 31 and 32, Block 1, Cahanes
Acres, shall become immediately null and void and such parking
land use rights in this permit shall not be transferable or
negotiable by the permittee (Mr. Albert Dege) to any future
occupants or. purchasers of Dege Garden Center property located at
831 Century Avenue North."

This condition is not enforceable. The courts have ruled that a
conditional use permit must run with the land, not the owner.

d. Condition Eleven states that "the permittee (Mr. Albert
Dege) shall sign a waiver agreement with the village which
specifies that he, as the permit holder, waives any legal claims
for damages or business loss against the village should the
village withdraw the special use permit. Also, the agreement
shall provide that Mr. Albert Dege shall not be able to use the
special use permit parking area as an item of claim against any
other level of government which should act to physically improve
and/or widen Century Avenue where a condemnation of land might be
necessary for additional widening."

There is no record of such a waiver. No widening of Century
Avenue is expected that would affect the parking lot.

Comments

The main objectives of the city in this case should be to provide the
minimum amount of code required parking in the least objectionable way
possible to the neighbors. The parking lot expansion provides needed
parking. If the building is sold for another use, the parking lot
will be needed. The trees provide effective screening for the
neighbors.



The outdoor sales are seasonable, have been going on for years and
have not been a problem.

The garage under construction is smaller than allowed by code for a
residential garage and is screened from view by the trees.

Recommendation

Approve the following revisions to the conditional use permit, that
will allow the garage, outdoor sales and expanded parking lot for one
year (additions underlined and deletions crossed out):

“(l)y—Fhe—submitted—parking—ptan—arehiteetural-site-plan prepared—by
Ba%hefT—R%ﬂqfeseT—WGéﬁfe&d7—%ﬁevT—éateé—Maya37~4944~shaliwbewapproved
and—governing-plan-layout-and control on all site planning,
development, and land use.

1. The site plan submitted by Mr. Dege on October 27, 1986 shall be
considered as part of this permit. Any change must be approved by the
community design review board.

GH—-%%e—spee%a%—ase—pefmi%—€ef~%8~e£f—s%fee%mparkiﬁq—spaces~sha%+—be
restricted-for-parking—use—only—relating—the—existing-business
es%ab%ishmen%«kﬂewnwaswéhemﬂgege—Ga%denmGeate£ﬂ~aswit~is—pfeseatiy
-eonst4tatedmin—te§ms—e£—teta;—%e%aé%~£%eeE—spaee—aad~fe%ai£~greund

S .

2. The parking lot may only be used for parking for the garden
center building. '

3—The—entire—parking—surface—area—and-drives-within. the-area—
eonneeting—to—the—streets—shall-be-hardsurfaced-with-bituminous ‘
asphaétie~mix—and—app;@p;iate;y_ma;kedwpriorwtO»useufot-off—street
parlking—purposes.

(4+——$he~4anéseaping~t¥eatmentmasmspecifiedncn-the-plan shall -be
i-ns i eet-parking.

3.€65INo commercial use for sale, storage, display or advertising signs
of garden materials, plants or any other kinds of goods shall be
allowed anywhere on the legally described property to which this
spesial conditional use permit is issued, except under the approved
canopy. The canopy shall not be enclosed. Sales shall be limited to’
nursery plants and covering straw from April through September. No
other type of sales or storage shall be allowed. o

4.46}No portion of the—approved parking—loet-area this site shall be

used for commercial truck or trailer storage.

achall be--cubiecct -+ao
oTia-t-1r—pe et —to

Ly e—oraray Ot T

3 approva
bhe~v4%}age~enq%aeef—ané—sha%$~be—fese&vedwandmreetifiedwpriorwte
eeeapaney—%e—%he—pafkéng~pe%m%%—afea~beinq—gfaﬂ%eé~by—%hemv$l}age
building—official.

(7)) The - drainago—o +tha narkina
¥ ¥ 1323 pPa¥Er&ihyg
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t8)—This—speeial-—use-permit—shall-be—subject—to-review-at-the
discretion—-of-the village-couneil-at-anytime the council has  reasen-—teo
'reviewMthempermitwduewt0wnegligeneewofmmaintenancejwchangevin~planning
-or-development- econditions—in-—the—-arear;-noncemplianee-to-imposed
eonditions--of-the permit,-or justified and proven citizen complaints.
Fuyrther,—the—council—upon—demonstrable—findings,—may-by-majority-vete
act—to—revoke-sueh—permit—To-modify—any—of--the—eonditions—-of—this-
permit—er—echange—the-physical-arrangement-of-the-plan.shall-require-a
publie-hearing-and-—-complianee—to—atl-procedures -of--the special--use-
permit—hearing-proecedures—speeified-—in-the-municipal-zoning code.

5. Review, renewal or revocation of this permit shall be in
accordance with city code.

(9+w~$he—speeia}musewpefmitw&ewuse~%hewsitemfor‘off~streetvparking
shall -be-assigned-to-the-Dege-Garden-Center. --Any changes in the
-eccupancy—or—the-use-—-of-thecurrent-Pege Garden -Center shall not give
fu%ufemeesupantswanywrightsmtewthewusewof~thewparking allowed -in--ths-
ﬁ@4mitvmmFurtherywshouldmthewDegewGarden Center vacate its business
—p%emise&r»gemeut~e£~b&sinessme£~abandonwitswcurrent-business‘site,
then—the-special-use-permit for-off-street parking for Lots 31 and 32,
*B%eck—%7~eahanes"AcreSywshaIknbeeomewimmediately null and void and
sueh-parking-land-use-rights-in-this-permit shall not be transferable
orwnege%iab%e~by~%he—pe%mi%tee«+Mﬁr~A%beEtmDege}wtewanymﬁutu{e

oeeeupaaés—e%—p&fehase%s~e£—9ege~€a%den~@entepwpxopeptyuieeated~a—8ak
Century-Avenue-Nerth.

(l@+~$his~speeia¥~use—pefmit—mustmbemexereisedvbyfobtaining a driveway
eeas%fae%ienwpe£mi%~wi%hinwléwdays~£remwthemdatewoﬁwfinaL«village
eounei4wapp&eva}+ef—%he—spee+&}~&se~pefmit~beeemes~veéd;

6.4t¥}r The permittee (Mr. Albert Dege) shall sign a waiver agreement
with the willeee city which specifies that he, as the permit holder,
waives any legal claims for damages or business loss against the
wittage city should the willage city withdraw the speeial conditional
use permit. : vide—that-Mr.—Albert-Pege

b= o o

t—be—able—to—us he-special-use-permit- parking . area-as-an
rtem—of—elaim—against—any—other—level -of goevernment--which should..act
to—physically—improve—andlor—widen century-—-Avenue—where—-a—-condemnation
eé—%aaé—a&gh%—be—aeeessafy—fef—aééiééeaa%~wéden}ag.
7. Any trees on the site that die must be replaced.
8. No exterior lighting or speakers shall be allowed.




BACKGROUND
Site Area
43,293 square feet

Surrounding Land Uses

Single dwellings to the north, south and west of the parking lot.
Dege Garden Center fronts on Century Avenue along with other
commercial businesses. '

Past Actions

6-3-71: Council approved the conditional use permit for Dege Garden
Center's parking lot based on the conditions established on May 27,
1971. (See page 10.)

12-4-71:

Council conditionally approved a 50 by 80 foot addition to the
building.

1-6-72:

Council approved the previous design of the south and east sides of
the building (the former town-scape facade).

6-22-72:

Council reviewed the applicant's conditional use permit for
compliance. No action was taken.

8-1-74:

Council approved plans for the applicant to build a 16 by 72 foot
greenhouse on the north side of his building, subject to:

1. Approval of the building plan in no way will affect or diminish
in any way the conditions previously attached by the city council to

the approval of the special use permit for the parking lot on Lots 31
and 32, Block 1, Cahanes Acres. :

2. The applicant and owner shall agree to the above conditions in
writing.

7-10-75:

Council, upon review of a request by neighbors to have the applicant's
conditional use permit revoked, due to noncompliance, moved to inform
Mr. Dege that he must adhere to the May 27, 1971 conditions.

10-15-86:

The applicant obtained a building permit for a 12 by 58 foot storage
garage adjacent to the parking lot to store his truck and RV.



PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

1. Land use plan designation: RL, low density residential (the
parking lot site as well as the garden center site).

2. Zoning: R-1, single dwelling residential (parking lot site); BC,
business commercial (garden center site).

3. Applicable ordinance requirements:

a. Section 36-17 (e) (2) states that no existing building or
premises devoted to a use not permitted in the district in which
such building or premises is located shall be enlarged,
reconstructed or structurally altered, unless there would not be
a significant affect, as determined by the city through a special
use permit, on the development of the parcel as zoned.

b. Section 36-442 (b) provides that approval of a conditional
use permit shall be based upon Conditions One through Ten as
listed in the resolution (page 17).

C. Section 36-442 describes the procedures for review or
revocation of a conditional use permit. (Refer to page 14.)

d. Section 36-6 allows residential garages up to 1,000 square
feet in area. Garages may not exceed one story in height. The
proposed garage is 783 square feet and one story in height.

CITIZEN COMMENTS

Since construction began, staff has received complaints from three
neighboring residential households. The objections voiced were:

1. The new garage is in violation of the conditional use permit,
which was issued only to permit 28 off-street parking stalls,.

2. The new garage will inevitably be used as an extension of the
garden center for business purposes, such as storing supplies.

3. The garage detracts from whatever remaining residential character
the lot still posseses, and is an encroachment of the commercial land
usage towards the residential homes.

jc
Attachments
1. Location Map

2. Property Line/Zoning Map

3. Existing Site Plan

. Conditional Use Permit Requirements
Approved Parking Plan

Applicant's Letter

Section 36-442 (e - qg)

Neighbors' Petition

Resolution
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Seconded by Councilman Greavu. Ayes - all,
Off-Street Parking Lot - Dege Garden Center (8:10 P.M.)

1. Mayor Axdahl convened the meeting for a public hearing on the
request of the Dege Garden Center for a Special Use Permit to allow
construction of an off-street parking lot on property described as
Lots 31 and 32, Block 1, Cahanes Acres. The Clerk read the notice
of hearing along with the publication dates.

2. Manager Miller presented the staff report,

3. Administrator Seida read the Planning Commission réports stating

that the Special Use Permit be approved subject to the following
conditions:

(1) The submitted parking plan architectural site plan prepared by

Bather Ringrose Wolsfeld, Inc,, dated May 3, 1971 shall be the approved

and governing plan layout and control on all site planning, development,

and land use.

(2) The Special Use Permit for 28 off-street parking spaces shall be

restricted for parking use only relating the existing business establish-

ment known as the "Dege Garden Center" as it is presently constituted
in‘terms of total retail floor space and retail ground area;

(3) The entire parking surface area and drives within the area connectin:

to the streets shall be hardsurfaced with bituminous asphaltic mix and
appropriately marked prior to use for off-street parking purposes;

(4) The landscaping treatment as specified on the plan shall be .in-
stalled prior to allowance for use for off-street parking.

(5) No commercial use for sale, storage, display or advertising signs

of garden materials, plants, or any other kinds or goods shall be allowed

anywhere on the legally described property to which this Special Use
Permit is issued,

;

(6) No portion of the approved parking lot area shall be used for truck

or trailer storage,

(7) The drainage of the parking area shall be subject to approval by
the Village Engineer and shall be resolved and rectified prior to oc-

cupancy to the Parking Permit area being granted by the Village Building

Officialj

-~

(8) This Special Use Permit shall be subject to review at the discretion

of the Village Council at anytime the Council has reason to review the

Permit due to negligence of maintenance, change in planning or develop-

ment conditions in the area, non-compliance to imposed conditions of the

Permit, or justified and proven citizen complaints, Further, the Council,

upon demonstrable findings, may by majority vote act to revoke such
permit, To modify any of the conditions of this Permit or change the

physical arrangement of the Plan shall require a public hearing and com-

pliance to all procedures of the Special Use Permit hearing procedures
specified in the Municipal Zoning Code.

10 - Attachment 4
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(9) The Special Use Permit to use the site for off-street parking
shall be assigned to the Dege Garden Center, Any change in the oc-
cupancy or use of the current Dege Garden Center shall not give future
occupants any rights to the use of the parking allowed in this permit.

out of business, or abandon its current business site, then the Special
Use Permit for off-street parking for Lots 31 and 32, Blk, 1, Cahanes
Acres, shall become immediately null and void and such parking land use
rights in this Permit shall not be transferable or negotiable by the
permittee (Mr, Albert Dege) to any future occupants or purchasers of

Dege Garden Center Property located at 831 Century Avenue, North,

(10) This Special Use Permit must be exercised by obtaining a Driveway
Construction Permit within 15 days from the date of final Village Council
approval on the Special Use Permit becomes void,

the Village which specifies that he, as the Permit holder, waives any
legal claims for damages or business loss against the Village should
the Village withdraw the Special Use Permit, Also, the agreement shall
provide that Mr, Albert Dege shall not be able to use the Special Use

Ce

5. Opponents - Steve Wing, Landfall Village, recently purchased property
north of this Property and wished to have several questions answered,

6. Mayor Axdahl called for formal objections, The objectors were heard:

Anthony Cahanes, 2703 E, Seventh Street

Gunnar Cronk, 2695 East Seventh Street in favor of the proposed park-
ing lot,

Diane Glaske, 804 Mayhill Road, opposed to parking on Seventh Streeot;
not against parking lot but does not want entrance on Seventh Street,

'7. Mayor Axdahl closed the public hearing,

8. Following further discussion, Councilman Greavu moved to delay de-
cision until June 3, 1971 and to allow for written objections to be
filed for a one week period,

Seconded by Councilman Haugan, Ayes - all,
Planned Unit Development - Maplewood Homes (8:30 p.M.)

1. Mayor Axdahl convened the meeting for a public hearing on the re-

and Lots 1 thruy 3, Block 2, Beaver Lake Addition., The Clerk read the
notice of hearing along with the publication dates,

2. Manager Miller presented the staff report and read the following
recommendation:

11
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COMMENTS FRUM OWN£R ON INTENDED Ust OF STRUCTURE ON LOT 32 .

I, George Dege, co-owner of said property, built a 13'6" x 58' x 13'6" tall
building for the sole purpose of storing safely my new 40" 5th yheel R.V, trailer-
and medjum-sized GNMC 7000 Truck which pulls it,

This building, without electricity, will only be used to store my personal
vehicles which have nothing to do with Dege Garden Ctr. Inc. I am raying for this
structure myself, the insurance for said building, and vehicles stored within,

This building will not be used for any Garden Ctr. activities or storage of
inventory.

The purpose of the near flat roof was to impact the surrounding neighborhood
as little as possible. The green color was used to blend in with the landscaping,
The in and out movement of this R,V. is estimated at less than ten times a year,

We installed, to our West end, commercial blacktop from our existing parking
lot to the shrubbery which is now 10' to 13' tall. We felt that this $2,000
addition to the parking lot would help any overflow of our customers, which usually
happens only in April and May. This addition added four more parking stalls,

We felt that this would be well-received by our neighbors, The addition of blacktop
to the North side of our existing parking lot was to conform with building code

of said structure (must have floor). No original rarking stalls have been eliminated
from the original lot plan.

I feel that this structure is in keeping with the residential lot and by being
90% hidden from view on the Mayhill and 7th St. sides, there should be no adverse
effect to the community,

I suggested shrubbery be planted by me on the South and west end of the parking
lot to my southern neighbor. He stated that I couldn't "placate him with shrubbery"
and that he just wanted the building taken down.

This building was Proposed and plans were submitted for review by the appropriate
staff at the Maplewood hall., A representative visited the site of the proposed
building and additional Parking spots, The plans were accepted.

Lampert Lumber Co. drew the spec's and they were made to conform.with the
building inspectors requests, My contractor, Ken Lindquist, took out the Building
Permit and paid the appropriate fees and started construction. Three quarters
of the work was completed when a "Stop Work" was put on this project.

The roof is completed except for the final roofing material, the entrance
door, and twelve sheets of slding. I sincerely hope that the "Stop Work" order
does not adversely affect this structure without the final roofing materials
being applied. :

I have lived up to my end of the Building Fermit and I would hope that
Maplewood will do the same. We have had a good relationship with Maplewood
for 17 years and I would to continue that. This building will always be kept
in the neatest condition by me. '

Thank You, .

A . if,/(/;/
\‘/d “ AT 40 ,?_/,z > bL;/{ T /L"/‘L.__.
é . D 2 - Rt
orge Dege =

0CT 27 1985
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o S

(e) All conditional use permits shall be reviewed by the
council within one year of the date of initial approval, unless

one year review, the council may specify an indefinite term or

public health, safety and welfare concerns are threatened the
five-year amortization period is not required and the council may
determine the amortization period, if any, to be allowed.

each of the owners of property within three hundred fifty (350)
feet of the boundary lines of the property; upon which such usge
has been established, which notices are to be mailed to the last

known address of such owners at least ten (10) days before the
date of the hearing.

14 Attachment 7



October 23, 1986

To: Maplewood City Council, c/o Jeff Olson, 1830 E County Rd "B",
Maplewood MN 55109

Re: Special Use Permit permit previously qranted to Dece Seed Co for
Lots 31 & 32, Cahanes acres

Dear Mr Olson:

We, the undersigned residents located within 300 feet of the above
mentioned property, hereby request a public hearing to consider
revocation of the above mentioned special use permit granted to the
pPermittee May 17, 1971, due to non-compliance of the imposed
conditions., as outlined at the time the special use permit was aranted.

The specific non-compliance items are outlined below which are not in

accord with the original conditions established by the city council:
[

(1) It is a specific condition of the special use pPermit the lots zoned
residential "shall pe restricted for parkina use only relating to the
existing business establishment known as the 'Deqge Garden Center' ...

(2) No commercial use for sale, storage, display or advertisina sians of
9arden materials, plants or other kinds or aoods shall be allowed
anywhere on the legally described Property to which the special
use permit is issyed.

(3) No portion of the approved parking lot area shall be used for
truck of trailer storaqe.

(4) To modify any of ':the conditions of the Permit shall require a
public hearing and compliance to all procedures of the special
use permit hearing procedures of the Municipal Zoning Code.

i [

We hereby request the afore mentioned public hearinqg : ,,.f“\l

Yours truly,

@/ A
¢ ‘ ﬂ/“/{”/ 814 MW%./ 738-0457)

&)\g) %\3 X g@)? T !\(\‘\ t§

s (Edltriey Cﬁt’»f Oreep §AY 77%:3/%/(/6/@/ /,
\ « — 9
. A = S > Iz
I g el //’\, - //,/’ e AALD .7"?’ f( ? }/’J?H// .
(}'1, 'CJ . l '
_ (,, o 15 Attachment 8
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o MEMORANDUM

JN: 'County Roaq ¢, East of Keller Parkway
.CANT: Northwestern Bell .
sR: Rudol fo Gonzaleg A0t1on by Counciy:
.OJECT: — Telephone Equipment Building
JATE: December 1, 1986 %Fi;i:ed
fodi ie.m__*__
SUMMARY Rejectei_“____-
Date,_____.____»
Reguest

Recommendation
————=1dation

Past Action
—=—-fiCtion
19-22-85:

The design reviey boarg conditionally aPproved the Site plan and
building design,

12-9-g5,

The city counci] 9ranted g conditiongl Use permijt to the applicant,
Subject to: . .



2. The applicant, or the Property owner, shall apply for and obtain
approval of the splitting and recombination of the lots in the :
Gonzales Addition to create this site.

5-5-86:

The city administratively approved the lot division to create this
site and recombine the lots of the Gonzales Addition.

Instead of the site being perfectly rectangular (49 by 100 feet) it
was revised as shown on page 6.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

1. Ordinance Requirements

Section 36-437 (2). Conditional use permits may be issued by the

city council in any zoning district for public utility, public

service or public building uses in any district, when found to be

hecessary for the public health, safety, convenience or welfare,

Section 36-442 (e). All conditional use permits shall be
reviewed by the council within one year of the date of initial
approval, unless such review is waived by council decision or
ordinance. At the one-year review, the council may specify an
indefinite term or specific term, not to exceed five years, for
subsequent reviews. The council may impose new or additional
conditons upon the permit at the time of the initial or
subsequent reviews. A conditional use permit shall remain in
effect as long as the conditions agreed upon are observed, but
nothing in this section shall prevent the city from enacting or
amending offical controls to change the status of conditional

and is 1atef—dfsati@Wéd‘BéEEﬁEEgafrEﬁg city enacting or amending
offical controls, shall be considrered a legal nonconforming use.

mb

Attachments

1. Location Map

2. Property Line/Zoning Map

3. Lot Split Proposal

4. Site Plan

5. Photograph of the Proposed structure
6. Applicant's letter dated 10-23-86
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Northwestern Bell

710 West Fourth Street
Raom 1-C

St. Paul, MN 557102
October 23, 1986

Mayor and City Council
City of Maplewood
Maplewood, Minnesota

Gentlemen:

At the December 9, 1985 City Council meeting, Northwestern Bell
Telephone Company was granted a Conditional Use Permit to construct a
small equipment building on a portion of Lot 4, Block 1, Gonzalez
Addition.

Bell's plans now call for building construction in 1987, so the
Conditional Use Permit will expire prior to construction start.
Therefore, I request that the permit be extended for an additional year.

Sincerely,

(e Ay

Alma Fitzloff
~ Assistant Manager-Real Estate

8 Attachment Six



Action by Councily 2 - 2

MEMORANDUM Endorsed._______ :
Modified . _____~
Rejected.
TO: Acting City Manager bate
FROM: Director of Community Development
SUBJECT: Time Extension (Tax-Exempt Mortgage Revenue Financing)
PROJECT: Beaver Creek Apartments
DATE: December 2, 1986

Reguest

Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership is requesting a time ,
extension of the disbursement date of construction funds from December
1, 1986 to June 1, 1987, :

Background

construction funds must be on or before December 1, 1985, This has

not occurred. The applicant's reasons for not meeting the deadline
are on page 8.

3. This project will meet the criteria the city adopted for tax-
exempt mortgage revenue note financing.

Recommendation

jc
Attachments

1, Cover letter-—Mary Ippel
2. Resolution

3. Request

4, Attorney's opinion

5. Applicant's letter



MatrrEW J. LEVITT
CoLE OEHLER
Robert M. Bowen
FrANK HAMMOND
LeoNARD J. Krves
ROBERT G. SHARE
Bugt E. Swanson
M. J. GALvIN, JR.
Davip C. FORSBERG
JouN J. McNErLY

McNEmL V. SEYMOUR, JR.
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Geoff Olson

City of Maplewood
1830 East County Road B
Maplewood, Minnesota

RE:

Dear Geoff:

Apartments Limited Partnershi
Morgan that the extension t
on the tax exempt status of

Enclosed in connection with
matter is a copy of a Re
Council at its meeting o

The Resolution
Disbursement Date from De

Also enclosed
Apartments Limited Partnership
circumstances necessitating thei

LAW OFFICES

BRIGGS AND MORGAN

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

2200 FIRST NATIONAL BANEK BUILDING

SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101

TELEPHONE B812) 20o1-1215
TELECOPIER (812) 222 -4071

ZAPMAIL (812) 228 -9563

INCLUDING THE FORMER FIRM OF
LEVITT, PALMER, BOWEN, ROTMAN & SHARE

December 1,

solution to be acted u
n December 8,

authorizes
cember 1,

o June 1,
the Bonds.

James G. Ray
RicHARD H.MARTIN
Trupy J. HaLLa

Magy L.IpreEL

JAMES A.Vose

RoBYN L. HaNSEN
RoberT E. Woons
WiLLiam J. Joanis
MARGARET K. SAvAcE
Bruan G. BELISLE
ToNy STEMBERGER
MaRY E. SCHAFFNER
Micuars H. STREATER
Joun I. LinpsTrOM
Riciiarn D. ANpERSON
SaLLy A. Scouoin
Davip C. McDonaLp
Bruce W. Mooty

ERric NiLsson
ANDREW R. KINTZINGER
FREDERICR P. ANGST
RoBreRrT L. LEE

ANN HUNTRODS |
ELzABETH J. ANDREWS
GREGORY J. STENMOE
Cuaries B. Rocers

1986

$8,500,000 City of Maplewood Variable
Rate Demand Purchase Multi
Housing Revenue Bonds,
(Beaver Creek Apartment
Partnership Project)

family
Series 1985
s Limited

the above-referenced
pon by the City
1986.

extension of

of the Loan Agreement entered
ove-referenced Bonds.
t for extension by Beaver Creek
P and an opinion of Briggs and
1987 will not impact

certificate of Beaver Creek
setting forth the facts and
I request for an extension.
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TERRY L. SiYE

PAUL M. GALEs

MagY M.DyrsrTn
CHERYL A. THOMAS
Kevin A. BEro

MARK SCHROEDER

M. Bricib McDoNouch
MARIAN M. Durgin
Nawncy D. Arnison
MicnArEL J. McELusTREM
PauL S. JAcoBSEN
NraL Buernre

"Tioruy J. Kernan

CAr1os R. CARRASQUILLO

OF COUNSEL
J. NEIL MorTON
Ricuarp E. Kyre
JouN M. PALMER
SamMuEL H. MorGaN
FranNk N. GRAHAM
A. LAURENCE Davis
CLARENCE G. FRAME
JoBN M. Surrivan



BRIGGS aND MORGAN
Mr. Geoff

December 1, 1986
Page Two

In the event that the City does not approve the
extension from December 1, 1986 to June 1, 1987 the Trustee
is required to redeem the Bonds and therefore, the project
if undertaken by Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership
will be from a source other than tax exempt financing.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate
to contact me. .

Very truly yours,

7V7Ziﬁfkcfﬁ—h£%yiﬁ//

Mary LY Ippelt

MLI:j1/19
Enclosures




RESOLUTION GRANTING AN EXTENSION
REGARDING THE DISBURSEMENT DATE
IN CONNECTION WITH
A MULTIFAMILY RENTAL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS,

(a) The City of Maplewood, Minnesota (the "City") issued
its Variable Rate Demand Purchase Multifamily Housing Revenue
Bonds, Series 1985 (Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership
Project) in the principal amount of $8,500,000 on December 27,
1985 (the "Bonds"), in connection with which the City entered

- into an Indenture of Trust (the "Indenture") dated as of December
-1, 1985, by and between the City and First Trust Company, Inc.,
as Trustee, and a Loan Agreement (the "Loan Agreement") dated

as of December 1, 1985, between the City and Beaver Creek
Apartments Limited Partnership (the "Borrower") ;

(b) The proceeds of the Bonds were loaned to the Borrower
for the acquisition, construction and equipping of a multifamily
housing development (the "Project") approved by the City, all
as further described in the Indenture and the Loan Agreement;

(c) Section 3-1(8) of the Indenture requires that the
Disbursement Date must occur on or prior to December 1, 1986,
unless the City, at the request of the Borrower, extends such
date at the request of the Borrower and upon receipt by the
City and the Trustee of an opinion of Bond Counsel to the effect
~that' such extension will not adversely affect the tax exempt
status of the Bonds; :

(d) The Borrower has requested, pursuant to a Request
for Extension attached as Exhibit A hereto, that Disbursement
Date be extended by the City, as Issuer of the Bonds, from
December 1, 1986, to June 1, 1987; and

(e) Briggs and Morgan, Professional Association, Bond
Counsel, has advised the City and rendered an opinion, attached
as Exhibit B hereto, that granting such extension for the
extension of the Disbursement Date will not, by itself, adversely
affect the tax exempt status of the Bonds.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the
City of Maplewood, Minnesota, as follows:

1. Pursuant to Section 3-1(8) of the Indenture, the City
hereby approves the Request for Extension and extends the
Disbursement Date from December 1, 1986, to no later than June
1, 1987.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Maplewood,
Minnesota this 8th day of December, 1986.

4 Attachment 2



EXHIBIT A

$8,500,000 Ccity of Maplewood Variable Rate
Demand Purchase Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds, _
Series 1985 (Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership Project)

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION

Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership (the "Borrower"),
hereby requests, pursuant to Section 3-1(8) of that certain
Indenture of Trust dated as of December 1, 1985, by and between
First Trust Company Inc. and the City of Maplewood and Section
3.01(1) of that certain Loan Agreement dated as of December
1, 1985, between the City and the Borrower, that the Disbursement
Date (as defined in the Indenture) be extended from December
1, 1986 to June 1, 1987. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is an
opinion of Bond Counsel dated June 30, 1986, stating that such
extension will not adversely affect the tax-exempt status of
the Bonds.

Beaver Creek Apartments Limited
Partnership

5 Attachment 3
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STEPEEN WINNICK
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TinoTrY P. FLARERTY
MarmiN H. F1sx
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EXHIBIT B

LAW OFFICES

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

2200 FIRST.NATIONAL BANK BUILDING

SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 8535101

TELEPHONE (612) 201-1215
TELECOPIER (612) 222-4071

ZAPMAIL (612) 228 -9563

INCLUDING THE FORMER FIRM OF

Janes G. Rar
Ricnarp H. MapTIN

BRIGGS AND b’[ORGAN TrRupY J. HALLA

Magry L.lIpPEL
Jangs A.Vose
Ronyn L. HaNseEN
Ronrnrt E. Woobs
WirLian J. Joanis
MARGARET K. SAVAGE
BRIAN G. BELISLE
TONY STEMBRROER
Mary E. ScusrrNer
MicaABL . STREATER
Joun H. LINDSTRON
Ricuarp D. ANDERSON
SALLY A. ScoGOIN
Davip C. McDoNALD
Bruce W. Mooty
Egic NiLsson
ANDREW R. KINTZINGER
FREDERICK P. ANOST
Roprrr L. Ler
ANnN HuNTRODS
ELIZABETH J. ANDREWS
*  GREGORY J. STENMOE

TeRRY L. Sryx

Paur M. Garxs

MagrY M. DYRSETH
CurryL A. THoMas
Kevin A. BEro

MARK Scurorpem

M. Brioip McDoNovon
Manian M. Dursin
NANCY D. ARNISON
MicnapL J. McELusTREN
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NeAL BurTHE
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OF COUNSEL
J. NE1L MorTtoN
Ricuarp E. Kyre
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SanueL H. Moroax
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Dawmizr J. Corx, Jm. LEVITT, PALMER, BOWEN, ROTMAN & SHARE + Cuarres B, Roorrs JouN M. SurLLivan

December 1, 1986

Jonw BuLrENA

City of Maplewood
1380 Frost Avenue
Maplewood, Minnesota 55109

First Trust Company, Inc.
First National Bank Building
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Re: §$8,500,000 City of Maplewood Variable
Rate Demand Purchase Multifamily Housing
Revenue Bonds, Series 1985 (Beaver Creek
Apartments Limited Partnership Project)

Gentlemen:

We acted as Bond Counsel in connection with the issuance
by the City of Maplewood (the "City") of its $8,500,000 Variable
Rate Demand Purchase Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds, Series
1985 (Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership Project) (the
"Bonds") on December 27, 1985. The proceeds of the Bonds were
loaned to Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership (the
"Company"”) to acquire, construct and equip a multifamily housing
development located within the corporate 1limits of the City
(the "Project") pursuant to a Loan Agreement dated as of December
1, 1985 (the "Loan Agreement"). The Project will be owned,
operated and maintained pursuant to the provisions of a Regulatory
Agreement (the "Regulatory Agreement"), dated as of December
1, 1985 by and between the City, the Company and the Trustee
(as defined below). The Bonds are secured by an Indenture of
Trust (the "Indenture”) between the City and First Trust Company,
Inc., in St. Paul, Minnesota (the "Trustee") dated as of December
1, 1985.

We have been requested by the Company to deliver our
opinion to the City and the Trustee that the extension of the
Disbursement 'Date (as defined in the Indenture) from December
l, 1986 to June 1, 1987 will not adversely affect the tax-exempt

2200 FIRST NATIONAL BANK BUILDING
SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 8565101
(812) 201-1215 6

2400 1 DS GENTER
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55102
(612) 339- 06061
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BRIGGS anD MORGAN
December 1, 1986
Page Two

status of the Bonds. In this regard, we have examined various
documents that were considered necessary as the basis for this
opinion, 1nclud1ng a Certificate of Company of even date herewith.

On the basis of the foregoing, it is our opinion that
accordlng to present laws, regulations, rulings and judicial
decisions, the extension of the Disbursement Date from December
1, 1986 to June 1, 1987 will not impair the tax-exempt status
of the Bonds.

In rendering this opinion we have not independently
verified or conducted any independent investigation of factual
matters, but we have relied upon the information and facts
reflected in the documents which we have examined. ’

BRIGGS AND MORGAN, P.A.

By \ﬁ/ww é"W /—\l/(ﬂ)\"

Brian G. Belisle

BGB/bl



$8,500,000
CITY OF MAPLEWOOD
VARIABLE RATE DEMAND PURCHASE MULTIFAMILY
HOUSING REVENUE BONDS,
SERIES 1985
(BEAVER CREEK APARTMENTS
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP PROJECT)

I, Gregory C. Triplett do hereby certify and declare
that I am the Vice President/Treasurer of Washington Service
Corporation, the general partner of Beaver Creek Apartments
Limited Partnership, a Minnesota limited partnership (the
"Company"), and that:

1. This Certificate relates to the $8,500,000 Variable
Rate Demand Purchase Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds, Series
1985 (Beaver Creek Apartments Limited Partnership Project) (the
"Bonds"), issued by the City of Maplewood (the "City") on December
27, 1985. The proceeds of the Bonds were loaned by the City
to the Company to acquire, construct and equip a multifamily
housing development located within the corporate limits of the
City (the "Project") pursuant to a Loan Agreement dated as of
December 1, 1985 (the "Loan Agreement"). The Project will be
owned, operated and maintained pursuant to the provisions of
a Regulatory Agreement (the "Regulatory Agreement"), dated as
of December 1, 1985 by and between the City, the Company and
the Trustee (as defined below). The Bonds are secured by an
Indenture of Trust (the "Indenture") between the City and First
Trust Company, Inc., in St. Paul, Minnesota (the "Trustee")
dated as of December 1, 1985.

2. In accordance with Section 3-1(8) of the Indenture,
the Company has requested that Briggs and Morgan, P.A., as Bond
Counsel, deliver an opinion to the City and the Trustee that
that extension of the Disbursement Date from December 1, 1986
to June 1, 1987 will not adversely affect the tax-exempt status
of the Bonds. '

3. The development of the Project and its construction
have been proceeding with due diligence from the date the Bonds
were issued, however, due to circumstances that we did not
reasonably anticipate, construction of the Project has been
delayed substantially and, consequently, it 1is necessary to
extend to June 1, 1987 the Disbursement Date and its pre-concomi -
tant conditions. The following circumstances have caused
construction of the Project to be delayed:

8 Attachment 5



a. Access to the Project site is provided
by a 1000 foot street that was constructed
by the Company. Access to the Project site
is limited to travel on this road and con-
struction of the Project buildings could not

- proceed until its completion. The road was

completed in late October, 1986. Construction
of the road was delayed because: (i) subsurface
preparation could only be done during winter
because of water problems and substantial
delays occurred as a result of severe weather
conditions; (ii) more peat removal and sand
fill was required than originally planned;
(iii) the Company decided after the Bonds
were issued that it would dedicate the road
to the City rather than maintain it as a private
road which caused delays as a result of the
City's involvement in design specification
and public hearings.

b. After the Bonds were issued the City
activated a storm water and sewer project
which involved the Project site. The Company
was actively involved in negotiating its
involvement in that project, including the
granting of easements and attendance at public
hearings. The City's storm water project
precipitated by the Company's development
of the Project and which is part of the
Project's development, involved the construction
of storm water retention ponds on the Project
site at an expenditure by the City of in excess
of $300,000.

c. In addition to devoting substantial
time and effort to the foregoing, the general
partner of the Company responsible for the
active development of the Project has encoun-
tered additional management problems competing
with the development of the Project. The
Company is attempting to mitigate this problem
by seeking the assistance of another developer.

d. Because of the sensitivity surrounding
the payment of "prevailing wages" by nonunion
contractors on projects such as the Project
financed by tax-exempt obligations of the
City of Maplewood, the Contractor selected
by the Company withdrew in June of 1986 and
a new contract was renegotiated with another



contractor, Kraus Andersen, the original
second-low bidder. Kraus Andersen was required,
in turn, to relet many of its subcontracts.

e. Additional soil testing and a study
was required because of soil settling problems
on land adjacent to Building B. The study,
which was recently completed, determined that
this land should be presettled by surcharging
the soil while constructing Buildings A and
C.

5. The Company has, since the bonds were issued, paid
or incurred from its own funds in excess of $400,000 in developing
the road to the Project building site and in bringing water
and sewer lines to that site. The Company's investment in the
Project to date is in excess of $890,000. The Project is part
of a planned unit development which limits construction of the
Project site to the Project as designed at the date of closing.
Failure to proceed with the Project as planned will cause the
Company to incur a substantial economic loss that is not set
off by arbitrage earnings.

6. Construction of the Project will resume within
60 days hereof and will take approximately one year to fully
complete. Occupancy of portions of the Project might occur
earlier. .

7. Potential permissible arbitrage profit has not
been a consideration in the timing of the development and con-
struction of the Project. The arbitrage profit earned to date
of approximately $51,000 will not offset the $890,000 of costs
incurred by the Company.

8. It is reasonably expected that the Company will
obtain before June 1, 1987 the credit support necessary to permit
use of the proceeds of the Bonds for construction of the Project.
Further, it is anticipated that because of the demand for rental
units within the City, occupancy of the Project will occur much
faster than the 2% years assumed in the Project's feasibility
studies.

. 9. This Certificate is made to induce the issuance
by Briggs and Morgan, P.A. of its special tax opinion of even
date herewith and the statements herein are representations
of the Company as to the facts recited therein.

10



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this
lst day of December, 1986.

BEAVER CREEK APARTMENTS
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP,
A-Minnesota Limited
Partnership

By The Washington Service
Corporation,
Its general partner

. Triplett, Vic
President/Treasurer

1
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Action by Councilse

MEMORANDUM Endorsed
. Modified ____
* Rejected
Date
TO: City Manager
FROM: Assistant City Engineer
SUBJECT: Budd Kolby Second Addition--City Project 86-33
Public Improvement Petition
DATE: December 1, 1986

The developer of the Budd Kolby Second Addition, Castle Design and Development
Co., Inc., has submitted a public improvement petition for the internal streets
and utilities on their plat. The petition requests the city install the streets
and utilities at city expense and then assess the costs back to the property
over a five-year period. The developer would post a letter of credit
guaranteeing the first year's assessment payment and also agree that each lot's
assessment would be paid in full prior to the lot being transferred.

It is recommended that the council set a special meeting to discuss the jtems
and precedent that this type of procedure dictate. Items that should be
addressed include the city's bonded indebtedness, engineering responsibilities,
platting conditions and procedures, developer agreement format and sureties to
the city. An early January meeting would allow staff time to prepare review
and impact statements.

mb
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‘l‘ Design & Development Co. Inc.
2419 No.Margaret St. North St. Paul,MN 55109 Phone 770-6138

November 18, 1986

City of Maplewood
1830 E. County Rd. B
Maplewood, Mn. 55109

Attention: Honorable Mayor Greavu and the Honorable Maplewood City Council Members
Dear Sirs and Madams:

Castle Design & Development Co., Inc., 2419 N. Margaret St. hereby request the City
Council of the City of Maplewood to order together with the plat of BUDD KOLBY 2ND
ADDITION the sewer/water/streets together with curb for the streets known as Linwood
Court and the continuation of Dahl Road.

We request the City of Maplewood to install said streets at their expense and assess
back the cost over five years with Castle Design & Development Co., Inc. posting a
letter of credit guaranteeing the first years assessment payment. It is also agreed
no lots will be transferred without assessments being paid in full.

incerely,

K Yvais
Vice President

KDG:grs

& | N




MEMORANDUM

TO: City Manager

FROM: Director of Community Development

SUBJECT: - Planned Unit Development Reapplication
LOCATION: Larpenteur and McKnight (Northeast Corner)
DATE: October 31, 1986 '

The attached letter requests approval to reapply for a planned unit
development (PUD) that would include motor fuel sales at the northeast
corner of Larpenteur Avenue and McKnight Road. Section 36-442 (h) of
the city code states that: "Whenever an application for a conditional
use permit has been considered and denied by the city council, a
similar application affecting substantially the same property shall
not be considered again by the city for at least one year from the
date of its denial, unless the council directs such reconsideration by
at least four (4) votes."

On June 9, 1986, the city council approved a planned unit development
for office, commercial and service uses at this location but denied a
request for motor fuel sales on the basis that motor fuel sales would:

1. Not be compatible with the character of the neighborhood.
2. Depreciate property values.

3. Be hazardous, detrimental or disturbing to present and potential
surrounding land ‘uses, due to noises, odor, fumes, or other nuisances.

4. Generate traffic on local streets and create traffic congestion
and unsafe access that would cause undue burden to area properties.

Council also changed the land use designation from SC, service
commercial to LSC, limited service commercial. The LSC designation
does not include motor fuel sales. The applicant would, therefore,
have to apply for a pPlan amendment as well as a planned unit
development amendment.

Comments

The purpose of this ordinance is to avoid wasting time and upsetting
neighbors by rehearing similar applications for the same property.
Unless council finds a significant change since June in the
neighborhood or in the proposed motor fuel station, a reapplication
should not be allowed.

Recommendation

Deny the request for reapplication of a planned unit development that
includes motor fuel sales on the basis that:



f
1. There have been no significant changes in the neighborhood.

2. The proposed motor fuel station is similar in use to what was
denied in June.

3. The land use designation for this site was changed from SC to LSC
at the last hearing. A motor fuel station is not compatible with the
LSC designation.

Attachments

l. Property Line/Zoning Map

2. Previous Site Plan

3. Letter

4. Proposed Site Plan (separate attachment)
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Previous Site Plan

6/9/86

(Motor Fuel Sales Denied)
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FAEGRE & BENSON

GALE R. MELLUM SUITE 1150, 8400 TOWER

REID CARRON 8400 NORMANDALE LAKE BOULEVARD

JOHN H. HINDERAKER
HENRY F. FRISCH
JAMES A.O'NEAL
BRUCE M. ENGLER

612/921-2200

TELEX 425131

‘WALTER A.PICKHARDT
‘AMY B. BROMBERG

DOUGLAS P. LONG

October 14,

Mayor, City Manager, and Office
of Community Development,

City of Maplewood

1830 East County Road B

Maplewood, Minnesota 55109

RE: Maplewood P.U.D., Northeast

BLOOMINGTON, MINNESOTA 55437-1076

1986

2300 MULTIFOODS TOWER
33 SOUTH SIXTH STREET
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55402-3694
612/371-5300

2500 REPUBLIC PLAZA
370 SEVENTEENTH STREET
DENVE R, COLORADO 80202-4004
303/592-5690

10 DE WALDEN COURT
B85S NEW CAVENDISH STREET
LONDON WIM 7RA,ENGLAND
Ol/580-3542
TELEX 8811084

Corner of McKnight and Larpenteur

Dear Sir or Madam:

On June 9, 1986, the Maplewood City Council denied the
request of our client, George N. Nelson, Jr., to include motor
fuel sales in'a planned unit development to be located at the
Northeast corner of McKnight Road and Larpenteur Avenue.
Pursuant to Section 36-442, sbd.(h), we are requesting that the
City Council direct reconsideration of the inclusion of motor
fuel sales in the planned unit development to be located at the
Northeast corner of McKnight Road and Larpenteur Avenue.

S
/

Ez;; trulilg

ours, Y

Gary L. Gandrud

GLG:kah
0247n

.
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TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

. DATE:

Request
Approve

;:[j-_gf

MEMORANDUM . :
Action by Council:i
: Endorsedmm————
Acting City Manager . Modified.
Director of Community Development ‘ Rejected e
Budget Transfer--Signs Date

December 1, 1986

a budget transfer of $3,100 for signs for city hall.

Explanation

1. There 1is no money left in the building fund to pay for signs.

2. The following signs are needed:

a. Office door

b. Lobby directory

c. Counter identification signs

d. Parking space signs for the front row of parking

e. An exterior "Police After Hours" directional sign

f. An "Hours" sign on the front glass

9. A dot between "City Hall" and "Police" over the front door
Recommendation
Approve a budge% transfer of $3,700 from the unappropriated general fund
balance to account 01-4730-10 (building fund) for city hall signs.

mb



CARROLL, FRANCK & ASSOCIATES o cerm

_ En dorse g 612-228.9154
TO: Maplewood City Council 4 Modifie
FROM: Department Heads, staff, and Anne Car‘r‘OHM’b Rejected__
RE: 1) Vendor and System Recommendations

. . D?‘te .
2) Request to enter into contract hegotiations wit vVendor offirst choice
DATE: 1 December 1986

response to the Bid Specifications/Request for Proposals. [t concludes with our
formal recommendation for vendor of first choice and a request for Council approval
to enter into contract negotiations with that vendor,

COUNCIL SUMMARY-: VENDOR AND SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

Review Process
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Vendor of First Choice

Staff, department heads, and the consultant selected NCR/Eden Systems as the
vendor of first choice.

Request to Enter Into Contract Negotiations

We are therefore requesting approval to enter into contract negotiations with
NCR/Eden Systems at this time.

This involves final identification of hardware, software, and Costs, and will result in
a proposed vendor contract and financing proposal to be submitted for Council
review in late January or February 1987,

Vendor and System ReCOmmendations
.26 November 1986 ' Page 1



DETAIL: VENDOR AND SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPOSALS RECEIVED

On Monday, 27 October 1986, the City received proposals from the following
vendors:

« Mentor Systems/IBM, Minneapolis

. Cogebec, Inc., Chicago, IL

« NCR/Eden Systems, Minneapolis/Seattle, WA

. Computoservice, Inc., Mankato, MN

. Data Management Design/Wang; Reston, VA/Minneapolis
. MTI Office Products, Minneapolis

- HP/MMLC (Logis), Minneapolis

EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Bid Specifications stated that proposals would be evaluated based on, but not
limited to, the criteria listed below. It was further stated that these are not listed

In order of priority, but that all were important and would be considered in
reviewing the proposals received.

. Quality and sophistication of overall system

. Quality of training

. Level of integration of the proposed software

. Ability of the vendor to perform the required data conversions

. Ability of the vendor to deliver the hardware and software on schedule

- Ability to and ease of upgrading software and hardware to meet the City's
long-term needs

. The total costs of the system

- Availability and cost of system maintenance, service, and general level of
technical assistance

- The vendor's sensitivity to and experience with the unique requirements of
municipalities

. Attention of the vendor to the variety of software required by the City

Finally, it was stated that the contract may be awarded to the lowest qualified
bidder or in the best interests of the City. »

Vendor and System Recommendations
26 November 1986 Page 2



EVALUATION RESULTS
Review One

This review was essentially for completeness. The goal was to narrow the seven
proposals to those which addressed most or all of the needs stated in the Bid
Specifications. This resulted in the elimination of the following vendors for the
reasons stated: '

1. Mentor/IBM: This bid was missing some of the critical generic and specialized
software components.

2, Cogebec: This bid was missing some of the critical generic and specialized
software components.

2. MTI Office Systems: They, too, were missing some critical capabilities, and
while they offered to develop them, this would be all custom work and would
add some unknown cost.

The following vendors remained:

. Data Management Design/Wang
« Hewlett-Packard/MMLC (Logis)
. Eden Systems/NCR

. Computoservice

Review Two

The second review involved a detailed analysis of the remaining proposals. It
included the following:

. A quantitative ranking of each proposal's response to the requests itemized in
the Bid Specifications

. ldentification of costs for each item proposed, organized according to
software and hardware needs listed in the Bid Specifications

After this review, Computoservice was eliminated from further consideration. This
was because a large proportion of the software they proposed to meet the City's
needs is not scheduled for completion until late 1987 or early 1988, making their
bid not as attractive as those from vendors with software either finished or
scheduled for completion much earlier.

References: The remaining vendors, Data Management Design/Wang, HP/MMLC
(Logis), and NCR/Eden Systems provided complete user lists as references. For each
system, several users similar to Maplewood were contacted, and each reported a
high degree of satisfaction with the systems provided. (Note, however, that
Maplewood is the first totally free-standing installation proposed by HP/MMLC
(Logis); all other users retain some kind of connection with the Logis consortium.)

Vendor and System Recommendations
26 November 1986 ’ Page 3



Below is a summary analysis of the software proposed by the remaining three
vendors. Software specifications were grouped by function in the Bid Specifications,
as shown. For each group, we detailed from one to 81 software specifications. The
vendors were scored on each item, and these scores were converted to the

percentages listed.

The "wtd %" and "unwtd %" notations refer to "weighted percentage score" and
"unweighted percentage score". The weighted percentage allows those departments
with more items listed to carry more weight in the total score. The unweighted
percentage evens the scores so that each department carries equal weight.
Therefore, while weighted percentages may be useful to compare specific
departments between vendors, the unweighted percentage (unwtd %) is more
valuable for decision-making.

CITY OF MAPLEWOOD
- SUMMARY: TOP THREE SYSTEM VENDORS (Review Two)

NCR/Eden Systems Data Mgnt/Wang HP/MMLC (Logis)
Wtd%  Unwtd% Wtd% Unwtd% Wtd%  Unwtd%

Comm Devel/Pub Wks 91.08 86.06 84.51 81.9% 83.10 79.83
Finance/City Clerk 97.53  90.00 92.18 94.93 85.60 74.79
Administration 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 66.67  66.67
Parks and Recreation 90.91 90.91 8l.82 81.82 63.64 63.64

TOTAL, SOFTWARE %.31 91.74 88.21 89.67 82.93 71.23
Wtd%  Unwtd% Wtd%  Unwtd% Wtd%  Unwtd%

Vendor and System Recommendations
26 November 1986 Page 4



Demonstrations for Finance Department

On November 7th and 10th, the three remaining vendors were asked to demonstrate
their Financial and City Clerk software to the appropriate staff members. This
group was given special consideration because Finance and the City Clerk are
already computerized in many areas, and therefore in a position to evaluate the
proposed software at a much more specific level of detail. They were given the
option to reduce the number of vendors to no fewer than two.

Staff prepared for these demonstrations by reviewing both the Bid Specifications
and the vendor's responses, and creating a detailed checklist for the financial and

payroll software products.

Results: Finance and City Clerk staff found HP/MMLC and NCR/Eden Systems
software to satisfy the majority of their needs. They chose, however, to eliminate
Data Management Design/Wang from further consideration for the following reason:
While the software presented satisfied the majority of the written specifications, all
staff found the line-item (vs. screen) orientation of the data entry to be too time-
consuming. This was specifically cited as problematic in relation to receipts-
processing, journal entries, and in coding of payables to different accounts.

Demonstrations for All Other Departments

Demonstrations from the remaining two vendors, HP/MMLC (Logis) and NCR/Eden
Systems, were done on the November 20th and 21st. Both vendors were asked to
demonstrate the software proposed for community development, public
works/engineering, and parks and recreation, and staff from all departments
participated in the 4-6 hour demonstrations.

Results: Both vendors demonstrated significant capabilities in all areas. Staff
identified specific problems as follows:

. HP/MMLC (Logis) software was found to be generally less integrated and
flexible than was desired. While some of these problems could be rectified
through contract software modification, 1) the vendor did not appear to be
fully prepared to make all of these modifications, and 2) some of the
problems were inherent to the design of the software and therefore not
solvable via modification. For the software still under development, staff
understood that they would be allowed some input into the nature of the
final product.

. NCR/Eden Systems software was found to be almost totally integrated, and
very flexible. For software both fully developed and under development, staff
felt confident that 1) the vendor was fully prepared to and experienced in
making the required contact modifications, and 2) they would have significant
input into the nature of the final product because, in effect, the vendor's
standard approach was to customize software to meet the needs of each new

user,

Vendor and System Recommendations ,
26 November 1986 Page 5



Following the final demonstration, staff met with the consultant to compare the two
vendors and reach some preliminary conclusions. Department heads later met

separately to discuss the staff and consultant's analyses, and reach final
conclusions,

SELECTION OF VENDOR OF FIRST CHOICE

While the software offered by both vendors would require some modifications and
enhancements to perfectly match Maplewood's requirements, staff, department heads,
and the consultant agreed that the software and hardware proposed by NCR/Eden
Systems would best meet the City's short and long term needs.

Generally, this was based on the greater integration and flexibility of the Eden
Systems software, and the extensive experience of the vendor in modifying the
software as necessary to meet the needs of users.

REQUEST TO ENTER INTO CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS

We are therefore requesting Council authorization to enter into contract
negotiations with NCR/Eden Systems. This step will take 4-8 weeks, and involves
the following:

Hardware

. ldentification of final configuration and costs

. Determination of what hardware will be placed where in the new city offices
(terminals, microcomputers, printers, etc.)

. Determination of implementation schedule, linked to staff requirements and
software

Software

. ldentification of final generic and applications software, and costs

. Specification of critical modifications and costs

. Determination of implementation schedule, linked to staff requirements and
hardware

Costs: Costs for the NCR/Eden Systems proposal are expected to fall within the
$150-250,000 range previously discussed. These are not detailed in this report
because actual costs will depend on final hardware and software configurations,
required software modifications, and system staging.

Financing: Concurrent with this vendor negotiation process, the consultant will work
with Finance to identify the most appropriate financing method(s) and negotiate
agreements. The proposed vendor and financing contracts will be reviewed by the
City attorney, modified as necessary, and submitted to the Council for review in
late January or February. Following approval by the Council, the phase one software
and hardware will be ordered. Anticipated implementation of this first phase is
April-May 1987. '

Vendor and System Recommendations
26 November 1986 Page 6
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MEMORANDUM

Action by Couneilsy
: . . Endorsede e
T0: Acting City Manager Hodified
FROM: Finance Director Re.eé; a ""
RE: Ordinance to Increase Sewer Rates (1st Reading) Jecte
DATE : December 2, 1986 Date
PROPOSAL

!t is proposed that sewer billing rates be revised effective January 1, 1987
in order to (1) provide the revenues anticipated in the 1987 Budget and
(2) to equalize rates so that all customers pay the same rate per gallon.

BACKGROUND

The last sewer rate increase was effective January 1, 1983. At that time,

the Council completed the phase out of the senior citizen discounted rate and
began the phase out of the discounted rate for Class A non-residential rates.
(Currently, the 3M Company is the only eligible customer for the Class A rate.)
The reason for the phase out of the discounted rates has been to make our
billing rates more equitable. Class A customers have been billed a discounted
rate because of their nearness to sewer interceptor mains. However, no other
customers receive a discounted rate based upon their nearness to sewer inter-
ceptor mains.

In 1983, the Council also increased the sewer rate for apartments and mobile
homes by $3.00 per quarter more than recommended by City staff. This change
was made so that apartments and mobile homes would pay a rate closer to that
of single-family homes. However, the effect of this was to make apartments
and mobile homes pay a higher rate per gallon than other classes of customers.

RATE MAKING LAWS

Chapter 473.519 of state law requires that local governments have sewer rates
which allocate sewage treatment costs proportionate to usage pursuant to the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. These federal regula-
"tions have been imposed because the M.W.C.C. receives federal aid for improvements
and expansion of the Metropolitan Disposal System. The State law in effect
requires the City Council to set sewer rates based upon reasonable estimates

of sewage flow by type of dwelling. Thus apartments, for example, must be

billed a sewer rate that is less than the rate for single-family dwellings.

PROPOSED RATE INCREASES

In order to generate the needed $2,198,610 in sewer billing revenues, the
following rate changes are needed:

Present Proposed
Residential (rate per quarter):
Single Family and Townhouse $27.60 $28.00
Duplex 55.20 56.00
Apartment (incl. Condominium) 25.10 22.40
Mobile Home . 25.10 22.40
Non-Residential (rate per 1,000 gals.):
Class A 1.20 1.40
Class B 1.38 1.40

Minimum Charge (per Quarter) : - 5.80 5.90
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Supporting calculations for the above rates are in the attached Exhibit B.
This exhibit shows that the total revenue needed was divided by the billable
flow to calculate a rate of $1.37 per 1,000 gallons. Added to this was $.03
as a contingency for changes in billable flow to arrive at the proposed 1987
sewer billing rate of $1.40 per 1,000 gallons. This rate was multiplied
times the estimated average annual sewage flow for each class of customer.
The result was the annual charge and this was divided by 4 to calculate the
quarterly charge.

The proposed decrease in the rate for apartments and mobile homes occurs
because the rate for these types of customers was arbitrarily increased by
the Council by $3.00 per quarter above the staff recommended rate. Thus,
these types of customers have been paying a higher rate per gallon than most
other types of customers for the past three years.

During budget meetings with the Council, it was indicated that sewer billing
revenues needed to increase by 5% effective January 1, 1987. This recommendation
was based upon a financial projection covering the years 1986-1990 which
indicated that Sewer Fund net losses would rise to $285,000 in 1987 without a
rate increase. If the M.W.C.C. eliminates the lake overflow charges as planned
in 1988, the proposed new sewer rates should provide sufficient revenues

through the end of 1990.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the ordinance attached (Exhibit C) which provides for
a revision in sewer rates be approved for first reading.

CC: City Clerk



ESTIMATED CURRENT SEWAGE FLOW DATA

Residential:
Single family houses
Townhouses
Duplexes
Apts. & Condominiums
Mobile Homes

Total
Non-Residential:
Class A
Class B

Total

Grand Total

Est. Flow No. of Flow Percentage of
Per Unit Units MGY Total Flow
80,000 6,439 515.1
80,000 451 36.1
160,000 78 12.5
64,000 2,190 140.2
64,000 675 43.2
9,833 747.1 46.7%
612.9 38.3%
240.6 15.0%
853.5
1,600.6*

*Total flow equals 94% of the flow billed by M.W.C.C. for 1987. The
remaining 6% is assumed to be unmetered flow caused by infiltration

of ground water.



$2,198,610
1,600,600,000
$1.37

+ .03

$1.40

Residential q

ATTAWL Y D

SUPPORTING CALCULATIONS FOR PROPOSED SEWER RATES

Revenue needed from sewer billings per the 1987 Budget
Annual Billable sewage flow per Exhibit A

Rate per 1,000 gallons ($2,198,610/1,600,600 x 1,000)
Contingency for changes in billable flow

Proposed sewer rate per 1,000 gallons

uarterly charges:

Single Family and Townhouses 80,000 $112.00 $28.00

Duplexes
Apt., Condomi

160,000 224.00 56.00
niums and 64,000 89.60 22.40

Mobile Homes



PROPOSED ORDINANCE
AMENDING THE MAPLEWOOD CODE
RELATING TO
SEWER SERVICE CHARGES

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MAPLEWOOD DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.

Chapter 28-21 is hereby amended to read as follows:

The following rates and charges are hereby established for all
sanitary sewer services furnished by and in the City:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Section 2.

The quarterly residential rates shall be:

Single-Family Dwelling $28.00
Townhouse 28.00
Duplex 56.00
Apartment (Including Condominium) 22.40
Mobile Home 22.40

Non-residential rates shall be $1.40 per 1,000 gallons.

Non-residential sewer service charges shall be a minimum
of $5.90 quarterly per sewer service connection.

The rate for properties used jointly for residential and
commercial purposes that are not metered separately shall
be billed at non-residential rates.

In respect to property which shall be connected with the

City sewer system for the discharge and disposal of other
residential, commercial or industrial sewage waste, or any
waste unusual in either character or amount, then in addition
to all applicable charges hereunder, the City Council
reserves the right to impose such supplemental sewage rate
charges as said City Council shall determine as reasonable
and warranted on the basis of all relevant factors.

This ordinance shall take effect and be in force beginning
January 1, 1987.
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Action by Council:,
Endorseg

Modifie
Rejecte

Date
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MEMORANDUM

T0:  Dan Faust, Director of Finance
FROM:  Larry Cude, Director of Emergency Services
DATE: November 24, 1986

On or about August 28, 1986, the Maplewood City Counci] approved
the expenditure of funds to remode] the spaces at 1902 E. County Road B
which were to be occupied by Emergency Services.

Based on that action Emergency Services contacted two contractors
requesting quotes (enclosed) for the work to be done.

Renstrom Construction, 1810 N. Sterling Street, Maplewood, was
the contractor selected with a price of $3,828.

The work has been completed and the final statement from Renstrom
has been received for the amount of $4,052.50. The added $224.50 qs
Justified based on in-progress modifications requested by my department.

I request that this bil] be paid from the Unappropriated General
Fund Balance. If the entire amount cannot be taken from this account,
please pay the $3,828 and the balance will be transferred from the
Emergency Services budget.

Thank you,

LJC:kd

enc.



CiTY OF MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTA|

(This is NOT a Purchase Order) Renstrom

REUUISITIUN

Names of Bidders

Wanless Constructio

Construction Co. Company :
Quantity Description PL: ‘nc'; Amount PL: ::; Amount
Reconstruction of Emergency Services * *
area in Public Works Bldg. - : 3,828 3,828 4,090 4,090

1°4

*Wanless Construction did not include
adding an additional sprinkler head
Also did not include electrical work.
When I contacted him via phone, he
gave me the quote of $150 for sprinkler
work and $450 for electrical work.
‘His original quote was $3,490. With
the additional work,it brought his
total to $4,090. The difference betyeen
the two bids is $262. Recommendation
is that Renstrom Construction Co. bé¢.
awarded the bid.

7%

174

. Deliver to

NOTE: (Reverse side must contain full explanation of reasons for (1) recom-
mending other than low bidder or (2) single bid, if such is the case)

Renstrom Construction Co.

Name and address of recommended bidder

1810 N. Sterling St.

St. Paul, MN 55109

Requested by: M
Budget Code No. __01- 4730 ~12 Signed - Iz Date 3/18/8:

Purchase Order Needed: City Ma Appro

‘Yes D

Purchase Order No. Signed

No Signed Cla

v/al@?

1

0 I)ay Only):
'd
fﬁ — Dath /«_g/,f(

Finance Department Approval:

(Assigned by Finance Dept.)

Date



1/ N ‘ < :[Hl‘ﬂpﬂﬁ&[ » Page Né. »of Paggs

I | * RENSTROM CONSTRUCTION
' 1810 N. Sterling St.
ST. PAUL, MN 55109

Phone 777-7054
PROPOSAL SUBMITTED T0 PHONE DATE
ity of Haplewood 770 4560 O..].5-56
STREET ’ JOB NAME

1002 T, Go, Rd, B

CITY, STATE AND ZIP CODE JOB LOCATION

Manlewood, In. 55100 1902 E, Go. Rd, B,

ARCHITECT DATE OF PLANS JOB PHONE

We hereby submit specifications and estimates for:

, “emodeling.of.building at.address. above as. per. plane .. . S
Remove existin » doors as per plan. Close in door opwnings to match existing,
inétalluappro:c [in ‘

..................... gy p-bde- Carzy. existing. valls..to. ceiling. .wl.lere,,....nec-;ded.,...‘.comrm:\;zii;h....5/‘3 " gyp-bd..-Cub.-in new

opening in ecast storage room wall, install wood jamb & trim & hang two 3=0x6-8

doors. Inactive door to have barrel Dolts, attive doot t6 have possare set, Tnatal :
--------------------- exigting dooryfron storage room, -in-hallvay. Ta and- all -exposed. gyp bd-&- fire tape

above exisling suspended ceiling. Pabtch Ffloor with owners tile.

1,

head,

hig-proposal--isg-fisured with-a-allowance -of- f?»l»S-0.00-~-~‘to~-~m0ve-~~or---vadd~-one~v-sprinkler‘- e

Full payment on_completion,

We iﬁrnpnne hereby to furnish material and labor — complete in accordance with above specifications , for the sum of:
_Three thougand eicht hundred & tuenty eight dollars ($ _35 228,00 ).
Payment to be made as follows:

All material is guaranteed to be as specified. All work to be completed in a workmanlike

extra charge over and above the estimate, All agreements contingent upen strikes, accidents |

or delays beyond our control. Owner to carry fire, tornado and other necessary insurance. Note: This proposal may be
Our workers are fully covered by Workmen's Compensation Insurance.

) )
Attt}ﬂ&ttf? ﬂf ﬁl‘ nm!ﬁ&l — The above prices, specifications i

and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized  Signhature |
to do the work as specified. Payment will be made as outlined above. .

Date of Acceptance: i Signature

7 Z i
ding to standard practices. Any alteration or deviation from above specifica-  Authorized // 3 'é %/Z/‘— 27 " W y (///Wz
tions involving extra costs will be executed only upon written orders, and will become an Signature ({c" /{5 4{7/& - V4 a Mﬂ{ ol

withdrawn by us if not accepted within days. )
N\ . ' /

to ol nev wall, Tloor o strictural ¢ ¢iling, metal studg & 5/gm

\ _/

FORM 118-3 COPYRIGHT 1960 - Available from (NE&S] Inc., Groton, Mass. 01450



Attn: Marse

agrnpu Eal Page No. | of - Pages N
ANLESS

CONBTRUCTION'
COMPANY

1169 RICE STREET St. Paul, Minnesota 55117

building inspector 488-7218

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO : PHONE ' ‘ DATE

City of Maplewood 9/15/86
STREET ' JOB NAME o

1902 &, County Road B Hame
CITY STATE AND ZIP C - JOB LOCATION

aplewood "MV 55109 same v

ARCH!TECT DATE OF PLANS ' ‘ JOB PHONE )

We hereby submit specifications and estimates for:

- .

.

.

— )
s & e o .

—
N
*

13.

Remove partition walls as 0hown on plans,

Add walls, as shown on plans, with metal studs and 5/8" sheetrock,.

A1l new walls will be taped three coats and painted to match existing
walls,

Remove metal door from hallway storage room and fill door area.

Re-ingtall door from storage room into hallway. Install new lock.

Extend partition walls through ceiling to roof. Metal studs and 5/8"
sheetrock.

Install double 3' x 6'8" solid core oak door and jamb.

Move sprinkler head in hallway.

Move drop-in ceiling light fixture.

Move ceiling air condltloner defusers.

Patch in 12" tile floor where partitions were removed. Floor tile cannot
be matched.

Stain new oak door,

Clean up and cartage of debris.

Total amount of estimate $3%,490.00

You the buyer, may cancel this purchase at any time prior to midnight
of the third business day after the date of this purchase.

e iﬁrnpmap hereby to furnish material and labor — complete in accordance with above specifications, for the sum of:

Payment to be made as follows:

dollars ($ ).

\,

All material is guaranteed to be as specified. All work to be completed in a workmanlike

manner according to standard practices. Any alteration or deviation from above specifica- Author lZed'/ A / ﬂ) //'///:“4 M
tions involving extra costs will be executed only upon written orders, and will become an S-gnature {= v

extra charge over and above the esti All agr t tingent upon strikes, accidents
or delays beyond our control. Owner to carry fire, tornado and other necessary insurance. NOte is proposal may be .
Our workers are fully covered by Workmen's Compensation Insurance. withdrawn by us Af not accepted within days.

Ve
Acrceptance of Heopogal — e awove prices, specitications

and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized  Signature

to do the work as specified. Payment will be made as outlined above.

Date of Acceptance: Signature

N\
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Action by Counciy.

MEMORANDUM Endorseq

Modifiedwm
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Date_
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e .

TO: Mayor & City Councii

- FROM: Acting City Manager
 SUBJECT: Pipeline Safety Resolution
DATE: December 3, 1986

KGH:1nb



RESOLUTION
STATE AND LOCAL PIPELINE SAFETY CONTROL

WHEREAS, the recent rupture and explosion of a gasoline pipeline in
Moundsview, Minnesota, has demonstrated the potentially hazardous conditions
of underground pipeline transportation of volatile petroleum products through
the residential, commercial and industrial areas of the nation's cities; and

WHEREAS, there are millions of miles of Tiquid petroleum and natural
gas pipelines throughout the nation which receive inadequate federal
monitoring or inspection; and

WHEREAS, current federal law appears to pre-empt state and Tocal authority
to regulate the operation, monitoring, transport, and safety of such interstate
pipelines; and

WHEREAS, federal legislation has been introduced to establish a community
right-to-know policy with respect to substances transported through such
pipelines and require the use of monitoring and valve techniques for both new
and old pipelines to detect leakage and assure automatic shutdown in the case
of such incidents; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Maplewood, Minnesota City Council,
that the National League of Cities should strongly support federal legislation
to amend the Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 and the Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Act of 1968 to require more stringent testing procedures; increased
community notification; installation of automatic shut-off valves on all
pipelines; and strengthening construction and safety standards of new pipelines
proximate to residential, hospital, nursing home, school or correctional
facilities or other permanently inhabited facility, including minimum distance
requirements.
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MEMORANDUM Action by Councily

Endorsed
Modified e
Rejectelda

TO: City Council Date

FROM: Finance Director

RE: Insurance for Early Retirees

DATE: November 13, 1986

I have been advised that the Council requested information on
insurance for early retirees at its November 10th meeting.
Attached is a report I prepared for the City Manager earlier
this year on City policy options regarding insurance for
early retirees. I called Don Lais today to find out why he
had not put this item on a Council meeting agenda. He
indicated that he was in favor of my recommendation but
thought that it should be reviewed by the City Attorney.
Also, Don wanted to delay action on this subject because
union groups are planning on requesting the State Legislature
to change the laws regarding insurance for early retirees.

DFF:1nb



MEMORANDUM

T0: City Manager

FROM:  Finance Director A% —
RE: Insurance for Early Retirees
DATE: February 18, 1986

I have been advised by Group Health, Inc. that they will increase our premium
rates immediately by 0.5% if we allow retired employees to remain in our group
plan. Coordinated Health Care and Blue Cross/Blue Shield have stated that
they will not increase rates. However, Blue Cross/Blue Shield rates are based
on experience, so eventually rates could increase if the claims experience is
not satisfactory.

DFF:1nb



MEMORANDUM

T0: . City Manager

FROM: Finance Director A97cco?—

RE: Policy on Insurance for Retired Employees
DATE: February 7, 1986

PROPOSAL

It is proposed that City policy be revised to allow employees that retire on or
after March 1, 1986 to continue their group health care coverage (including
dependent coverage) at their expense until the retired employee is eligible for
Medicare coverage.

BACKGROUND

During the past several years, there have been requests from various employees
nearing their retirement that the City allow them to continue their group health
care coverage. Generally the reasons for this are that the majority of this
expense has been paid for by the City prior to retirement and the cost of non-
group coverage after retirement is higher than group coverage. Recently the
Council received a request from the Sergeants bargaining unit that the City
provide insurance for retired employees (Exhibit A).

In 1979, the Employee Insurance Committee studied the issue of health insurance
for early retirees. The results of this study indicated that allowing early
retirees to continue their group health coverage would increase the premium.
City employees were surveyed regarding this matter and many of them objected to
paying a higher premium so that early retirees could continue their insurance
coverage. However, 75% of the employees covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield
were in favor of adding the option for early retirees to continue their coverage.

The 1979 study also investigated whether the City would be required to self-insure
if coverage for early retirees was added and then, at a later date, was unable to
get a company to bid on coverage for early retirees. The City Attorney indicated
that legally the City would be forced into a self-insurance program. A consultant
indicated that it would not be financially feasible for a city of our size to
self-insure.

As a result, the Employee Insurance Committee recommended that:

1. The proposed amendment to the Blue Cross and Blue Shield
policy for early retiree insurance no longer be considered
as it is not financially feasible.

2. Employees anticipating retirement that are covered by Blue
Cross and Blue Shield should consider converting to Group
Health plan as upon retirement they can convert to a non-group
plan which provides excellent coverage at a lTow cost.

A complete copy of the 1979 study is attached as Exhibit B. One misconception
employees have of converting to non-group coverage under Group Health Plan is
that the coverage can not be continued if the retired employee permanen@]y moves
out of an area served by Group Health Plan. This is not true because, in this
situation, the individual is allowed to convert to a traditional @ealth insurance
policy with Mid-America Insurance Company and they have three policy options.



How much insurance premiums would increase if retired employees are allowed to
continue their group coverage is difficult to predict. It will depend on how

many employees exercise the option and what their health condition is. Also, it
can be argued that without the option to continue group insurance, many employees
may decide to work until they are eligible for Medicare. In that case, their claims
would be charged as experience to the same group that they would if the option to
continue group insurance was in effect.

State law, Chapter 62A.17 requires cities to allow employees upon termination or
lay off to continue their group health coverage for one year. However, employees
that retire are specifically excluded from this requirement. State law, Chapter
471.61, allows cities the option of continuing group health coverage for its
retired employees.

On February 6th, surrounding cities were surveyed by phone regarding their policy

on insurance for retired employees. Of the 16 cities Surveyed, 10 allowed retired
employees to continue their coverage, but 3 of these cities Timited the continuance
period to 6 - 12 months. (These three cities seemed to have the misunderstanding
that State law Chapter 62A.17 required them to allow retired employees to continue
their group coverage.) Of the 10 that allowed continuance, 8 required that the
employee pay the entire cost. The two cities that Pay part of the retirees insurance
Premiums are St. Paul and South St. Paul.

A 1983 survey by the League of Minnesota Cities of outstate cities over 10,000 popu-
lation indicated that all seven cities contacted allowed retired employees to
continue their group health care coverage. However, only two of these cities paid
any part of the premium. Another 1983 survey, which was conducted by Coon Rapids,
indicated that only two of nine Minneapolis suburbs contacted allow retired employees
to continue their group health care coverage.

Once a decision is made to allow retired employees to continue their group health
care coverage, the next decision needed is what portion of the premium, if any,
should the City pay. Attached are two excerpts from the Minnesota Cities magazine
regarding this subject (Exhibits C and D). These articles contain very useful
information. An important question raised in Exhibit C is whether a city dollar
spent on benefits for retired employees buys as much public service as a dollor spent
on salary or benefits for current employees. The article in Exhibit D contains an
example showing how expensive city payments for retired employees' insurance can
become. It also indicates that future city-paid premiums for retired employees would
have to be treated as a current cost and should be funded prior to retirement of the
employee. Any city which accumulates large unfunded post-retirement health benefits .
could impair its credit rating and raise its cost of borrowing.

POLICY OPTIONS
The City has three basic options:

1. No change of the present policy of not allowing retired employees to
continue their group health insurance coverage.

~ 2. Allow retired employees to continue their group health insurance
coverage at their expense.

3. Allow retired employees to continue their group health insurance with
part of the cost paid for by the City.

TR e et ey e S e s e e veeer v R R L R,



The advantages to the City of Option 1 are (a) health care premiums would not
increase as much when retired employees can not continue their group coverage,
(b) no city cost with this option, and (c) may help discourage productive
employees from retiring early. The only possible disadvantage of Option 2 is
that it would not provide an incentive for early retirement of senior employees,
some of whom could be replaced with lower paid employees. '

Option 2 advantages to the City are (a) 1little or no City cost with this option

and (b) may help discourage productive employees from retiring early. Disadvantages
of this option are (a) health care premiums would increase and (b) would not provide
an incéentive for early retirement of senior employees, some of whom could be replaced
with lower paid employees.

The only Option 3 advantage to the City is that it would provide an incentive for
early retirement of senior employees, some of whom could be replaced with lower paid
employees. The disadvantages are (a) health care premiums would increase, (b) some
productive employees that are hard to replace may retire early, (c) City costs
would increase, (d) accurate current funding of this benefit would be difficult
because future costs would be hard to predict, (e) City money spent on benefits for
retired employees would have little or no impact on the quality of City employees
hired compared to money spent on benefits for current employees and (f) insurance
for retired individuals is a social issue more appropriately handled at the state
or federal level.

RECOMMENDATION

Option 2, which would allow retired employees to continue their group health insurance
coverage at their expense, is the best because (a) it is a good compromise between
Options 1 and 3, (b) a majority of City employees in the past were in favor of it
and (c) the increase in premiums should be minimal if it is limited to

the time until Medicare eligibility begins. Therefore, it is recommended that the
City policy be revised to allow employees who retire on or after March 1, 1986 to
continue their group health care coverage (including dependent coverage) at their
expense until the retired employee is eligible for Medicare coverage.

DFF:1nb



EXHies T e

CITY OF

MAPLEWOOD

1380 FROST AVENUE MAPLEWOOD, MINN ESOTA 55109

——

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAF ETY—-OFFICE OF CHIEF OF POLICE  612-7704530

—
———

November 19, 1985

City Council Members
City of Maplewood
1380 Frost Avenue
Maplewood, MN 55109

Dear Council Members:

Mr. Norman Anderson asked me to send him this request in a written form so
it can be brought up when the City Council meets in an executive session,

The rationale for this is that in the Past we, the Sergeants' negotiating
group, have requested such an opportunity when meeting with the City
Managers, but the former Managers would never go forward with this request.
We now feel it would be appropriate to present this to the City Council, and
they could make it a part of the hiring criteria in the interview process
they are using to hire a8 new Manager for the City of Maplewood.

Very truly yours,

B
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s EXHIBIT B

TO : City Manager

FROM: Employee Insurance Committee

RE : Health Insurance for Early Retirees
DATE: February 14, 1979

Attached is a report from the Employee Insurance Committee on health insurance
~for early retirees which recommends the following:

1. The proposed amendment to the Blue Cross and Blue Shield
policy for early retiree insurance no longer be considered
as it is not financially feasible.

2. Employees anticipating retirement that are covered by Blue
Cross and Blue Shield should consider converting to Group
Health Plan as upon retirement they can convert to a non-
group plan which provides excellent coverage at a low cost.

It is recommended that you endorse these recommendations and arrange to have
copies of this memo and the attached report distributed to all City employees
and the Council. '

Action by City Mgry

Endorsed_____
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MEMORANDUM

TO : A1l City Employees

FROM:  Employee Insurance Committee

RE : Health Insurance for Early Retirees
DATE:  February, 1979

For the past several months, your Employee Insurance Committee has been attempting
to arrange health insurance coverage at a reasonable cost for employees that retire
prior to age 65. Early retirees according to law are allowed to convert to a non-
group policy but those employees covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield have found
this to be very expensive. For example, an early retiree at age 62 with a spouse
of the same age would have to pay Blue Cross and Blue Shield $93.05 per month.

This is $3.09 greater than the $89.96 monthly premium for family coverage charged
for present employees.

Consequently, when the specifications were prepared for the September 1978 group
insurance bids, alternate bids were requested to allow early retirees to remain
covered by the City's group health insurance plan. Blue Cross and Blue Shield
submitted the Tow bid for health insurance and indicated that there would be no
extra charge to have early retirees included in the City's group plan. However,
the claims for retired employees would be charged back to the City's group and
would be used with the claims experience for current employees to adjust premium
rates. The effect of this would be an increase in the premium rate over a period
of time as more and more retired employees are added to the City's group plan.
(This is based upon data from Blue Cross and Blue Shield that indicates a retired
couple in their early sixties would be charged $97.23 per month on a non-group
policy which compares to $55.00 per month for a young family of four.)

Another disadvantage of adding coverage for early retirees is that at a later
time it cannot legally be eliminated or decreased unless the individuals covered
agree to it. Thus, if a retired employee has unusually high claims there would
be no way to remove him from the group unless he agreed to it. In this case,

the unusually high claims would result in an increase in every employees' premium.

Due to the controversial nature of this issue, the Employee Insurance Committee
recommended to the City Council that coverage for retired employees be provided

if 75% of the employees covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield are in favor of it.
During the month of October, survey forms were prepared which provided background
information and proposed wording for amendment of the City's group insurance policy.
These survey forms were sent out to City employees on October 27th. The results of
the survey indicated that of the 57 employees covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield,
25 voted yes, 1 voted nay, and 31 abstained. The yes votes indicated that only 44%
of the employees were in favor of the proposal.

On November 27th, the Employee Insurance Committee met and debated the significance
of the large number of abstentions on the survey. No conclusions were reached but
it was decided to re-survey City employees and inform them that abstentions would
not be counted as no votes. A total of 43 responses were received on the second
survey and all of them were in favor of insurance for early retirees.

On January 2nd, the Employee Insurance Committee met to discuss the rgsu1ts of

the second survey. The question was raised of would the City be required to self-
insure if coverage for early retirees was added and then at a later date was unable
to get a company to bid on coverage for early retirees. It was decided to refer



this question to the City Attorney. He indicated that it was probable that
legally the City would be forced into a self-insurance program. The feasibility
of a self-insurance plan (including coverage for early retirees) for the City

was referred to an expert consultant in the field of self-insurance. The con-
sultant indicated that a self-insurance plan including coverage for early retirees
was not financially feasible for Maplewood's size of its group.

- On January 29th, the Employee Insurance Committee met to consider the opinions
of the City Attorney and insurance consultant. At this meeting, it was indicated
that employees covered by Group Health Plan that retire can convert to non-group
coverage which costs less than family coverage under the City's group plan. A
retired couple is charged $68.05 per month on a non-group plan which compares to
$93.60 per month on the City's group plan. The reasons for this lower premium
are:
1. The group plan is based on an average family size of 3.4
persons whereas the non-group plan rate for a retired
couple is computed on a 2 person size family.
2. The group plan provides for 365 days of hospital coverage
whereas the non-group plan provides for 180 days of
coverage.
3. Maternity benefits are lower under the non-group plan.
4. Non-group plan rates are calculated on the same loss
ratios as group plans and there is no experience
rating by group.

It is the opinion of the Employee Insurance Committee that Group Health Plan is
the best buy for early retirees. Annually, there is an open enrollment period
for Group Health Plan whereby employees covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield
can convert to G.H.P. without evidence of insurability. Also, employees at any
time can convert to G.H.P. subject to evidence of insurability. Therefore, it
is recommended that employees planning on retiring arrange to convert to G.H.P.
prior to their retirement. In this way, upon retirement they can convert their
group G.H.P. coverage to a non-group plan. (G.H.P. will not allow employees
covered by Blue Cross and Blue Shield to convert to a G.H.P. non-group plan.
Only individuals covered by a G.H.P. group plan can convert to a G.H.P. non-
group plan.) Furthermore, the Employee Insurance Committee recommends that the
proposed amendment to the Blue Cross and Blue Shield policy for early retiree
insurance no longer be considered.



| you

did

know?

STANLEY PESKAR

EDITOR'S NOTE: The questions below
are typical of the thousands of inquiries
the League receives each year. For
more comprehensive treatment of
questions, the information service of the
leaguc is always available to

municipal officials.

PERSONNEL—RETIREMENT

Is 1t wise pervonnel policy 1o grant
health, Ine. dental,  and other
emplovee inurange bhenefits g0
retired an employ ees?

MS. 47101, Subd. 23 permits
ates 1o provide group health, lite,
and other insurance  beneiits to
revred ity employees  and their
dependents. However, under A.S.
179.63, Subd. 18, a city need not
negonate on any pension benefit
tem. Thus, a city could legally grant
health beneits to retired employees
and ther dependents, but it is not re-
Quired by law 1o bargain with any
labor organization about this subject.

Betore aking any steps in this

direction, policy-making officials’

should consider all implications of of-
fering these benefits. Perhaps the fac-
tor which should create the most
reticence is the difficulty of later
backing away from what employees
will regard as a commitment. If these
benefits are granted 1o presently
retired employees, current
employees, with some jusification,
will assume that part of the compen-
sation for which they are working is
the availability of city-paid group
health coverage after retirement.
Some sort of contractual claim might
even be arguable if current salaries
are lower than they would otherwise
be and some funds are set aside for
future premium costs as well as for
Paying current premiums. In any
event, a council that for financial or
other reasons wants to discontinue
or reduce an existing program of this
type will face great political pressure
and moral indignation from all
former and current employees and
from all the supporting citizenry that
these employees can muster.

The costs of these programs, once
started, are difficult to predict or con-
trol. Health insurance premiums
have in recent years escalated at a
frightening rate. Though many future
retirees will be eligible for Medicare
and may be demanding only sup-
plementary insurance from their
former employer, the gap between
total medical costs and the pan paid
by Medicare may well grow. To con-
trol inflation in the health care in-

dustry, the federal Bovernmen,
pears to be coming aroung
establishing a policy that 3 Signifi
part of the cost of care myg be by
by the individual treated. This, gy
theory goes, gives the patient and
health care provider an incentiye
minimize costs. To the exten, that g,
federal Boyernment increases the B
tient cost share, pressures will moyy
on cities with retired employee Plan
to increase benefits, thus increa;
city costs and defeating the feder,
policy objective.

Finally, a city contemplating |
retired employee health care pla-
needs to consider whether 3 dola
spent on retired employee hep
coverage buys as much public ser
vice as a dollar spent on salary o
other benefits for current employee
Though security for retired o
employees may be a legitimate
secondary objective, cities in Mir
nesota function primarily to provig
specific services such as police anc
fire protection, streets, libraries, anc
recreation. It is primarily a feders
state, and county responsibility 1
provide general social benefi
Those benefits arguably should b
relatively uniform for all citizens ir
stead of directed to a fairly sma
class. If, in the future, retiree healr
insurance becomes a widesprea:
benefit in both the private and pubx
spheres, as have general pensio®
benefits, a stronger argument for cih
entry into such a program can the'
be made.
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Stanley Peskar
Early retirement and group health plans
\]

Should cities provide group X . ,
health insurance to’retired e::ploy- Health insurance cost increases ,
ees as an inducement to early Annual Cost Total Total
retirement? Yr. Cost 10 Empl. Additional Empl. Cost

Although this question is largely one 1 $1,200- $12,000 - 10 $12,000
of policy, the consequences of an ill- 2 1,440 14,400 (20 $ 2,880 12 17,280
considered decision can impact city 3 1,728 17,280 «) 6,912 14 24,192
budgets for years to come. Some tem- 4 2074 20,740 (6) 12,444 16 33,184
porary savings might occur if certain 5 2,489 24,890 (8) 19,912 18 44,802

people retire early and if a tight budget
would otherwise force layoffs. How-
ever, once a program to encourage
early retirement by providing health
insurance for retired employees is in
Place, it is difficult to effectively target
the plan to cause retirement of individ-
uals whose loss would least cripple the
city. Those choosing early retirement
may include productive employees
whose replacement is neither easy nor
inexpensive.

Another problem with the insurance
inducement to early retirement is that
most communities find it difficult to
limit the benefit to a certain *‘window"’
period, such as to a retired employee
under the age of 65. At least some
retirees may be basic plan members
with no social security coverage and no
entitiement to Medicare at age 65.

Once started, a city will often extend
retired employees’ health insurance
plans to dependents and employees
who retired after a certain date.

Retired employees’ group health

insurance plans are typically expensive
to operate. Not only is the incidence of
use likely to be higher than that for city
employees, but health care cost infla-
tion is continuing at approximately 20
percent rates. Thus for a plan for 10
employees which costs $100 per month
per employee and which increases by a
net of two retired employees each
year, the annual cost would escalate as
in the chart.

Even more disturbing is that because
of contractual commitments without
concurrent appropriations for the gov-
erning body's entire cost, these uncon-
trollables will saddle future councils
with major expenditure items without
the city receiving services.

Similar unfunded promises in the
pension area resulted in cities incurring
huge deficits prior to state and federal
laws requiring employers to currently
fund any promised pension benefits in
the year of the benefit promise. If the
city considers post-retirement insur-

ance benefits as severance pay, under
M.S. 465.721, the city must approve a
plan for full funding. However, sever-
ance pay statutes may not apply
because M.S. 471.61, Subd. 2a,
authorizing retirees’ insurance, does
not refer to the severance pay statute
and seems to be complete in itself.
The Financial Accounting Standards
Board has issued a memorandum on
the subject of post-employment bene-
fits, including employer-paid group
health coverage. The memorandum
takes the position that the employer
should account projected costs of pre-
dictable earned benefits as a current
cost item as the employee earns the
benefit. The memorandum indicates
the trend of thinking in accounting
circles. It may also indicate that any
city which builds up large unfunded
post-retirement health benefit Labilities
could impair its credit rating and raise

its cost of borrowing. See also p. 14 of -

Minnesota Cities, April 1982. 1
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MEMORANDUM Action by Counecil:
Endorsed__ i
TO: ACTING MANAGER KEN HAIDER Modified_______
Rejected __
FROM: CITY CLERK Date______
REGARDING: REDISTRICTING PRECINCTS

DATE: DECEMBER 3, 1986

Precincts 6 and 11, Concordia Arms and Carver School, have experienced a
large increase in the number of registered voters. This has caused voters to
have to wait in Tines for hours to vote. By the City redistricting Precincts
5, 6 and 7 and creating a new precinct at City Hall (Precinct 14) and redistict-
ing precinct 11 into two precincts the problem can be solved. East County Line
Fire Department No. 2 will become Precinct 13,

If the boundaries are not changed by the end of the year, they can not be
revised until 1992,



RESOLUTION No.
—_—

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF RAMSEY
CITY OF MAPLEWOOD

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CHANGE IN BOUNDARIES oF THOSE ELECTION
PRECINCTS CURRENTLY IDENTIFIED AS PRECINCTS 5, 6, 7 and 17

' WHEREAS, the City Council is émpowered by Minnesota Statutes § 204B. 14
to change the boundaries of election precincts from time to time; and

WHEREAS, notice of the change shalj be posted in the office of the Maple-
wood City Clerk for at least sixty (60) days prior to the effective date of
; and



