
  

City of East Bethel   
City Council Agenda 
Regular Council Meeting – 7:30 p.m. 
Date:  June 6, 2012 
 
  Item 
 
7:30 PM  1.0 Call to Order  
 
7:31 PM  2.0 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
7:32 PM 3.0 Adopt Agenda 
 
7:34 PM 4.0 Presentation 
   2011 AFR and Report by Auditor 
 
7:54 PM 5.0 Public Forum 
 
8:10 PM 6.0 Consent Agenda 
  Any item on the consent agenda may be removed for consideration by request of any one  
   Council Member and put on the regular agenda for discussion and consideration 

Page 8-12 A. Approve Bills 
Page 13-30 B. Meeting Minutes, May 16, 2012, Regular Meeting  
Page 31-34 C. Meeting Minutes, May 23, 2012, Special Meeting 
Page 35 D. Resolution 2012-25 Accepting Donation from Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, Wolff  

    & Vierling, PLLP 
Page 36 E. Approve Upper Rum River Watershed Management Organization (URRWMO)  

 Budget 
Page 37 F. Approve Sunrise River Watershed Management Organization (SRWMO) Budget 
Page 38 G. Resolution 2012-26 Accepting Donation from CHOPS, Inc. 
 H. Award Class V Bid to Bjorklund 
Page 39 I. Resolution 2012-27 Adopt-A-Park Anderson Lake Park 
Page 40 J. Resolution 2012-28Adopt-A-Park Booster Park 
 K. Accept Resignation of Building Official 
 L. Appointment of City Arborist 
Page 41-42 M. Approve Application for 1 to 4 Day Temporary On-Sale Liquor License for  

 Alliance for Metropolitan Stability at Blue Ribbons Pines Disc Golf Course on  
 Saturday, June 23, 2012 

Page 43-45 N. Pay Estimate #3, Municipal Builders, Inc. for Water Treatment Plant No.  
1 

 Page 46 O. Pay Estimate #3, Caldwell Tank, Inc. for Elevated Storage Tank No. 1  
 Page 47-53 P. Pay Estimate #13, S.R. Weidema, Phase 1, Project 1 Utility Improvements 
 Page 54 Q. Resolution 2012-29 Acknowledging Donation from East Bethel Seniors for  
    Schoolhouse 

Page 55 R. Approve 2012-2013 Liquor License Renewals 
 S. Request for Detour Route on Sunset Drive 
Page 56-59 T. Approve Permit for CS McCrossan for Temporary Concrete Plant for Hwy. 65  

 “Whitetop” Project 
 

New Business 



  7.0 Commission, Association and Task Force Reports 
8:15 PM  A. EDA Commission 
 Page 60-66  1. Appoint Website Committee 
  B. Planning Commission  
  C. Park Commission  
   D. Road Commission 
 

8.0 Department Reports 
8:25 PM  A. Community Development  
 Page 67-77  1. Lot Line Adjustment, Peterson and Johnson, 1872 Briarwood Lane  
8:35 PM  B. Engineer  
 Page 78-86  1. MCES Amendment #2 Castle Towers Construction Agreement 
   C. Attorney  
8:40 PM  D. Finance 
 Page 87-88  1. Resolution 2012-30 Accepting and Adopting the 2011 City of East  
     Bethel Annual Financial Report (AFR) 
   E. Public Works  
   F. Fire Department  
8:45 PM  G. City Administrator  

Page 89-94  1. Appoint Interim Building Official 
Page 95-98  2. City Billboard Sign 
  
  9.0 Other 

9:00 PM  A. Council Reports 
9:10 PM  B. Other  
 
9:15 PM 10.0 Adjourn 



 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 4.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
2011 AFR and Report by Auditor 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Informational Only 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Mr. Brad Falteysek, representing the City’s audit firm of Abdo, Eick & Meyers, LLP, will 
review the 2011 Annual Financial Report with City Council and be available for questions. 
 
Attachments: 
1.  Copy of 2011 Annual Financial Report 
2.  Management Letter 
3.  Minnesota Legal Compliance & Internal Control Report 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
None 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s): 
Informational Only 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 

City of East Bethel 
City Council 
Agenda Information 
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May 25, 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Management, Honorable Mayor and Council 

City of East Bethel, Minnesota 

 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, each major fund 

and the aggregate remaining fund information of the City of East Bethel, Minnesota (the City), for the year ended December 31, 2011. 

 Professional standards require that we provide you with information about our responsibilities under generally accepted auditing 

standards and Government Auditing Standards, as well as certain information related to the planned scope and timing of our audit. We 

have communicated such information in our letter to you dated November 23, 2011. Professional standards also require that we 

communicate to you the following information related to our audit. 

 

Our Responsibility Under Auditing Standards Generally Accepted in the United States of America and Government Auditing 

Standards 

 

As stated in our engagement letter, our responsibility, as described by professional standards, is to express opinions about whether the 

financial statements prepared by management with your oversight are fairly presented, in all material respects, in conformity with 

accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. Our audit of the financial statements does not relieve you or 

management of your responsibilities.  

 

Our responsibility is to plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable, but not absolute, assurance that the financial statements are 

free of material misstatement. As part of our audit, we considered the internal control of the City. Such considerations were solely for 

the purpose of determining our audit procedures and not to provide any assurance concerning such internal control. We are responsible 

for communicating significant matters related to the audit that are, in our professional judgment, relevant to your responsibilities in 

overseeing the financial reporting process. However, we are not required to design procedures specifically to identify such matters. 

 

Significant Audit Findings 

 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis for designing our 

auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an 

opinion on the effectiveness of the City’s internal control over financial reporting. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the 

effectiveness of the City’s internal control over financial reporting.  

 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or employees, in the 

normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material 

weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material 

misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.  

 

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this section 

and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that might be deficiencies, significant 

deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we consider 

to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 
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Compliance and Other Matters 

 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City’s financial statements are free of material misstatement, we 

performed tests of compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts and grants, noncompliance with which could have 

a direct and material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However providing an opinion on compliance with 

those provisions was not an objective of our audit. While our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion, it does not provide a 

legal determination on the City’s compliance with those requirements. We noted no instances of noncompliance that are required to be 

reported under Government Auditing Standards or Minnesota statutes.  

 

Planned Scope and Timing of the Audit 

 

We performed the audit according to the planned scope and timing previously communicated to you. 

 

Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices 

 

Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies. The significant accounting policies used by the 

City are described in Note 1 to the financial statements. The requirements of GASB statements No. 54 were adopted for the year ended 

December 31, 2011. The application of existing policies was not changed during the year. We noted no transactions entered into by the 

City during the year for which there is a lack of authoritative guidance or consensus. All significant transactions have been recognized 

in the financial statements in the proper period.  

 

Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management and are based on management’s 

knowledge and experience about past and current events and assumptions about future events. Certain accounting estimates are 

particularly sensitive because of their significance to the financial statements and because of the possibility that future events affecting 

them may differ significantly from those expected. The most sensitive estimates affecting the financial statements were depreciation on 

capital assets and allocation of payroll and compensated absences. 

 

 Management’s estimate of depreciation is based on estimated useful lives of the assets. Depreciation is calculated using the 

straight-line method. 

 

 Allocations of gross wages and payroll benefits are approved by Council within the City’s budget and are derived from each 

employee’s estimated time to be spent servicing the respective functions of the City. These allocations are also used in 

allocating accrued compensated absences payable. 

 

We evaluated the key factors and assumptions used to develop these estimates in determining that they are reasonable in relation to the 

financial statements taken as a whole. 

 

The disclosures in the financial statements are neutral, consistent, and clear. Certain financial statement disclosures are particularly 

sensitive because of their significance to financial statement users.  

 

Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 

 

We encountered no significant difficulties in dealing with management in performing and completing our audit. 
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Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements 

 

Professional standards require us to accumulate all known and likely misstatements identified during the audit, other than those that are 

trivial, and communicate them to the appropriate level of management. Management has corrected all such misstatements.  

In addition, none of the misstatements detected as a result of audit procedures and corrected by management were material, either 

individually or in the aggregate, to each opinion unit’s financial statements taken as a whole.  
 

Disagreements with Management 

 

For purposes of this letter, professional standards define a disagreement with management as a financial accounting, reporting, or 

auditing matter, whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, that could be significant to the financial statements or the auditor’s report. 

We are pleased to report that no such disagreements arose during the course of our audit. 

 

Management Representations 

 

We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the management representation letter dated  

May 25, 2012. 

 

Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants 

 

In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and accounting matters, similar to obtaining a 

“second opinion” on certain situations. If a consultation involves application of an accounting principle to the governmental unit’s 

financial statements or a determination of the type of auditor’s opinion that may be expressed on those statements, our professional 

standards require the consulting accountant to check with us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts. To our 

knowledge, there were no such consultations with other accountants. 

 

Other Audit Findings or Issues 

 

We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and auditing standards, with management 

each year prior to retention as the City’s auditors. However, these discussions occurred in the normal course of our professional 

relationship and our responses were not a condition to our retention. 
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A table summarizing the General fund balance in relation to budgeted expenditures and transfers out follows: 

 

Fund General

Balance Budget Fund

Year December 31 Year Budget

2007 1,389,372$      2008 4,625,205$      30.0           %

2008 1,710,083        2009 4,963,190        34.5           

2009 1,836,527        2010 5,184,680        35.4           

2010 1,984,749        2011 4,966,565        40.0           

2011 2,254,404        2012 4,795,898        47.0           

Budget

Balance to

of Fund

Percent

 

Fund Balance as a Percent of Next Year’s Budgeted Expenditures and Transfers Out 

30.0% 

34.5% 35.4% 40.0% 
47.0%

$4,625,205 
$4,963,190 

$5,184,680 
$4,966,565 

$4,795,898 

 $-

 $1,000,000

 $2,000,000

 $3,000,000

 $4,000,000

 $5,000,000

 $6,000,000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Actual Fund Balances Budget
 

 

We have compiled a peer group average derived from information available on the website of the Office of the State Auditor for 

Cities of the 3rd class which have populations of 10,000-20,000. In 2009 and 2010, the average General fund balance as a 

percentage of expenditures was 63 percent and 54 percent, respectively. Based on comparison to the peer groups, the City’s 

General fund balance is below the peer group average. 
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The 2011 General fund operations are summarized as follows: 

 

Final 

Budgeted Actual Variance with

Amounts Amounts Final Budget

Revenues 4,966,565$      4,982,415$      15,850$           

Expenditures 4,413,961        4,160,156        253,805           

Excess of revenues

over expenditures 552,604           822,259           269,655           

Other financing uses

Transfers out (552,604)          (552,604)          -                       

Net change in fund balances -                       269,655           269,655           

Fund balances, January 1 1,984,749        1,984,749        -                       

Fund balances, December 31 1,984,749$      2,254,404$      269,655$         

The City’s budget was not amended in 2011 and called for no change in ending fund balance.  A more detailed summary of the 

budget variances is as follows:   

 

 Revenues were over budget by $15,850 mainly due to intergovernmental revenues and charges for services which were 

over budget by $25,432 and $19,200, respectively. 

 

 Expenditures were under budget by $253,805. The largest variances were in general government, public safety, and street 

maintenance which were $57,230, $71,730, and $84,899 under budget, respectively. 
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A comparison of General fund among 2009, 2010, and 2011 revenues are presented below: 

 

2009 2010 2011 Per Capita

Taxes 4,383,879$      4,583,900$      4,428,762$      88.9             % 381$            

Licenses and permits 118,516           106,387           109,366           2.2               9                  

Intergovernmental 210,176           210,639           239,189           4.8               21                

Charges for services 35,042             88,133             75,010             1.5               6                  

Fines and forfeitures 60,100             58,519             49,792             1.0               4                  

Investment income 7,544               3,982               1,586               -                 -                   

Franchise fees 33,761             35,945             37,874             0.8               3                  

Miscellaneous 40,120             42,960             40,836             0.8               4                  

Total revenues and transfers 4,889,138$      5,130,465$      4,982,415$      100.0           % 428$            

Source Total

Percent of

A graphical presentation of 2009, 2010, and 2011 revenues and transfers in follows: 

 

General Fund Revenues by Source 
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A comparison of General fund expenditures among 2009, 2010, and 2011 are presented below: 

 

Per Peer 

2009 2010 2011 Capita Group

General government 1,348,803$    1,350,215$    1,325,655$    31.8         % 114$              100$              

Public safety 1,758,850      1,803,345      1,781,927      42.9         153                202                

Public works 735,019         750,946         679,882         16.3         58                  96                  

Parks and recreation 363,171         314,541         372,692         9.0           32                  50                  

Capital outlay 10,000           -                     -                     -            -                     9                    

Total expenditures 4,215,843$    4,219,047$    4,160,156$    100.0       % 357$              457$              

Program Total

Percent of

The above chart compares the amount the City spends per capita in comparison to a peer group. The peer group average is 

compiled from information from the 3
rd

 Class Cities (populations 10,000 to 20,000) that we audit and information from the 

Minnesota Office of the State Auditor.  

 

The expenditures and transfers out summarized above are presented graphically as follows: 

 

General Fund Expenditures by Program 
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Special Revenue Funds 

 

A summary of the special revenue fund balances (deficits) is shown below: 

 

Increase

2011 2010 (Decrease)

Nonmajor

Recycling 20,091$           11,893$           8,198$             

Miscellaneous Grants/Donations 5,556               4,586               970                  

HRA 810,846           711,076           99,770             

EDA (956)                 -                       (956)                 

Total 835,537$         727,555$         107,982$         

Fund

December 31,

Fund Balances (Deficits)
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Debt Service Funds 

 

Debt Service funds are a type of governmental fund to account for the accumulation of resources for the payment of interest and 

principal on debt (other than enterprise fund debt). Debt Service funds may have one or a combination of the following revenue 

sources pledged to retire debt as follows: 

 

 Property taxes - Primarily for general City benefit projects such as parks and municipal buildings. Property taxes may 

also be used to fund special assessment bonds which are not fully assessed. 

 

 Tax increments - Pledged exclusively for tax increment/economic development districts. 

 

 Capitalized interest portion of bond proceeds - After the sale of bonds, the project may not produce revenue (tax 

increments or special assessments) for a period of one to two years. Bonds are issued with this timing difference 

considered in the form of capitalized interest. 

 

 Special assessments - Charges to benefited properties for various improvements. 

 

In addition to the above pledged assets, other funding sources may be received by Debt Service funds as follows: 

 

 Residual project proceeds from the related capital projects fund 

 

 Investment earnings 

 

 State or Federal grants 

 

 Transfers from other funds 

 

The following is a summary of the cash, total assets and bonds outstanding for each issue of the City: 

 

Final

Cash and Total Bonds Maturity

Investments Assets Outstanding Date

G.O. Improvement Bonds

2005 Public Safety Bonds 165,559$       165,559$       1,585,000$    02/02/26

2008A Sewer Revenue Bond 712                170,712         1,550,000      02/01/29

2010C Bond 164,617         164,846         1,260,000      02/01/17

G.O. Special Assessment Bonds

2005B Street Improvement Debt 333,546         426,701         275,000         02/01/16

G.O. Revenue Bonds

2010 Water Revenue Note 1,406             1,406             65,589           08/20/29

2010A Revenue Bond 492,843         493,667         11,465,000    02/01/40

2010B Utility Revenue Bond 293,438         293,926         6,100,000      02/01/40

Total Debt Service Funds 1,452,121$    1,716,817$    22,300,589$  

Debt Service Fund
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Capital Projects Funds 

 

The fund balances (deficits) of all capital projects funds are summarized below: 

 

Increase

2011 2010 (Decrease)

Major

Municipal State Aid Street Improvement (16,957)$          (29,759)$          12,802$           

Water Infrastructure 8,077,970        10,757,988      (2,680,018)       

Utility Infrastructure 2,349,216        4,302,254        (1,953,038)       

Total major 10,410,229      15,030,483      (4,620,254)       

Nonmajor

Park Acquisition 26,008             32,448             (6,440)              

Park Trails 141,516           124,419           17,097             

Minard Street 19,667             17,637             2,030               

Improvements of 2003 (12,931)            (25,147)            12,216             

Street Capital 1,182,353        1,041,382        140,971           

Park Capital 15,276             15,944             (668)                 

Utility Improvement 961                  24,306             (23,345)            

Building 39,610             56,297             (16,687)            

Lunde/Jewell Street 34,899             30,300             4,599               

Total nonmajor 1,447,359        1,317,586        129,773           

Total 11,857,588$    16,348,069$    (4,490,481)$     

Capital Projects Fund

December 31,

Fund Balances (Deficits)

 
The City should monitor the deficit funds to ensure there will be future revenues to remove the deficits.   
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Enterprise Funds 

 

Water Utility Fund 

 

The following is a summary of operations in the Water Utility fund for the past three years: 

 

Total Total Total

Operating revenues 30,536$         100.0    % 33,163$         100.0    % 33,014$         100.0    %

Operating expenses 48,265           158.1    55,180           166.4    50,302           152.4    

Operating loss (17,729)          (58.1)     (22,017)          (66.4)     (17,288)          (52.4)     

Nonoperating expenses (730)               (2.4)       (388)               (1.2)       (214)               (0.6)       

Capital contribution -                     -          370,173         1,116.2 -                     -          

Change in net assets (18,459)$        (60.5)     % 347,768$       1,048.6 % (17,502)$        (53.0)     %

Cash and investments -$                   -$                   -$                   

2009 2010 2011

Percent Percent Percent

 

Water Utility Fund Operations 
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 $-
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The fund experienced an operating loss for the previous three years. The fund has no cash and investments and is using reserves to 

support operations.  We recommend that the rates be reviewed annually to ensure that they are sufficient to cover operating costs 

and planned project costs. 
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Sewer Utility Fund 

 

The following is a summary of operations in the Sewer Utility fund for the past three years: 

 

Total Total Total

Operating revenues 59,859$         100.0    % 80,247$         100.0    % 79,123$         100.0    %

Operating expenses 75,514           126.2    79,983           99.7      93,820           118.6    

Operating income (loss) (15,655)          (26.2)     264                0.3        (14,697)          (18.6)     

Nonoperating expenses (1,364)            (2.3)       (668)               (0.8)       (341)               (0.4)       

Change in net assets (17,019)$        (28.5)     % (404)$             (0.5)       % (15,038)$        (19.0)     %

Cash and investments -$                   -$                   -$                   

2009 2010 2011

Percent Percent Percent

 

Sewer Utility Fund Operations 
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The fund experienced an operating loss for the second time in the previous three years. The fund has no cash and investments and 

is using reserves to support operations.  We recommend that the rates be reviewed annually to ensure that they are sufficient to 

cover operating costs and planned project costs. 
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Ice Arena Fund 

 

The following is a summary of operations in the Ice Arena fund for the past three years: 

 

Total Total Total

Operating revenues 248,732$       100.0    % 292,734$       100.0    % 275,200$       100.0    %

Operating expenses 296,378         119.2    292,691         100.0    268,950         97.7      

Operating income (loss) (47,646)          (19.2)     43                  -          6,250             2.3        

Nonoperating expenses (2,016)            (0.8)       (907)               (0.3)       (350)               (0.1)       

Change in net assets (49,662)$        (20.0)     % (864)$             (0.3)       % 5,900$           2.2        %

Cash and investments -$                   -$                   -$                   

2009 2010 2011

Percent Percent Percent

  
Ice Arena Fund Operations 
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The fund had operating income of $6,250 in 2011. The fund has no cash and investments at the end of 2011. We recommend that 

the rates be reviewed annually to ensure that they are sufficient to cover operating costs and planned project costs. 
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Ratio Analysis 

 

The following captures a few ratios from the City’s financial statements that give some additional information for trend and peer 

group analysis. The peer group average is derived from information available on the website of the Office of the State Auditor for 

cities of the 3rd class (10,000 to 20,000). The majority of these ratios facilitate the use of economic resources focus and accrual 

basis of accounting at the government-wide level. A combination of liquidity (ability to pay its most immediate obligations), 

solvency (ability to pay its long-term obligations), funding (comparison of financial amounts and economic indicators to measure 

changes in financial capacity over time) and common-size (comparison of financial data with other cities regardless of size) ratios 

are shown below. 

 

Calculation Source 2010 2011

Debt to assets Total liabilities/total assets Government-wide 39% 41%

36% N/A

Debt per capita Bonded debt/population Government-wide 1,889$       1,943$       

2,503$      N/A

Taxes per capita Tax revenues/population Government-wide 396$          415$          

468$         N/A

Current expenditures per capita Governmental fund current Governmental funds 387$          426$          

expenditures/population 632$         N/A

Capital expenditures per capita Governmental fund capital Governmental funds 306$          418$          

outlay/population 284$         N/A

Capital assets % left to Net capital assets/ Government-wide 57% 57%

depreciate - Governmental gross capital assets 57% N/A

Capital assets % left to Net capital assets/ Government-wide 56% 51%

depreciate - Business-type gross capital assets 68% N/A

Represents the City of  East Bethel

Represents Peer Group Average

Ratio
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Debt-to-Assets Leverage Ratio (Solvency Ratio) 

 

The debt-to-assets leverage ratio is a comparison of a City’s total liabilities to its total assets or the percentage of total assets that are 

provided by creditors. It indicates the degree to which the City’s assets are financed through borrowings and other long-term 

obligations (i.e. a ratio of 50 percent would indicate half of the assets are financed with outstanding debt). 

 

Bonded Debt per Capita (Funding Ratio) 

 

This dollar amount is arrived at by dividing the total bonded debt by the population of the City and represents the amount of bonded 

debt obligation for each citizen of the City at the end of the year. The higher the amount, the more resources are needed in the future to 

retire these obligations through taxes, assessments or user fees. 

 

Taxes per Capita (Funding Ratio) 

 

This dollar amount is arrived at by dividing the total tax revenues by the population of the City and represents the amount of taxes for 

each citizen of the City for the year. The higher this amount is, the more reliant the City is on taxes to fund its operations. 

 

Current Expenditures per Capita (Funding Ratio) 

 

This dollar amount is arrived at by dividing the total current governmental expenditures by the population of the City and represents 

the amount of governmental expenditures for each citizen of the City during the year. Since this is generally based on ongoing 

expenditures, we would expect consistent annual per capita results. 

 

Capital Expenditures per Capita (Funding Ratio) 

 

This dollar amount is arrived at by dividing the total governmental capital outlay expenditures by the population of the City and 

represents the amount of capital expenditures for each citizen of the City during the year. Since projects are not always recurring, the 

per capita amount will fluctuate from year to year. 

 

Capital Assets Percentage (Common-size Ratio) 

 

This percentage represents the percent of governmental or business-type capital assets that are left to be depreciated. The lower this 

percentage, the older the City’s capital assets are and may need major repairs or replacements in the near future. A higher percentage 

may indicate newer assets being constructed or purchased and may coincide with higher debt ratios or bonded debt per capita. 
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Future Accounting Standard Changes 

 

GASB Statement No. 60 - Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service Concession Arrangements 

 

Summary 

 

The objective of this Statement is to improve financial reporting by addressing issues related to service concession arrangements 

between a transferor (a government) and an operator (governmental or nongovernmental entity) in which (1) the transferor 

conveys to an operator the right and related obligation to provide services through the use of infrastructure or another public asset 

(a “facility”) in exchange for significant consideration and (2) the operator collects and is compensated by fees from third parties.  

This Statement also provides guidance for governments that are operators in a service concession arrangement. 

 

This Statement requires disclosures about a service concession arrangement including a general description of the arrangement 

and information about the associated assets, liabilities, and deferred inflows, the rights granted and retained, and guarantees and 

commitments. 

 

The requirements of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 2011. The 

provisions of this Statement generally are required to be applied retroactively for all periods presented.  

 

How the Changes in This Statement Will Improve Financial Reporting 

 

The requirements of this Statement improve financial reporting by establishing recognition, measurement, and disclosure 

requirements for SCAs for both transferors and governmental operators, requiring governments to account for and report SCAs in 

the same manner, which improves the comparability of financial statements. 

 

GASB Statement No. 61 - The Financial Reporting Entity: Omnibus an Amendment of GASB Statements No. 14 and No. 34 

 

Summary 

 

The objective of this Statement is to improve financial reporting for a governmental financial reporting entity.  The requirements 

of Statement No. 14 and the related financial reporting requirements of Statement No. 34, were amended to better meet user needs 

and to address reporting entity issues that have arisen since the issuance of those Statements. 

 

This Statement modifies certain requirements for inclusion of component units in the financial reporting entity.  This Statement 

also amends the criteria for reporting component units as if they were part of the primary government (that is, blending) in certain 

circumstances. 

 

This Statement clarifies the reporting of equity interests in legally separate organizations as well. It requires a primary government 

to report its equity interest in a component unit as an asset. 

 

The provisions of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after June 15, 2012. Earlier 

application is encouraged.  

 

How the Changes in This Statement Will Improve Financial Reporting 

 

The requirements of this Statement result in financial reporting entity financial statements being more relevant by improving 

guidance for including, presenting, and disclosing information about component units and equity interest transactions of a 

financial reporting entity. 

 

https://checkpoint.riag.com/app/main/docLinkNew?usid=2a9001178efe&DocID=iGASB%3A834.1930&SrcDocId=T0GASB%3A1120.1-1&feature=tcheckpoint&lastCpReqId=3551650
https://checkpoint.riag.com/app/main/docLinkNew?usid=2a9001178efe&DocID=iGASB%3A638.5809&SrcDocId=T0GASB%3A1120.1-1&feature=tcheckpoint&lastCpReqId=3551650
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Future Accounting Standard Changes – Continued 
 

GASB Statement No. 62 - Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting Guidance Contained in Pre-November 30, 1989 

FASB and AICPA Pronouncements 

 

Summary 

 

The objective of this Statement is to incorporate into the GASB's authoritative literature certain accounting and financial reporting 

guidance that is included in the following pronouncements issued on or before November 30, 1989, which does not conflict with 

or contradict GASB pronouncements:  

 

1. Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) Statements and Interpretations.  

2. Accounting Principles Board Opinions. 

3. Accounting Research Bulletins of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants' (AICPA) Committee on 

Accounting Procedure.  

 

This Statement also supersedes Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Proprietary Funds and Other 

Governmental Entities That Use Proprietary Fund Accounting. 

 

The requirements of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 2011. Earlier 

application is encouraged. The provisions of this Statement generally are required to be applied retroactively for all periods 

presented.  

 

How the Changes in This Statement Will Improve Financial Reporting 

 

The requirements in this Statement will improve financial reporting by contributing to the GASB's efforts to codify all sources of 

generally accepted accounting principles for state and local governments so that they derive from a single source. 

 

GASB Statement No. 63 - Financial Reporting of Deferred Outflows of Resources, Deferred Inflows of Resources, and Net 

Position 

 

Summary 

 

This Statement provides financial reporting guidance for deferred outflows of resources and deferred inflows of resources.  

Previous financial reporting standards do not include guidance for reporting those financial statement elements, which are distinct 

from assets and liabilities. 

 

How the Changes in This Statement Will Improve Financial Reporting 

 

The requirements of this Statement will improve financial reporting by standardizing the presentation of deferred outflows of 

resources and deferred inflows of resources and their effects on a government's net position. 
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Future Accounting Standard Changes – Continued 
 

GASB Statement No. 64 - Derivative Instruments: Application of Hedge Accounting Termination Provisions - an Amendment of 

GASB Statement No. 53 
 

Summary 

 

The objective of this Statement is to clarify whether an effective hedging relationship continues after the replacement of swap 

counterparty or a swap counterparty's credit support provider. This Statement sets forth criteria that establish when the effective 

hedging relationship continues and hedge accounting should continue to be applied. The provisions of this Statement are effective 

for financial statements for periods beginning after June 15, 2011. Earlier application is encouraged. 

 

How the Changes in This Statement Will Improve Financial Reporting 

 

The requirements of this Statement enhance comparability and improve financial reporting by clarifying the circumstances in 

which hedge accounting should continue when a swap counterparty, or swap counterparty's credit support provider, is replaced. 

 

*  *  *  *  *  * 

 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of Council, management, others within the City, and the Minnesota Office of 

the State Auditor, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

Our audit would not necessarily disclose all weaknesses in the system because it was based on selected tests of the accounting records 

and related data.  The comments and recommendation in this report are purely constructive in nature, and should be read in this 

context. 

 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss any of the items contained in this letter, please feel free to contact us at your convenience. 

We wish to thank you for the opportunity to be of service and for the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by your staff.  

  
May 25, 2012 ABDO, EICK & MEYERS, LLP 

Minneapolis, Minnesota Certified Public Accountants 
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REPORT ON MINNESOTA LEGAL COMPLIANCE 

 

 

 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

City of East Bethel, Minnesota 

 

We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, each major fund, and the 

aggregate remaining fund information of the of the City of East Bethel, Minnesota (the City), as of and for the year ended  

December 31, 2011 which collectively comprise the City’s basic financial statements as listed in the table of contents and have issued 

our report thereon dated May 25, 2012. 

 

We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and the provisions 

of the Minnesota Legal Compliance Audit Guide for Local Government, promulgated by the Minnesota Office of the State Auditor 

pursuant to Minnesota statute 6.65. Accordingly, the audit included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing 

procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 

 

The Minnesota Legal Compliance Audit Guide for Local Government covers seven main categories of compliance to be tested:  

contracting and bidding, deposits and investments, conflicts of interest, public indebtedness, claims and disbursements, tax increment 

financing, and miscellaneous provisions. Our study included all of the listed categories. 

 

The results of our tests indicate that for the items tested, the City complied with the material terms and conditions of applicable legal 

provisions. 

 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Council, management and the Minnesota Office of the State Auditor 

and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.  

   
May 25, 2012 ABDO, EICK & MEYERS, LLP 

Minneapolis, Minnesota  Certified Public Accountants 
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING 

AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED 

ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS PERFORMED 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS 

 

 

 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

City of East Bethel, Minnesota 

 

We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, each major fund, and the 

aggregate remaining fund information of the City of East Bethel, Minnesota (the City), as of and for the year ended 

December 31, 2011, which collectively comprise the City’s basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon dated 

May 25, 2012. We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and 

the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the 

United States. 

 

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis of designing our 

auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an 

opinion on the effectiveness of the City’s internal control over financial reporting. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the 

effectiveness of the City’s internal control over financial reporting. 

 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or employees, in the 

normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis. A material 

weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control such that there is a reasonable possibility that material 

misstatement of the City’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. 

  

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this 

section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that might be deficiencies, 

significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that 

we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above.  
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Compliance and Other Matters 

 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City’s financial statements are free of material misstatement, we 

performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with 

which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on 

compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The results of 

our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing 

Standards. 

 

We noted certain matters that we reported to management of the City in a separate letter dated May 25, 2012. 

 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Council, management, others within the City and the Minnesota 

Office of the State Auditor and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.  

   
May 25, 2012 ABDO, EICK & MEYERS, LLP 

Minneapolis, Minnesota Certified Public Accountants 
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$424,560.46
$24,307.29

$1,636.07
$13,488.41
$30,426.15

$494,418.38

Payments for Council Approval June 6, 2012

Total to be Approved for Payment 

Bills to be Approved for Payment 
Electronic Payroll Payments

Payroll Fire Dept - May 15, 2012
Payroll City Staff - May 24, 2012

Payroll City Council - May 15, 2012



City of East Bethel
June 6, 2012

 Payment Summary

Department Description Invoice Vendor Fund Dept Amount

215-221st East 65 Service Rd Architect/Engineering Fees 30273 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 402 43125 109.36
215-221st East 65 Service Rd Architect/Engineering Fees 30274 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 402 43125 3,965.60
Arena Operations Auto/Misc Licensing Fees/Taxes 461634 MN Dept of Health 615 49851 35.00
Arena Operations Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 615 49851 701.63
Arena Operations Gas Utilities 325909906 Xcel Energy 615 49851 73.13
Arena Operations Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 615 49851 0.00
Arena Operations Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 615 49851 0.00
Building Inspection Motor Fuels 2049677 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 42410 472.50
Building Inspection Other For Resale 44244706 Uline 101 42410 181.27
Building Inspection Telephone 332373310-126 Nextel Communications 101 42410 17.57
Central Services/Supplies Cleaning Supplies 607555591001 Office Depot 101 48150 22.84
Central Services/Supplies Cleaning Supplies 607555647001 Office Depot 101 48150 56.22
Central Services/Supplies Cleaning Supplies 610389429001 Office Depot 101 48150 62.16
Central Services/Supplies Cleaning Supplies 610540375001 Office Depot 101 48150 2.90
Central Services/Supplies Information Systems 466435 Master Technology Group Inc 101 48150 400.00
Central Services/Supplies Information Systems 06 2012 Midcontinent Communications 101 48150 1,278.00
Central Services/Supplies Legal Notices IQ 01798215 ECM Publishers, Inc. 101 48150 184.50
Central Services/Supplies Legal Notices IQ 01798216 ECM Publishers, Inc. 101 48150 41.00
Central Services/Supplies Legal Notices IQ 01798217 ECM Publishers, Inc. 101 48150 51.25
Central Services/Supplies Legal Notices IQ 01798317 ECM Publishers, Inc. 101 48150 112.75
Central Services/Supplies Office Equipment Rental 204179360 Loffler Companies, Inc. 101 48150 527.75
Central Services/Supplies Office Supplies 609626728001 Office Depot 101 48150 99.16
Central Services/Supplies Office Supplies 610389429001 Office Depot 101 48150 4.99
Central Services/Supplies Office Supplies 610540375001 Office Depot 101 48150 11.81
Central Services/Supplies Telephone 9678501 Integra Telecom 101 48150 222.34
City Administration Office Supplies 607766672001 Office Depot 101 41320 14.79
City Administration Office Supplies 609626728001 Office Depot 101 41320 18.79
City Administration Travel Expenses 052812 Jack Davis 101 41320 141.98
Civic Events Professional Services Fees 20120521 01 Mosquito Productions 227 45311 635.91p
Authority Professional Services Fees 052912 Jill Teetzel 232 23200 110.00
Engineering Architect/Engineering Fees 30288 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 101 43110 1,849.36
Finance Auditing and Acct g Services 295294 Abdo, Eick & Meyers, LLP 101 41520 12,000.00
Finance Dues and Subscriptions 2012-0134845 Gov't. Finance Officers Assn. 101 41520 190.00
Fire Department Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 101 42210 521.95
Fire Department Gas Utilities 325909906 Xcel Energy 101 42210 290.94
Fire Department Motor Fuels 2049676 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 42210 459.57
Fire Department Motor Fuels 2049677 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 42210 751.68
Fire Department Other Insurance 119329 Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, 231 42210 275.00
Fire Department Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 101 42210 39.60
Fire Department Telephone 9678501 Integra Telecom 101 42210 138.98
Fire Department Telephone 332373310-126 Nextel Communications 101 42210 102.53
Fire Department Tires 4042023590 HSBC Business Solutions 101 42210 245.79
General Govt Buildings/Plant Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 10035 Betz Mechanical, Inc. 101 41940 568.98
General Govt Buildings/Plant Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 101 41940 819.53
General Govt Buildings/Plant Gas Utilities 325909906 Xcel Energy 101 41940 302.54
General Govt Buildings/Plant Park & Landscape Services 8825 Green Barn Garden Center 101 41940 163.41
General Govt Buildings/Plant Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 101 41940 29.63



City of East Bethel
June 6, 2012

 Payment Summary

Department Description Invoice Vendor Fund Dept Amount

Information Technology Svc Info Systems Equip 052312 Jackie Campbell 701 49960 64.22
Jackson MSA Street Project Architect/Engineering Fees 30272 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 402 40326 273.33
Legal Legal Fees 9579 Hoff, Barry & Kozar, P.A. 101 41610 158.20
Legal Legal Fees 119329 Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, 101 41610 5,171.72
Mayor/City Council Commissions and Boards 050212 Upper Rum River Watershed 101 41110 1,306.33
Mayor/City Council Professional Services Fees 12-288 North Suburban Access Corp 101 41110 120.00
MSA Street Construction Architect/Engineering Fees 30271 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 402 40200 560.00
MSA Street Construction Architect/Engineering Fees 30278 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 402 40200 237.50
Park Capital Projects Bldg/Facility Repair Supplies 2012079 Minnesota/Wisconsin Playground 407 40700 119.70
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 14229 Bjorklund Companies, LLC 407 40700 534.38
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 14233 Bjorklund Companies, LLC 407 40700 534.38
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 14238 Bjorklund Companies, LLC 407 40700 534.38
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 14243 Bjorklund Companies, LLC 407 40700 1,068.75
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 20255 Rivard Contracting 407 40700 220.90
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 20310 Rivard Contracting 407 40700 223.90
Park Capital Projects Park/Landscaping Materials 2012107 Minnesota/Wisconsin Playground 407 40700 1,389.38
Park Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 6567 Mork Well Company, Inc. 101 43201 909.10
Park Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 9742 Smith Iron Works 101 43201 150.00
Park Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 11151 Access Lock & Key LLC 101 43201 162.06
Park Maintenance Chemicals and Chem Products 43906 Menards Cambridge 101 43201 26.07
Park Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470819357 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43201 48.03
Park Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470822600 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43201 27.85
Park Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470822600 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43201 48.03
Park Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470825849 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43201 48.03
Park Maintenance Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 101 43201 298.22
Park Maintenance Equipment Parts 361135 Ham Lake Hardware 101 43201 11.73
Park Maintenance Equipment Parts 03 3063247 Isanti County Equipment 101 43201 61.92
Park Maintenance Equipment Parts 03 3063271 Isanti County Equipment 101 43201 293.69
Park Maintenance Equipment Parts JI61269 Turfwerks 101 43201 193.44
Park Maintenance Lubricants and Additives 171029 Lehmann's Power Equipment 101 43201 19.13
Park Maintenance Motor Fuels 2049676 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 43201 883.80
Park Maintenance Motor Fuels 2049677 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 43201 644.30
Park Maintenance Other Equipment Rentals 52898 Jimmy's Johnnys, Inc. 101 43201 773.25
Park Maintenance Professional Services Fees 052912 Jill Teetzel 101 43201 135.00
Park Maintenance Repairs/Maint Machinery/Equip 61918 Gerdin Auto Service Inc 101 43201 12.86
Park Maintenance Repairs/Maint Machinery/Equip 211459 Lano Equipment, Inc. 101 43201 1,239.07
Park Maintenance Safety Supplies 4041146326 HSBC Business Solutions 101 43201 27.58
Park Maintenance Small Tools and Minor Equip 33208 Isanti County Equipment 101 43201 266.11
Park Maintenance Telephone 9678501 Integra Telecom 101 43201 50.95
Park Maintenance Telephone 332373310-126 Nextel Communications 101 43201 70.28
Park Maintenance Tires 4042024357 HSBC Business Solutions 101 43201 81.18
Payroll Insurance Premium 4856016 Delta Dental 101 886.25
Payroll Insurance Premium 27783155 Medica Health Plans 101 10,358.66
Payroll Insurance Premium 06 2012 Fort Dearborn Life Insurance 101 1,056.12
Payroll Insurance Premium 06 2012 NCPERS Minnesota 101 128.00
Planning and Zoning Architect/Engineering Fees 30280 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 934 571.18
Planning and Zoning Escrow Reimbursement 051812 Gordon Hoppe 931 500.00



City of East Bethel
June 6, 2012

 Payment Summary

Department Description Invoice Vendor Fund Dept Amount

Planning and Zoning Escrow Reimbursement 051812 Jordan Valder 935 300.00
Planning and Zoning Legal Fees 119329 Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, 934 187.00
Planning and Zoning Professional Services Fees 052912 Jill Teetzel 101 41910 210.00
Planning and Zoning Telephone 332373310-126 Nextel Communications 101 41910 17.57
Police Professional Services Fees 33167 Gopher State One-Call 101 42110 1.45
Police Professional Services Fees 218147 Anoka County 101 42110 249,788.00
Recycling Operations Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 226 43235 114.74
Recycling Operations Gas Utilities 325909906 Xcel Energy 226 43235 60.25
Recycling Operations Hazardous Waste Disposal 2037814 OSI Environmental, Inc. 226 43235 6,590.00
Recycling Operations Other Equipment Rentals 52898 Jimmy's Johnnys, Inc. 226 43235 30.21
Recycling Operations Refuse Removal 050812 SRC, Inc. 226 43235 1,139.78
Recycling Operations Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 226 43235 248.53
Risk Management Automotive Ins 40215 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 11,844.00
Risk Management Bonding Insurance 40215 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 394.00
Risk Management General Liability Ins 40215 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 29,236.00
Risk Management General Liability Ins 40216 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 8,124.00
Risk Management Machinery Breakdown 40215 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 1,725.00
Risk Management Property Ins 40215 League of MN Cities Ins Trust 101 48140 35,791.00
Sewer Operations Bldg/Facility Repair Supplies S01363842.001 Ferguson Waterworks 602 49451 85.37
Sewer Operations Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 602 49451 850.01
Sewer Operations Small Tools and Minor Equip 362595 Ham Lake Hardware 602 49451 (2.49)
Sewer Operations Small Tools and Minor Equip 362595 Ham Lake Hardware 602 49451 53.12
Sewer Utility Capital Projects Architect/Engineering Fees 30291 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 434 49455 1,669.15
Sewer Utility Capital Projects Architect/Engineering Fees 30292 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 434 49455 1,511.86
Street Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 11142 Access Lock & Key LLC 101 43220 100.00
Street Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 470819357 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 26.49
Street Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 470822600 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 26.49
Street Maintenance Bldgs/Facilities Repair/Maint 470825849 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 26.49
Street Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470819357 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 47.45
Street Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470822600 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 20.15
Street Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470822600 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 47.45
Street Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470825849 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 47.45
Street Maintenance Clothing & Personal Equipment 470825849 Cintas Corporation #470 101 43220 20.15
Street Maintenance Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 101 43220 1,394.80
Street Maintenance Equipment Parts PC001379936 Ziegler Rental 101 43220 69.94
Street Maintenance Gas Utilities 325909906 Xcel Energy 101 43220 124.00
Street Maintenance Motor Fuels 2049676 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 43220 2,191.84
Street Maintenance Motor Fuels 2049677 Lubricant Technologies, Inc. 101 43220 279.19
Street Maintenance Motor Vehicles Parts 4041146326 HSBC Business Solutions 101 43220 34.99
Street Maintenance Motor Vehicles Parts 1539-145403 O'Reilly Auto Stores Inc. 101 43220 196.27
Street Maintenance Motor Vehicles Parts 1539-145456 O'Reilly Auto Stores Inc. 101 43220 26.18
Street Maintenance Professional Services Fees 10000 Dave Heley 101 43220 200.00
Street Maintenance Professional Services Fees 052912 Jill Teetzel 101 43220 60.00
Street Maintenance Refuse Removal 96886 Walters Recycling, Inc. 101 43220 248.53
Street Maintenance Safety Supplies 185426 Unlimited Supplies, Inc. 101 43220 21.32
Street Maintenance Safety Supplies 9821480101 Grainger 101 43220 221.87
Street Maintenance Safety Supplies 185426-01 Unlimited Supplies, Inc. 101 43220 298.50



City of East Bethel
June 6, 2012

 Payment Summary

Department Description Invoice Vendor Fund Dept Amount

Street Maintenance Street Maint Materials 4380 Commercial Asphalt Co. 101 43220 59.18
Street Maintenance Street Maint Materials 122906 City of St. Paul 101 43220 2,522.68
Street Maintenance Telephone 9678501 Integra Telecom 101 43220 50.95
Street Maintenance Telephone 332373310-126 Nextel Communications 101 43220 143.76
Street Maintenance Tires 203270 PTL Tire & Automotive Ctr 101 43220 188.33
Street Maintenance Welding Supplies 105520655 Airgas North Central 101 43220 135.92
Water Utility Capital Projects Architect/Engineering Fees 30275 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 433 49405 142.50
Water Utility Capital Projects Architect/Engineering Fees 30276 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 433 49405 2,785.13
Water Utility Capital Projects Architect/Engineering Fees 30291 Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 433 49405 1,669.15
Water Utility Operations Electric Utilities 052112 Connexus Energy 601 49401 330.63
Water Utility Operations Gas Utilities 051512 CenterPoint Energy 601 49401 30.48

$424,560.46

Payroll $5,364.69
Payroll $5,048.43
Payroll $1,785.52
Payroll $6,403.24
Payroll $2,043.95
Payroll $3,661.46

$24,307.29

State Withholding

Electronic Payments 

PERA
Federal Withholding

MSRS

Medicare Withholding
FICA Tax Withholding



 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 6.0 A-G 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Consent Agenda 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider approving Consent Agenda as presented 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Item A 
 Bills/Claims 
 
Item B 
 Meeting Minutes, June 6, 2012 Regular City Council  
Meeting minutes from the June 6, 2012 Regular City Council Meeting are attached for your 
review and approval. 
 
Item C 
 Assessing Services RFP 
The City’s existing assessment agreement with Kenneth Tolzmann expires in 2012.  Professional 
services should be advertised periodically to solicit quotes to ensure that the City is receiving the 
best value for its investment. 
 
Staff requests approval of the issuance of the attached proposed RFP for assessing services. 
 
 Item D 

Insurance Agent Services RFP 
The City’s existing insurance agency agreement with Bearence Management Group expires at 
the end of 2012.  Professional services should be advertised periodically to solicit quotes to 
ensure that the City is receiving the best value for its investment. 
 
Staff requests approval of the issuance of the attached proposed RFP for insurance agency 
services. 
 
Item E 
 Replacement of Ice Arena Doors  
 
Item F 

Approve Advertisement of Bids for Coon Lake Beach Road Resurfacing  

City of East Bethel 
City Council 
Agenda Information 



 
Item G 
 Resolution 2012-XX Accepting Donation from Hakanson Anderson 
The City of East Bethel has received a donation of four Minnesota Twins Tickets valued at 
$88.00 from Hakanson Anderson to be used towards the Family Fun Night scheduled for Friday, 
July 20, 2012.  
 
Staff is recommending adoption of Resolution 2012-XX Accepting Donation from Hakanson 
Anderson. 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
As noted above 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda as presented. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 



 

  EAST BETHEL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
May 16, 2012 

 
The East Bethel City Council met on May 16, 2012 at 7:30 PM for their regular meeting at City Hall.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:     Bob DeRoche  Richard Lawrence   

Heidi Moegerle  Steve Voss 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Bill Boyer 
 
ALSO PRESENT:    Jack Davis, City Administrator 
    Craig Jochum, City Engineer 

Mark Vierling, City Attorney 
            
Call to Order 
 
 

The May 16, 2012 City Council meeting was called to order by Mayor Lawrence at 
7:30 PM.     

Adopt Agenda  
 

Voss made a motion to adopt the May 16, 2012 City Council agenda. Moegerle asked to 
add 10.C GRE Litigation settlement discussion. Voss said he is fine with the amendment.  
DeRoche seconded; all in favor, motion carries.  
 

Public 
Hearing - 
Classic 
Construction 
2nd Addition, 
Lot 1, Block 1 
and Outlot A, 
Drainage and 
Utility 
Easement 
Vacation  
 

Davis explained that Classic Commercial Park was platted in 2006. At that time, the plat was 
approved with a regional stormwater pond in the northeast corner of Outlot A as shown on 
Attachment 1. The developer has made an application to replat the Classic Commercial Park 
as Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition. As part of the replatting process, the developer 
will create two new lots (Lot 2, Block 1 and Lot 1, Block 2). The developer is also 
requesting to relocate the regional stormwater pond between Lot 2, Block 1 and Outlot A as 
shown on the Preliminary Plat of Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition, which is included 
in your attachments.   
 
If the plat of Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition is approved, portions of the drainage and 
utility easements from the original plat of Classic Commercial Park should be vacated. The 
proposed drainage and utility easements that would be vacated are shown on the Preliminary 
Plat of Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition (Attachment 2). As part of the vacation 
process, state statutes require a public hearing. A public hearing notice has been published in 
the Anoka County Union and adjacent landowners have been notified of the hearing by mail. 
 
Staff recommends that Council conduct the public hearing and receive public comment as 
required by state statutes for the vacation of Drainage and Utility Easements on Lot 1 Block 
1 and Outlot A, Classic Commercial Park and approve the vacation of easements as 
described.  
 
There were no public comments. 
 
Moegerle made a motion to close the public hearing.  Voss seconded; all in favor, 
motion carries. 
 

Sheriff’s 
Report 

Lieutenant Orlando gave the April 2012 report as follows: 
 
Fatal Accident: On April 17th on Viking Boulevard and Breezy Point Drive there was a 
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fatal crash involving a bicyclist and a motor vehicle.  This crash occurred at 7:27 p.m.  The 
bicyclist was transported via Aircare to Regions Hospital where he succumbed to his 
injuries.  The driver advised he was not able to avoid the bike as he did not see it until it was 
too late.  The crash is currently under investigation by Anoka County Criminal Investigation 
Division and the Minnesota State Patrol. 
 
DWI Arrests:  There were two DWI arrests for the month of April.  One involved calls of 
an intoxicated driver at 7:23 a.m.  The driver was stopped and failed field sobriety tests.  The 
driver stated he had his last alcoholic drink at 10:30 p.m. the night before.  The driver tested 
at a .19. 
 
Burglaries:  There were six burglaries reported.  One involved an attached garage which 
was missing items.  One involved a bicycle being taken from a pole barn after having last 
been seen in November.  One burglary of a home also involved a theft of vehicle from the 
residence.  The vehicle was later recovered, abandoned at an apartment complex in Brooklyn 
Park.  The vehicle was processed for evidence and the case is under investigation.  One 
burglary involved the theft of copper wire from a building.  Entry was made by kicking in 
the door. 
 
Property Damage:  There were eleven reports of damage to property in April.  Several of 
them occurred as a result of breaking into vehicles by shattering windows to gain access to 
contents inside of them.  There were three reports involving an area just to the north west of 
City Hall during an overnight time frame. 
 
Thefts:   There were five reports of thefts from vehicles parked in driveways overnight.  
There were three theft reports involving items being taken from yards.  There was a theft of 
a boat, which was recovered across the lake.  This is believed to be related to a male suspect 
who fled on foot from an assault situation, prior to deputies arriving.  The boat was 
processed by the Anoka County Crime Scene Unit and the case is under investigation.  There 
was a theft report of a tandem car hauler trailer, which was returned three weeks later by an 
unknown party.  There were two reports involving thefts of a canoe.  One report was 
unfounded as the canoe was located after having floated away.  One report involved a male 
finding his stolen canoe at a residence.  The resident reported having purchased the canoe 
from a male off of Craig’s List.  He did not have any suspect information.  The canoe was 
returned to the rightful owner.  One theft report involved someone stealing a victim’s 
identity and filing a false tax return.  
 
Also, we want to issue a reminder that May Mobilization Seat Belt Enforcement Month is 
going to begin on May 21st and run through June 2nd.  So make sure you buckle yourself up 
and have your children in their car or booster seats until they are 4’9” tall or weigh 80 lbs.    
 
DeRoche, “Under the misdemeanor arrests, were all of them under one situation?” Lt. 
Orlando,  
“Twenty-nine of the forty were. There was a juvenile party; the deputies had a received call 
of a noise complaint. They went to the residence and knocked at the door and somebody 
said, “It’s the cops” and all the doors and the windows got shut. The deputies were then able 
to track down the juvenile’s female mother (who lived at another location, this was the 
father’s home, and the father was out of town and did not know a party was going on.) The 
father gave the deputies permission to go in and clear out the house.  The deputies went and 
cleared the house and issued a bunch of citations.” 
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Moegerle, “I read that the individual that ran from the stolen car and hid in the basement was 
finally sentenced.  That was an interesting story to read.”   Lt. Orlando, “Yes, which is the 
ending for now.”  Moegerle, “I am glad to see that criminal sexual assault, felony arrests and 
others are down.  Are we getting into the seasonal uptick of these petty types of issues?”  Lt. 
Orlando, “We are.  We will see a lot of that especially once the weather turns warmer.  A lot 
of ordinance type of calls, loud music disturbance type calls.  And more thefts from 
vehicles.”  Moegerle, “Traffic arrests, are those just from patrol arrests.”  Lt. Orlando, “Yes, 
these are just speeding type of tickets.”  Moegerle, “Are we getting a lot of DWIs out of 
those?”   Lt. Orlando, “This month we only had two, which was consistent with last month. 
But I know they have been doing more with people running the stoplights on Highway 65. 
Our morning crews have been going out and working those areas to try to put an end to that, 
because obviously that is a very dangerous situation.”  Moegerle, “With the new stoplight 
going in on 221st Ave. here, are you expecting that to be exacerbated with people running 
that when it is first put in?”  Lt. Orlando, “Probably not.  I think the same people that are 
running them now will continue to run them until they get the ticket.”   
 
DeRoche asked, “Have you been hearing (because he has been getting a lot of complaints) 
about batteries and gas tanks being borrowed off the lake? “  Lt. Orlando, “I have not heard 
about that, but we do have our water patrol starting up so I can make them aware of this.”  
DeRoche, “Do they ever patrol at night?”  Lt. Orlando, “I can let them know that this is 
becoming an issue.  Usually out until 10 or 11 p.m.  Every year this is an issue.”     
 

Public Forum 
 
 

Lawrence opened the Public Forum for any comments or concerns that were not listed on the 
agenda.  He explained we have some people hear that wish to speak on Route I1 on GRE 
and even though we had the public hearing to amend this to route I1, the City Council 
appreciates the impact of this issue and recognizes that there is a spokesperson present.  City 
Council asks that you keep your comments to five minutes on this route.  City Council will 
not be responding to this.  This is the time for you to stand up and make your comment on 
how you feel. The City Council has complied with giving a notice in advance according to 
statute with the public hearing which was held on November 19, 2011 and the City has been 
consulting with GRE to be assured that GRE will work with the residents on the proposed 
routes, mitigating impact on facilities and practicable possibilities.    
 
Becky Knisley, 23250 Sunset Road NE, “I want to thank you all for allowing us to address 
council tonight.  I would like to note for the record, the people on Sunset Road were not 
notified about the public hearing on November 19th, the reason we were given was because 
we were not affected.  They only notified the residents on Fawn Lake Drive and Durant 
Street NE. We have retained counsel regarding this matter, but have decided that I would 
speak on behalf of the residents rather than having counsel present tonight.   
 
We would like to express our concern about approving the amendment to Route I1 (which I 
believe you are now calling Route I1A) which we regard Route F. We understand that GRE 
had public meetings in 2009 to introduce to the public a proposed plan of what they were 
thinking of doing to meet the energy demands in the area and that their original proposed 
route was very similar to what you are trying to amend tonight.  As a direct result of these 
public meetings and conferring with the landowners, officials and evaluating contingencies, 
GRE proposed a change to the Route which is now known as Route A.  In short, the City 
then instituted a moratorium to stop the power lines and then passed an ordinance regulating 
those lines.  Record shows that a resident, (not a board member or commission member) was 
instrumental in developing the ordinance. He would be directly affected by approval of 
Route A.  We as residents find that very strange and possibly a conflict of interest.  
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On February 22, 2011 at a Planning and Zoning meeting, the workgroup recommended 
Route I to Planning and Zoning.  But, Route A was passed by Planning and Zoning four to 
one.  At the time of that vote, the resident who lives on Route A, was only on the 
workgroup, not Planning and Zoning. He is now currently on Planning and Zoning.  With 
that being said, he would have a direct interest to do everything in his power to see that 
Route A was not approved. Including help develop the ordinance, convince others to see 
things his way.  He did abstain from voting at last week’s Planning and Zoning meeting 
regarding the amendment to the route, but I have not had enough time to do ample research 
(because of the short notice we received), to check the records of all his votes throughout the 
whole process.  But I will be working on this.   
 
I also believe that the City may be in violation of proper notice to our group. On March 4, 
2011 GRE applied for the CUP for Route A. On March 14, 2011 you received a petition 
from the residents with 67 signatures on it stating they did not want Route A, but rather 
Route I.  We are presenting to you tonight a petition signed by over 100 residents stating that 
they are opposed to Route I1 amended route.  These signatures are not just from people 
along the road, but they are from different areas of the City.  Route A makes the most sense 
to the residents.   
 
On April 6, 2011 the City tabled GRE’s request for a CUP for Route A and as a result of that 
meeting they hired an outside consultant to examine the need for lines and the route 
alternatives.  He also selected Route A as the best route within the City (and yes, we all get 
what within the City and outside the City means).  He also states on page 7 of his report that 
the other attributes of Route A, compared to all the other route options, inside or outside the 
City are all favorable.  The Council then denied the CUP for GRE going against the 
Planning Commission and the consultant’s recommendations.  
 
According to the record, the reason for the Council’s denial of the CUP is the amount of 
wetlands affected by the proposed Route A is significantly higher than the other proposed 
routes.  Again the statistics are conflicting. But, what that tells us as residents is it is more 
important to protect the wetlands than to protect the people.  You have no valid basis to 
reject Route A. You are costing us the taxpayer’s money by denying Route A, and just as 
you are deciding to affect other communities such as Athens and Linwood.  You are forcing 
onto Linwood and Athens a route that affects more land, more tree removal and more people 
overall.  In Route A there are no homes within 100 feet of the centerline of the road.   
 
We have been told that the University has agreed on the line bordering Cedar Creek running 
along 26.  So it would not affect homes on the south side of 26.  In the proposed amended 
route, there are seven homes within 100 feet of the centerline of the road. I know that not all 
seven are within the City of East Bethel, only two of the seven are within the City of East 
Bethel.  To push it down Sunset Road, a rural residential street, rather than County Road 26 
is just ridiculous. There are numerous pinpoints and the lines will be jumping from side to 
side to avoid homes. You are treating Athens like they are the problem. We don’t want it in 
our City so put it in yours. Their lines are already in, but you want to dictate to them what 
they should do. The same with Linwood.  You are creating an undue burden onto these 
communities due to your legislation and need for control.   
 
If you vote to approve the amended Route I1 tonight, what you will be doing is wrong. Look 
at these petitions.  If we had more time, I would have a lot more signatures.  Table the vote 
until next month, I will bring you a lot more, I will bring you hundreds of what makes sense.  
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GRE did not even apply for the CUP for Route I or Route I1 or Route I1 Amended. The City 
applied on their behalf. GRE is tired of this litigation and wants to get this done.  You have 
costs the residents of East Bethel and these other cities by enforcing your legislation.  If you 
approve this tonight, that is not going to make this go away. The residents of Athens and 
Linwood are petitioning their boards also and asking their boards not to accept your alternate 
solution as it affects more communities then it needs to. We understand that infrastructure is 
evitable. We as residents would expect to see high-voltage lines running along a Highway, 
or a County Road, we do not expect them to go down what the City considers a rural 
residential street (according to the city street map).  
 
If you would be willing to table tonight’s vote, I would be willing to contact the East Bethel 
residents and see whether they think the high voltage line should go on a Highway/County 
Road or a rural residential street.  I would venture to say that 90-95% of those people would 
say that they would expect it to go down a County Road.  This is common sense, and I 
understand when that is not the case.  But in this case we have an option for this to happen. I 
can appreciate all the time and the effort that I am sure all of you have put into this project. 
If you approve the amendment to this project tonight, what you are doing and have done will 
be wrong.  
 
In closing, I would like to remind you that Planning and Zoning recommended Route A four 
to one and Mr. Schedin report recommends Route A and states that all the other attributions 
inside the City are favorable along with the fact that Athens has not approve this issue.  I got 
that information just today before I came here. The board member from Athens came to my 
house and said, “We have not approved this amendment and it is going to be on tomorrow 
night.” They approved Route A two years ago. We were told that if litigation continues, the 
City of East Bethel will lose to GRE. We request that you do not approve the amended 
Route I1, but approve GREs only CUP application, which is for Route A. Linwood has no 
ordinances currently in place to stop this, but Athens does.  
 
There were no more comments so the Public Forum was closed. 
 

Consent 
Agenda 
  

Moegerle made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda including: A) Approve Bills; 
B) Meeting Minutes, May 2, 2012 Regular Meeting; C) Meeting Minutes, April 18, 
2012, Board of Appeals and Equalization; D) Meeting Minutes, April 25, 2012, Work 
Meeting;  E) Meeting Minutes, April 26, 2012 Town Hall Meeting; F) Approve 
Application and Permit for a 1 Day Temporary Consumption and Display Permit for 
Cedar East Bethel Lions – Booster Day, July 21, 2012;  G)Approve Application to 
Conduct Excluded Bingo for East Bethel Seniors – Booster Day, July 21, 2012;  H) 
Adopt Remote Network Access Policy; I) Pay Estimate #2 for Elevated Storage Tank 
No. 1; J) Approval of Culvert Replacement 187th Lane NE.  DeRoche seconded; all in 
favor, motion carries. 
 

Appoint 
Website 
Committee 

Davis explained the City’s website was updated to new template in June 2011. This update 
was an improvement in the format and template but was intended as only the first step to 
make the website more user friendly and current with basic website standards.  
 
To insure that all the concerns regarding the website are addressed, staff is requesting that 
City Council appoint a committee composed of two Council members and one member from 
the EDA and Planning Commission to work with staff to prepare recommendations and 
directions to correct and improve the content, format and utility of the current website. These 
recommendations will be used as the outline and specifications to solicit a vendor to perform 
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this work.  
 
It should be the goal of this committee to develop recommendations and report their findings 
to City Council at the June 20, 2012 Council meeting.  
 
Voss asked when we discussed this last time, he thought we were going to try to solicit 
residents to be on this to?  Davis, “If that is your desire, I would like to make it workable.  If 
you have a resident that you would think could add input.” Voss asked did we solicit?  
Davis, “No we didn’t.”  Lawrence, “Why don’t we form our group now and then our group 
can go out and bring in others they feel should be brought in.” Voss said except the 
expectation is to report back in three weeks.  Moegerle, “I don’t recall that we were going to 
solicit a resident other than from one of the commissions. That would have been in the 
minutes that were approved.  What meeting would that have been?”  Voss asked are you 
checking if I made that statement or not? Moegerle, “I am checking to see if we discussed 
having residents involved. I don’t recall that.”  Voss said that doesn’t change the statement I 
made, which is just because we are elected officials that doesn’t make us experts in website 
design.  That is why I thought we were going to see what residents we had in that industry 
that could provide this type of expertise and guidance. DeRoche, “I didn’t know that we said 
we were experts.” Voss said that was my statement. 
 
 Moegerle, “I don’t recall that statement and haven’t considered that.  It’s acceptable, I just 
thought there was some urgency in this. And I do not recall that we were going to solicit 
people that were not on one of the commissions.”  Lawrence, “Three weeks should be plenty 
time to solicit a resident.”  Moegerle, “I thought we were going to be completed in three 
weeks, not just starting.”  Voss said we have been in hiatus for a year.  DeRoche, “I think it 
is critical to get the residents involved.” Moegerle, “How long will it take to solicit and get 
the residents involved?”  Davis, “Our next meeting is in three weeks.”  Voss said you can 
get this on the e-mail list and the sign. Put it out there for anyone that is interested in helping 
serving on this task force. Moegerle, “I would like to add the caveat that if this is not in the 
minutes, that it be reconsidered. Just because we are looking at the speed of this.”  DeRoche, 
“Again, I think it is important, we have to get the residents involved.  Those are the people 
that are having a hard time finding stuff on there. Have them help, figure out what we need 
to do so they can find stuff.”    Lawrence, “So we have to appoint two people from Council 
on there tonight?” Davis, “We can just wait and do this at the next meeting after we go out 
and solicit and see what residents want to be on there.”  Voss said he is okay with a member 
from the EDA and a member from Planning being on there.   
 
Lawrence made a motion to table appointing the Website Workgroup until the June 6, 
2012 City Council meeting with direction to staff to solicit for residents that are 
interested in serving on the workgroup.  Voss seconded; all in favor, motion carries.  
 

Planning 
Comm. Mtg. 
Minutes 

Davis explained that the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from April 24, 2012 are for 
information only. They are in draft form and have not been approved by the Planning 
Commission. 
 

Great River 
Energy – IUP 
Amendment 
to Route I1 for 
Placement of 
a  

Davis explained that on October 19, 2011, City Council approved a CUP for the proposed 
location of a 69 kV transmission line known as Route I1 for the portion of line located 
within East Bethel city limits.  The portion in East Bethel is located along Fawn Lake Drive 
(County Road 76) easterly to Linwood Township line. 
 
Attachment 3 depicts the amended Route I1.  The route follows Fawn Lake Drive and travels 
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Transmission 
Line 

southerly along Sunset Road.  The transmission line is proposed to cross into Linwood 
Township and back into East Bethel at various points along Sunset Road. 
 
Planning Commission to recommends approval to City Council for a CUP amendment to 
Route I1 (as shown on attachment 3) that includes the transmission line to travel south along 
Sunset Road for the portions within the City of East Bethel and recommend approval of the 
site plan for the location of the 69 kV transmission line with the conditions as listed in the 
write-up.  
 
Moegerle, “Will we be hearing from GRE tonight?” Davis, “If you have any questions to ask 
them, they are here to answer them.”   
 
Moegerle made a motion to approve a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for Great River 
Energy (GRE) for Route I1 that includes the transmission line to travel south along 
Sunset Road for the portions within the City of East Bethel and approval of the site 
plan for the location of the 69 kV transmission line with the following conditions: 1) 
GRE will submit a construction plan prior to commencing the construction of the 69 
kV line, establishing both a construction timetable and a progression of construction 
that shall be reviewed and meet the approval of the City Engineer and staff; 2) GRE 
must submit easement descriptions and final route determination prior to the execution 
of the CUP Agreement; 3) A CUP Agreement must be executed no later than December 
31, 2013.  Failure to comply will null and void approved CUP.  The agreement must be 
executed prior to the start of construction of the project; 4) GRE must obtain city 
right-of-way permits prior to the beginning of construction of the transmission line 
within city right-of-way along Durant Street, Fawn Lake Drive and Sunset Road. 
Lawrence seconded.   
 
DeRoche, “Ms. Knisley said Linwood and Athens don’t want this, which is contrary to what 
I have heard. Where are we at with that?”  Davis, “Athens Planning Commission meets 
tomorrow night to consider this. If it is approved it will go to their Town Board meeting on 
Monday night. I spoke with Linwood today and this is up for consideration before their town 
board next week.” 
 
DeRoche asked the City Attorney, “Lawsuits were referenced. To your knowledge have we 
followed all ordinances?” Vierling, “I believe the City certainly has complied with the 
requirements to date on all these matters. So, yes.”  Moegerle, “Can you address that 
specifically with regard to issues of notice?”  Vierling, “There were a number of notices that 
went out originally. You recall the original application was for Route A. They complied with 
by the Planning Department to that affected people on that route.  They sent out a re-notice 
in October when the issue was readdressed by the City Council at that time for Route I1. 
And most recently with the new application that was submitted and the follow up with 
Planning staff have complied as far as we can tell in the requirements of notice as well in 
mailing and posting and the obligations they have under your code.” 
 
Moegerle, “At one time GRE represented to me that if Route A was chosen, the grounding 
of that last mile, west of the Linwood Township line was insisted upon, would cost $4 
million and that $4 million would be passed on to each and every resident of East Bethel at 
an approximate cost of $1,000 per household.  Do you know if that is actually legally 
possible?”  Vierling, “I know that was the position of GRE, if they were required to 
underground anything, that they would pass that along to the users.  So how they would 
facilitate that, remember they are kind of a wholesaler of electric services as opposed to a 
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retailer, wasn’t necessarily explored.” 
 
Moegerle, “How many houses are in that last mile of Route A, west of the Linwood 
Township line road on would have been affected in such a way by the transmission line that 
their homes would have been within a 100 feet of the transmission line?”  Davis, “I don’t 
have that exact figure, but I think there is approximately 30 homes within 100 feet. And 
depending on which side of the road it was going on, you would have to determine that 
before you determined that effect.” 
 
Voss said this whole process started back in 2008 when GRE first came to the City with this 
project. To me the process started in early 2009.  Voss said this is a fairly unique situation to 
our City, but it happens to all cities from time to time.  We started moving through this 
process and obviously the transmission line is going to affect somebody. To me, as Council 
and as representatives of the City, we have to consider all information, all input, particularly 
on matters that affect so many.   Voss said although we had a process, I think some parts of 
that process were flawed.  It was new to us too, so we can’t really blame the City for it. But 
not getting everyone involved, (particularly Jerry early on) was a mistake.  But what is 
interesting is now we have spent the better part of three years dealing with the routes that 
affect 229th and that part of the City and yet we are spending about three weeks on this new 
route.  Voss said he doesn’t think it has been vetted enough, considered enough, to the detail 
that these other routes were.  It was part of the matrix, but we spent a lot of time trying to 
make Route A work. And I don’t think we have spent enough time on this one. That is not to 
say this isn’t the right decision for the City.  To me it has been sprung on a lot of people 
unless they are really paying attention and it makes it an uncomfortable position to decide in 
such a short time frame. 
 
Moegerle, “Are you saying a decision made in a short period of time cannot be a good 
decision?”  Voss said he is not talking about the decision, he is talking about the process.  
Compared to the last three years we spent on the other alignments, we weren’t as rigorous 
with this route as we were with others.   Moegerle asked the City Attorney, “Can you 
address the issue of the process with this route? Have we complied with regard to the 
ordinance that was passed by the 2010 Council on January 6th with regard to transmission 
lines? With regard to the CUP?” Vierling, “Staff’s position is we have.”   Moegerle, “This is 
the application of GRE.  This is not the application of the City of East Bethel, they have 
requested it.”   Voss asked were you not at all those closed sessions?  Paint it the way you 
want, we have not spent anywhere close to the amount of time on this one that we have on 
the others. Voss said he is not stating a judgment on which one is the best one.  
 
Lawrence, “How much time do you need? We have had the paperwork on these routes for 
over a year.”  Voss asked how many times has this route come before us as a City Council at 
a meeting?  Moegerle, “We formed a GRE Commission to look at this to see which route 
would have the least effect on East Bethel residents and in a broader way with regard to 
Athens and Linwood Township. We also worked with Cedar Creek. The GRE Commission 
revisited this issue, Route E1, which was what was originally proposed in December of 2008 
many times.  And when they looked at this route and said, “We need to go down Sunset 
Road”, GRE vocalized and said, “No we can’t do it for whatever reasons.”   At this point, 
they have found that reason no longer exists or was not valid.  It was their belief and 
consensus that Route E and Sunset Road had the least impact on homes and land across the 
board and now we are second guessing whether they did the job right. I don’t understand 
that.” 
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Lawrence, “I was on the GRE Commission when this was worked on. And this is not just  
East Bethel’s plan. This is a combination of Athens, Linwood and East Bethel’s plan. These 
two townships and our city got together and planned the route. We told Athens what we 
would like and they said what they would do. We didn’t plan that route, Athens planned that 
route.”   
 
DeRoche, “It is his understanding from what Knisley is saying went to Athens and Linwood 
and we shoved this down their throat.  And that is not what’s happened.  Through mediation 
and our closed sessions, and discussions with the townships, (Davis and I went to the Town 
Board), this isn’t something that just came up. There has been a lot of discussion.  Because it 
is a political year, certain things are being said I think.  The GRE Commission was tasked to 
gather as much information as they could and when you get a packet, then you research it 
yourself.  You don’t just go on what someone else is saying and it is not to second guess the 
commission, but it is to get a little better handle on what is going on.  I have spent hour after 
hour going through the paperwork, driven the Sunset Route three times in the last two days.  
If by chance this went to litigation and a judge said, “It is going down Sunset” what are you 
going to do?  Moegerle, “The beauty of this is it is self-determination.  That all three 
jurisdictions agreed. Cedar Creek agreed to host those poles for the transmission lines on 
their property.  The last mile on 229th will not have to be sold to GRE.  It would impact 
those houses more closely than on this route.  In addition, for this route only one East Bethel 
resident will have a pole in their yard.  No home will have a pole or line directly in front of 
home as much as possible. If I could have a pole in my back yard, I would do it, it is my 
civic duty to do it.  It is a terrible thing to impose this civic duty upon others.  Everything we 
have done has been done with care and concern. GRE agrees.  It is unfortunate that people 
will be impacted.  What is the least impact for the City, there is no other way.”  
 
Lawrence, “I too have been down this road at least twice with the City Administrator and we 
have discussed it at length. I have taken the time to review what is going on and know it is 
going to impact people.  With that being said, I think it is still the best route we can come up 
with. It has the least impact to the citizens of East Bethel.”   
 
Moegerle, “GRE has also indicated they will work with the homeowners to minimize 
impact, they will be compensated.  It is not ideal.  The problem is the City does not have a 
choice, it is going to happen to someone. The point is to minimize it, this is the way there is 
the least impact. There is not better option.” 
 
Voss said we need to make these assessments, evaluations , to make decisions. My point is 
with what is before us now, it did not receive the public input as the other routes.  It is like 
we are working in a vacuum on this. Voss said back in January or February when we started 
discussion this, he made the statement that we need to notify the residents to make sure they 
are duly notified.  Not three weeks ago, or whenever the first notices got mailed.  Voss said 
as soon as we started talking about that route, the letters needed to go out.  And we didn’t do 
it.  Moegerle, “I worked with GRE Commission for seventeen months and no one attended 
the meetings. No one offered input. This was on the website, in newsletter, in our minutes, in 
our televised meetings, this was not a secret. People have a civic duty to be aware of what is 
going on.  This is a process that begins early on.   We gave the duly required notice by 
statute. I am not saying that’s ideal. But what more can we do as a City?” 
 
Voss said more than what is required by statute.  Moegerle, “If you felt the City was not 
doing its duly required best in this, she is well familiar with the political process and the 
machinations that go in this City and I know there are people on Council and others that 
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could have gone to that on other issues. Could have gone to them and said you need a heads 
up on this.  It was so well within their ability.  If you felt that the people on Sunset Road 
were not getting the appropriate notice, it was within your ability.” Voss said he doesn’t 
know of any Council Members that go out and tell residents what is going on.  My statement 
in the closed session was we should be notifying them. It is not my duty as an individual to 
be doing that. Voss said we could have done it and we didn’t.  Voss said that is the point he 
made half an hour ago when we started.   DeRoche, aye; Lawrence, aye; Voss, abstain; 
Moegerle, aye; motion carries. 
 

Presentation – 
Cedar Creek 
Ecosystem 
Science 
Reserve 

Davis explained that Dr. Jeff Corney will present an overview of the mission and programs 
offered through the Cedar Creek Ecosystem and Scientific Reserve (CCESR) and their 
relation to the City’s efforts to promote economic development.  The presentation will also 
focus on the “Front Door” to Cedar Creek (229th Ave.), the vision for the development of the 
229th Avenue Corridor as it pertains to the long range goals of the program and opportunities 
for cooperation between the City and CCESR on projects of mutual interest. 
 
Dr. Jeff Corney, thank you for inviting me to talk about Cedar Creek Ecosystem Science 
Reserve.  Our Mission: we are part of the University of Minnesota and have been for 70 
years.  Our mission is to research ecosystems.  We are looking at what are issues facing us 
today.  What are the environmental stressors and how to solve problems. We are part of a 
global effort.  Through the National Science Foundation we are one of the 26 long term 
research sites.  Been that since 1982.  Part of a new network called NEON.  
 
Our property, half is in East Bethel and the other half  is in Athens Township.  About 9 
square miles. Headquarters is off of Fawn Lake Drive.  Our namesake is Cedar Creek.  We 
are in the middle of the Anoka Sand Plain. What we learn on our property, is what would 
help you learn on your property.  We preserve and protect these things, but you have these 
things in your backyards; bogs, tamaracks and black spruce, etc.  The northern forest ends in 
East Bethel.  We have representation of all three ecosystems in the northern region.  
 
Cedar Creek has been around for a long time, since the 1930’s.  In 1942 the main land was 
handed over to the University and put in trust.  It was then known as Cedar Creek Forest.   
Then seven years ago when I came aboard we became Cedar Creek Ecosystem Science 
Reserve.  We have many researchers Dr. Dave Tilman and many others Dr. Peter Reich who 
look at the big issues.  The plots you drive by on Fawn Lake Drive are one of the largest 
experiments of its kind.  A Co2 enhancement experiment.  We have gotten a lot of press 
from this experiment.  In the spring we burn 400-500 acres and more in the fall.   
 
The latest area we are looking at is how to deal with fuel. We are looking at native prairies 
and what they could do.   
 
Dr. Corney explained we would like to become more active education and the public.  We 
are one of the top 10 research sites in the world.  Dr. Dave Tilman the 10th most sited in the 
world, Reich, the 5th most sited.  We have a new research building and invite you to come in 
and look around. We have a new trail.  We run tours.  Cedar Creek has been here a while 
and we would love for you to know about it.  It is a big part of the community. 
  
Voss asked if residents want to come visit, how do they do that?  Dr. Corney, “Just come to 
the main office.  We are not always in there but someone should come around if you come 
in.  We do have maps in there.  If you want something more formal, like a tour we can make 
arrangements for you. We are looking to expand our relationship with the City.  Start 
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thinking bigger ideas and access.”    
 
Lawrence, “Are the trails just for walking, no bicycles allowed?” Dr. Corney, “We are 
talking about linking with the Anoka County trails.  We do need to protect a lot of area.  We 
have cross-country ski trails, low impact.”  Lawrence, “Because of the nature of your work 
people need to realize they need to stay on the trails, correct?” Dr. Corney, “Because of the 
ecosystem we need to keep people on the trails.  It is a nice place to come enjoy nature.”   
 

Aggressive 
Hydraulics, 
Site Plan 
Review for 
18800 Ulysses 
St. NE 

Davis explained that Mr. Strandlund and Mr. Johnson are requesting a site plan approval to 
construct a 60,000 square foot commercial building for the business known as Aggressive 
Hydraulics.  Aggressive Hydraulics is the manufacturer of hydraulic cylinders.  The business 
is currently located in Blaine and employs 40+ workers. 
 
The 6.06-acre parcel is bordered by unimproved Buchanan Street and R2 Single Family 
Townhome Residential to the west, and B3 Highway Business to the north, south, and east.   
The property will be accessed from Ulysses Street NE.   
 
The proposed site plan provides 78 parking stalls; 4 accessible stalls have been provided to 
meet ADA requirements.  Parking stalls are 9’ x 20’ with a proposed 24’ aisle width. The 
parking lot will be constructed of a bituminous surface with concrete curb.  All parking areas 
will be required to be properly striped. 
 
The proposed lighting plan provides for seven (7) lights around the building.  Lights must be 
downcast and shielded. 
 
The Applicant will be planting a variety of trees and shrubs around the site which meets 
code requirements. Privacy fencing and lilacs will be planted along the western property line 
that abuts the residentially zoned property.  The grounds will have an irrigation system 
installed. According to East Bethel City Code, all new plantings, including turf 
establishment, must be guaranteed for one full year from the time the planting has been 
completed.  A letter of credit or a cash escrow will be required by the owner in the amount 
equal to at least 150 percent of the approved estimated landscaping cost.  The letter of credit 
must be provided prior to the issuance of a building permit and must be valid for a period of 
time equal to one full growing season. 
 
Many of the comments of the City Engineer have been addressed by the Applicant.  The 
Applicant will need to continue to work with the City Engineer until all comments have been 
satisfactorily addressed. 
 
Planning Commission recommends approval to City Council of a site plan review for the 
construction of a commercial building, located in Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition, Lot 
1, Block 2, with the conditions as listed in the write-up.   
 
Voss asked are the walls brown or red?   Strandlund, “Actually they are brown, and the part 
that projects out are a different color.” Lawrence, “Have you reviewed the stipulations?” 
Strandlund, “Yes.”  Voss asked from the site plan it looks like there is quite a bit of 
impervious surface.  What is are our requirements on impervious surface?  Jochum, “I 
assume the city planner has checked that.”  DeRoche, “Is there anything going on west 
side?”  Strandlund, “It is on the landscape plan.” Voss said it looks fairly thin, all you have 
is a hedge.  There is green space on Ulysses, but what about the west side along Buchanan?  
Strandlund, “I consider that the back of the building.”  Voss said he would have thought the 
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north side is the back of the building.   
 
Voss asked with the dock doors and traffic, looking at long term, in 20 years, Aggressive 
might not be there.  Not suggesting flipping the building, but you are going to have 
exposure.  Strandlund, “We have a 6-8 foot fence.”  Voss asked does the building need three 
side architecture and screening? If we have houses on the side of this, for the aesthetic, long 
term value.  Voss said if we had residents over there, you may be looking at this differently, 
I am thinking of the long term.  DeRoche, “We have to think long term.”  Voss said he 
thought we had it in our architectural standards more of a three side standards.  Davis, “It is 
open to interpretation in our ordinances.”  Voss said he is just putting it out there, this is a 
nice business, nice development, good development.   
 
Voss made a motion to approve the site plan for Aggressive Hydraulics (a commercial 
building) to be located in Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition, Lot 1, Block 2 with 
the following conditions:  1) Site plan approval is contingent upon the approval of the 
final plat for Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition and the approval of drainage and 
utility easement vacation; 2) Applicant must continue to work with staff to satisfy all 
comments and concerns to staffs’ satisfaction; 3) Letter of credit or a cash escrow will 
be required by the owner in the amount equal to at least 150 percent of the approved 
estimated landscaping cost.  The letter of credit must be provided prior to the issuance 
of a building permit and must be valid for a period of time equal to one full growing 
season. In addition to the letter of credit or cash escrow, the owner must submit an 
estimated landscaping cost for plantings and turf establishment; 4) Full set of the site 
plan must be signed by a licensed professional engineer; 5) Signage must meet 
requirements according to East Bethel City Code Chapter 54. Signs.  Sign permits 
must be approved prior to the installation of signage on site; 6) Any modifications to 
the approved site plan shall be submitted to and approved by City Staff; 7) All 
conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of a building permit.  Lawrence 
seconded.   
 
DeRoche, “On November 16th when this was first looked at they had 60 employees and 10 
SAC units, I am wondering what happened to other employees?” Davis, “Those were the 
numbers given to us at the time.  As far as the SAC units, that was the number given to us by 
MCES at the time, we did not have the floor plan, so that was the best estimate.”   DeRoche, 
”So Met Council is setting the number of SAC units?”   Davis, “This is done by historical 
analysis.”  DeRoche, “Met Council’s previous historical analysis had a lot more units down 
there, in his mind he has trouble with this.  If we keep cutting this back, where are we going 
to get the units from.”  Davis, “Actual SAC units are going to be based on use.  The initial 
determination was 45.  These are based on use.”  DeRoche, “That I understand. Met Council 
shouldn’t have made any commitments up front that Bolton and Menk did their design on.  I 
am a little concerned about setting a precedent.”  Moegerle, “Setting a precedent of what?”  
DeRoche, “Aggressive Hydraulics is at eight?”  Davis, “Yes, that is what Met Council 
determined their SAC units are.  We do have a fee set for SACs and WACs.  In some cases 
they will be below and some cases they will be over.” DeRoche, “We do water and Met 
Council does sewer? I want to make sure we are not bartering away any ERU units.” Davis 
said “No there was no reduction of ERU units on this.”  Moegerle, “Met Councils are 
completely unrealistic.”  DeRoche, “This came up because I remember what they said. I 
need to understand this before it goes through.  Once it is passed, it is passed.” All in favor, 
motion carries.   
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Classic 
Commercial 
Park 2nd 
Addition – 
Preliminary 
Plat 

Davis explained that Mr. Strandlund is requesting preliminary plat approval for the 
subdivision known as Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition.  The plat is 19.46 acres and is 
being proposed to be developed into two (2) commercial parcels and one (1) outlot (to be 
further divided in the future).  
All parcels meet the requirements set forth by the zoning ordinance and are as follows:  
 
Lot 2, Block 1 
Lot Size:  4.43 acres 
Lot Width:  369 feet 
Buildable Area:  4.43 acres 
Municipal Sewer and Water Availability 
 
Lot 1, Block 2 
Lot Size:  6.06 acres 
Lot Width:  376 feet 
Buildable Area:  6.06 acres 
Municipal Sewer and Water Availability 
 
Outlot A 
Lot Size:  8.97 acres 
Buildable Area:  8.97 acres 
 
Classic Commercial Park is bordered by residential property to the west and commercial 
property to the north, south, and east. The main ingress/egress from the development is from 
187th Lane NE and Ulysses Street.  Ulysses will be extended approximately 300 feet to the 
north to access the new commercial parcels.  The existing temporary cul-de-sac easement 
will be vacated and a new temporary cul-de-sac easement will be recorded.  The easement 
will remain in place until such time as Ulysses is further extended to the north. The street 
will be required to be constructed to meet City specifications.   
 
The City Engineer has reviewed the preliminary plat.  Comments are provided in attachment 
10 along with Article III of the subdivision code.  All comments will be required to be 
addressed to the satisfaction of the engineer prior to the signing and filing of the final plat.   
 
Planning Commission recommends Preliminary Plat approval to the City Council for the 
commercial development known as Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition to create two (2) 
commercial parcels and an outlot (to be further divided in the future) with the conditions as 
listed in the write-up. 
 
DeRoche made a motion to approve the preliminary plat for Classic Commercial Park 
2nd Addition to create two commercial parcels and an outlot with the following 
conditions: 1) All comments/concerns of the City Engineer shall be addressed to his 
satisfaction prior to signing and filing of final plat; 2) All comments/concerns of the 
City Attorney shall be addressed to his satisfaction prior to submittal of final plat; 3) 
Development Agreement must be executed after the approval of the final plat. 
Moegerle seconded.    
 
Voss asked do you have a stormwater pond south of this development.  He thought way back 
when the pond by the bank was constructed, it was large enough it would handle all the 
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stormwater so we wouldn’t need this one.  Jochum, “That pond is a wetland mitigation area. 
It is considered a wetland.”  Voss asked and there is no way we can get around that?   He 
said we are using prime land to create a stormwater pond.  Strandlund, “They are two 
different classifications.”  Voss said this seems like an absolute waste of space.  All in 
favor, motion carries.  
 

Classic 
Commercial 
Park 2nd 
Addition – 
Final Plat 

Davis explained that the City Engineer and City Attorney have reviewed the final plat.  All 
remaining outstanding items must be satisfied and both consultants recommend approval of 
the final plat. 
 
As part of the final plat approval, Mr. Strandlund will be required to execute a Development 
Agreement with the City of East Bethel.  Attachment 3 is a draft of the development 
agreement.  Mr. Strandlund will be required to continue working with staff to finalize the 
agreement.    
 
Staff recommends Final Plat approval to the City Council for the commercial development 
known as Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition to create two (2) commercial parcels and an 
outlot (to be further divided in the future) with the conditions as listed in the write-up. 
 
Voss made a motion to approve the final plat for Classic Commercial Park 2nd 
Addition to create two commercial parcels and an outlot with the conditions as follows: 
1) All comments of the City Engineer and City Attorney must be satisfied prior to the 
signing and release of the final plat; 2) Development Agreement shall be executed prior 
to the signing and release of the final plat; 3) Property owner must pay outstanding 
balances and submit financial securities as outlined in the Development Agreement 
prior to the signing and release of the final plat; 4) One (1) digital electronic copy of the 
final plat must be submitted in a format using Anoka County Coordinate system; 5) 
Final plat must be filed with Anoka County, Minnesota no later than October 16, 2012.  
Failure to file the plat by this date shall void the approval decision of City Council.  
Moegerle seconded.    
 
Voss said we don’t normally final plat until all road improvements are completed.  Vierling, 
“This is a very preliminary draft of the development agreement.”  Jochum, “We have final 
platted after improvements in the past.” Voss asked what does our ordinance read?  Vierling, 
“They have to get final plat approval before they can get bank financing.”  Voss said it has  
been such a long time since we have done one of these. If we approve the final plat and we 
don’t have a developer’s agreement, doesn’t it have to come back anyways?   Voss asked if 
the final plat is contingent on execution of the developer’s agreement do they really have a 
final plat?  Vierling, “Not until the developer’s agreement is complete.”   
 
Strandlund, “We were hoping to file the final plat and move forward.”  Voss said but the 
issue is we don’t have a developer’s agreement ready.  He doesn’t have a problem approving 
the final plat.  Staff will work diligently with the developer to get this done and schedule a 
special meeting to get this approved if possible before June 6th.  All in favor, motion 
carries.   
 

Park Comm. 
Mtg. Minutes 

Davis explained that the Park Commission Meeting Minutes from the April 11, 2012 are for 
information only. These minutes have been approved by the Park Commission. 
 

Road Comm. 
Mtg. Minutes  

Davis explained that the Road Commission Meeting Minutes from April 10, 2012 are for 
information only. These minutes have been approved by the Road Commission. 
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Doug Paulson 
& Taylor 
Reichow, 
Administra-
tive 
Subdivision – 
Lot Line 
Adjustment 

Davis explained that Mr. Reichow and Mr. Paulson are requesting approval of an 
administrative subdivision for a lot line adjustment. East Bethel City Code Chapter 66, 
Subdivisions, allows lot boundary line adjustments where the division is to permit the adding 
of a parcel of land to an abutting lot.  Administrative subdivisions do not require a public 
hearing; therefore, City Council is the only review body for the land use request. 
 
Mr. Reichow’s existing parcel is 2.4 acres.  It is being proposed to move his southerly 
property line 175 feet further south and easterly 170 feet (attachment 3).  The existing 2.4 
acre parcel will increase to 4.4 acres.   
 
Mr. Paulson’s existing parcel is 40 acres in size. It is proposed that the northwest corner (175 
feet x 500 feet or 2 acres) is combined with Mr. Riechow’s parcel to the north (attachment 
4). The existing 40 acre parcel will decrease to 38 acres. 
 
The City Attorney has reviewed the proposal and has requested the following: 

1. An ownership and encumbrance report identifying fee owners, lien holders and 
easements, prepared as to each existing lot of record. 

 
The administrative subdivision meets the requirements set forth in city code and meets the 
policies adopted as part of the East Bethel Comprehensive Plan; therefore, staff suggests 
City Council consider approving the subdivision. 
 
City Staff is recommending approval of the Administrative Subdivision that would allow a 
lot line adjustment for the properties known as 3012 227 Lane, PIN 03-33-23-12-0003, and 
3233 227 Lane, PIN 03-33-23-13-0001.  The parcel known as 3012 227 Lane, East Bethel, 
will increase in size from 2.4 acres to 4.4 acres.  The parcel known as 3233 227 Lane, East 
Bethel, will decrease in size from 40 acres to 38 acres with the conditions as listed in the 
write-up. 
 
Voss made a motion to approve the request of Doug Paulson & Taylor Reichow for an 
Administrative Subdivision to allow a lot line adjustment for the properties known as 
3012 227 Lane NE (PIN 03 33 23 12 0003) and 3233 227 Lane NE (PIN 03 33 23 13 
0001).  The parcel known as 3012 227 Lane NE, East Bethel, will increase in size from 
2.4 acres to 4.4 acres.  The parcel known as 3233 227 Lane NE, East Bethel, will 
decrease in size from 40 acres to 38 acres.  With the following conditions: 1) Submit an 
ownership and encumbrance report identifying fee owners, lien holders and easements, 
prepared as to each existing lot of record.  This information can be identified on the 
existing survey; 2) Certification from the surveyor must be submitted stating that all 
lot corners have been set; 3) New property description must be reviewed and approved 
by City Engineer prior to the signing of the parcel deeds; 4) Deeds and survey shall be 
recorded at the Office of the County Registrar of Titles no later than September 16, 
2012.  Failure to promptly record this transaction will void the administrative 
subdivision. Vierling, “I would note that we would like to have approval authority over the 
final deeds to make sure they conform.”    DeRoche seconded; all in favor, motion carries.  
 

Classic 
Construction, 
Lot 1, Block 1 
and Outlot A, 

Davis explained that a public hearing was conducted under Agenda Item 4.0 to receive 
public comments on the vacation of Drainage and Utility Easements on Lot 1 Block 1 and 
Outlot A, Classic Commercial Park. 
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Drainage and 
Utility 
Easement 
Vacation 

Attached for Council review and approval is Resolution 2012-24, which grants the vacation 
of the drainage and utility easements. As described on the resolution, vacation of the 
drainage and utility easements would be subject to the following two conditions: 
 

1. This approval is contingent upon approval of the preliminary and final plat of Classic 
Commercial Park 2nd Addition and if either of those items fail to be approved by the 
City or fail to be recorded with Anoka County, approval of the vacation of the 
drainage and utility easements shall be null and void. 

 
2. This resolution shall be recorded with Anoka County at the time the final plat for 

Classic Commercial Park 2nd Addition is recorded with Anoka County. 
 
Staff is recommending approval of Resolution 2012-24 Granting Vacation of Drainage and 
Utility Easements on Lot 1 Block 1 and Outlot A, Classic Commercial Park.  
 
Voss made a motion to adopt Resolution 2012-24 Granting Vacation of Drainage and 
Utility Easements on Lot 1, Block 1 and Outlot A, Classic Commercial Park.  Moegerle 
seconded; all in favor, motion carries. 
 

Water Tower 
No.1 Logo 

Davis explained that at the May 2, 2012 meeting the Council selected the base color for the 
tower. The color selected from the Color Card was Filament. The City logo is planned to be 
painted on two sides of the water tower. The Logo colors need to be selected such that the 
paint can be ordered. As required by the contract the contractor has provided a scaled 
drawing of the Logo, that was included as part of the project specification. The drawing is 
included as Attachment 1. The contractors Color Card is included as Attachment 2.  
 
Logo construction is included in the contractors bid price. 
 
Staff recommends Council select the colors for the City logo. 
 
DeRoche, “I think the water tower looks good now.”  Moegerle, “What is the cost of putting 
the logo on the tower?”  Jochum, “This particular logo, $7,000.”  Moegerle, “What is the 
cost if we just put the name.  I am concerned about seeing the crane from so far away.  The 
letters are just four feet and it would be nice if they were bigger.”  Voss said one of the 
discussions was whether the words “City of” should be in the logo when it was done.  It 
opens up the graphic if you don’t have this included.  Voss said and he doesn’t think it is 
important to the water tower. Lawrence, “What if we enlarge the letters?”  Jochum, “We 
only have about 18 feet to work with. Otherwise the limits of the logo get slanted.” 
Moegerle, “Let’s just go with the words “East Bethel” and maybe the blue/green under it, 
but leave the bird off.”  Lawrence, “I would like people to drive by on 65 and see East 
Bethel.”  Moegerle, “From a distance you are not going to understand what the logo is, 
unless you are a resident.”  Moegerle, “What would the deduct be for the simplification?” 
Jochum, “$1,500.”  
 
Moegerle made a motion to just put the words East Bethel in Rain Forest Green to 
fully fill up the Water Tower.  Voss said we talked about distortion, and if the logo is 
expanding it will get distorted.  Jochum, “You cannot lower the “Bethel” at all.”  Voss said 
if that is the equator we are going to have a little bit of room to move to the top.  Moegerle, 
“Can we put East Bethel in single line?”  Jochum, “No.”  Voss said the advantage this logo 
has is ours is more horizontal, the lettering is definitely bigger.  Lawrence, “What is 
important to have the name or the logo?”  Motion fails for lack of a second. 
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Fire Dept. 
Report 

Davis explained that the fire department reports are attached for your information.  Meeting 
6:00 p.m.   
 

Special 
Meeting 

Council scheduled a special meeting for Wednesday, May 23, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. to discuss 
the Logo for the water tower and the developer’s agreement for Classic Construction. 
 

Council 
Member  
Report –   
 

DeRoche, “The fire department has been busy.  On Viking Boulevard there were a lot of 
accidents and a couple deaths this year.  There is concern about when they start working on 
Viking Boulevard there will be more incidents.  Also, there have been a few thefts on Coon 
Lake.”   
 

Council 
Member 
Report –  

Moegerle, “Last week Davis and I went over to Cedar Creek and had a very good decision 
with Dr. Jeff Corney about the plans for Cedar Creek to expand their public engagement. We 
identified public needs.  One question I have is what is going on with the watersheds?  We 
don’t get the minutes from those meetings.  Also, we still need to work on an identity and 
vision for the City.” 
   

Council 
Member 
Report –  

Voss asked how did the Lowell Friday hearing go?  Davis, “It was run very well.  The 
hearing officer did a wonderful job setting the tone for the hearing.  The issues were 
addressed very respectfully. Mr. Friday was represented by his attorneys and the lady 
working for him.  We did record it and that will be available on the cable channel.”  
Vierling, “The hearing officer report and recommendation will probably be before council 
on June 6.”   
 
Voss said with regards to Viking Boulevard and the pending road closure, last time we had a 
major road closure, we did a bit of advertising to let folks know.  Davis, “As soon as we 
receive information we will post it on the website and we will put it on the cable channel.”   
 

Council 
Member 
Report –  
 

Lawrence, “In regards to the road project on Viking Boulevard, Viking Meadows Golf 
Course is concerned it will shut them down.” Davis, “Everything will be open to through 
traffic.  It is not Anoka County’s attention to shut down a business. We can have a 
discussion with the businesses along that route.” Voss said having a sign up saying you can 
get into the business would be important.  Davis, “We will contact those businesses to say 
we will be the liaison between them and the county regarding that issue.” 
 

GRE 
Litigation 

Vierling explained that for the benefit of the public and the public record, Council has 
recommended we go into closed session per Minnesota Statute 13D regarding a matter of 
litigation, Great River Energy (GRE) vs. the City of East Bethel, District Court File # 02-
CV-115638. After the closed session, Council will return into open session to announce any 
motions or actions.  
 
DeRoche made a motion to go into closed session to discuss Great River Energy vs. the 
City of East Bethel. Moegerle seconded; all in favor, motion carries.   
 
Vierling explained the Council has concluded the closed session dealing with Great River 
Energy vs. the City of East Bethel. Attending were special Counsel, Jim Strommen, Council 
Member DeRoche, Council Member Voss, Council Member Moegerle and Mayor 
Lawrence. Also attending were Jack Davis, City Administrator and myself, City Attorney. 
Council got input but no vote was taken.    



May 16, 2012 East Bethel City Council Meeting        Page 18 of 18 
 

Adjourn 
 

Moegerle made a motion to adjourn at 10:39 PM. Voss seconded; all in favor, motion 
carries. 

 
Attest: 
 
 
Wendy Warren 
Deputy City Clerk 



 

EAST BETHEL SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
May 23, 2012 

 
The East Bethel City Council met on May 23, 2012 at 6:00 PM for a Special City Council meeting at City 
Hall.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:     Bob DeRoche   Heidi Moegerle Richard Lawrence Steve Voss  

 
MEMBERS ABSENT:   Bill Boyer         
 
ALSO PRESENT:    Jack Davis, City Administrator 
    Mark Vierling, City Attorney 

Stephanie Hanson, City Planner 
    Craig Jochum, City Engineer 
              
  
Call to Order 
 
 
Adopt Agenda  
 
 

The May 23, 2012 Special City Council meeting was called to order by Mayor 
Lawrence at 6:02 PM.    
 
Moegerle made a motion to adopt the May 23, 2012 Special City Council meeting 
agenda.   Lawrence seconded; all in favor, motion carries.  
 

Review & 
Approve 
Classic 
Construction 
2nd Addition 
Developers 
Agreement 

City Council approved the preliminary and final plat for Curt Strandlund’s Classic Commercial 
Park, 2nd Addition on May 16, 2012 contingent on the submission and approval of a developer’s 
agreement. Council, in a decision to expedite the time line of the Aggressive Hydraulics project, 
has scheduled a special meeting for May 23, 2012 at 6:00 PM to consider the approval of the 
developer’s agreement. Approval of the agreement will permit Mr. Strandlund to file the final 
plat and complete the financing arrangements for the Aggressive Hydraulics project, which will 
be constructed on a parcel in the new plat. 
  
The developer’s agreement will be completed by City Staff and Mr. Strandlund and will be 
submitted to the City Attorney for review this evening, Friday, May 18, 2012. His review of the 
agreement will be forwarded as soon as staff is in receipt of his comments and 
recommendations, which is anticipated by Monday, May 21, 2012.  
 
Davis explained most of the agreement was forwarded to the City Council on Monday and the 
rest yesterday and hopefully everyone has had a chance to review it.   
 
Moegerle had one question about the requirements for the bank being in the seven county metro 
area.  She stated in the proposed development agreement there was an indication that the bank 
would have to be in the seven county metro area and she does not believe it is in the current 
developers agreement.  Vierling stated it is not in there.  Moegerle said she did not see it in there.  
Vierling said it is the exhibit to the letter of credit format, item 2.  He said under other 
circumstances they may allow a bank in other areas, but we would not want to have to travel if 
there were issues.  Additionally if the bank scores high enough in the ratings, then the City may 
allow it. 
 
Lawrence asked if he seen any other red flags.  Vierling said staff is comfortable with it, and he 
is comfortable with it.   
 
The developer had a question on performance bonds.  Vierling said all references to 
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performances bonds have been deleted. 
 
Moegerle asked the attorney if he got her notes on the grammatical errors.  She said there was a 
place where required was stated and it should possibly have been acquiring.  Vierling said he 
looked for it but didn’t see it.  He said if there are format and punctuation errors, they could be 
dealt with it after the agreement is finalized.  Moegerle said she is fine with it.  
 
Moegerle motioned to approve the developers agreement for Classic Construction 2nd 
Addition.  DeRoche seconded; all in favor, motion carries unanimously.   
 

Select 
Lettering for 
Water Tower 
No. 1 

Council discussed the lettering fonts and sizes at the May 16, 2012 meeting and requested City 
Engineer, Craig Jochum, to furnish alternate samples for Council discussion. Mr. Jochum will 
present these alternatives for Council consideration.  
  
Staff is seeking direction from Council regarding this matter.  
 
Jochum provided lettering samples for Water Tower No. 1 to Council members.  He stated as we 
had talked about last time, the logo was eliminated and just the graphics were left.  He stated on 
the samples the layout is listed in the right hand corner.  He said each sample has two pages; one 
is the layout and the other perspective.  He said there are four layouts provided for review.  The 
first two have eight-foot letters.  He stated on the second one, East is centered over Bethel.  The 
third and fourth samples are seven-foot letters and the letters are capped.   
 
Jochum explained the eight foot letters are pushing it.  The seven-foot letters are kind of pushing 
it.  DeRoche said number one looks good to him.  He likes that it is offset and the font.  He 
believes otherwise it could be pretty boring.   
 
Moegerle asked what time of the day is this shadow suppose to be, high noon?  Jochum wasn’t 
sure on that.  Moegerle said there is a lot of shadow on Bethel.  DeRoche said it depends on the 
time of the day.  Lawrence said in the afternoon it will be completely in the shadows.   
 
Jochum said there would be lights on each logo.  Moegerle asked if the lighting is one light per 
logo.  Jochum said yes.  Lawrence asked if the lights would be from the ground shooting up.  
Jochum said yes, they are on 35-foot poles.   
 
Moegerle said she likes the layout of number one, and she likes the combination of caps and 
small letters.  She doesn’t know if the smaller lettering would be better.  Jochum said the seven-
foot is kind of pushing it.  He believes eight-feet letters are too big for this tank.  Moegerle said 
the tank looks like a golf ball.   
 
Jochum said essentially you like the layout of number one and the letter size of number three.  
DeRoche asked if they could do small letters like on number three for number one.  Moegerle 
said yes.  Lawrence asked when we look at this now at seven-foot how far away can we see that.  
Jochum said you would be pushing seeing it from the intersection.  He explained you would be 
able to see it about ¾ of the mile away.   
 
Lawrence thinks the lettering should be rotated so it faces the intersection.  He would like people 
at the intersection of Hwy 65 and County Road 22, to be able to look over and see the name East 
Bethel, but he doesn’t know if it would all show up properly.  Moegerle suggested turning it 45 
degrees.  Jochum said about 100 degrees between the centerlines of the two logos.  If you 
wanted to go from the intersection there wouldn’t be enough to see the south bound.  It wouldn’t 
be exactly perpendicular at the intersection.  He said it really depends on if you want one coming 
south bound on Hwy 65 or east bound on County Road 22.   
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Moegerle said when she looked at Wyoming and Blaine they put them with the angle toward the 
main streets.  Jochum said if you would like the southbound traffic on Hwy 65 to see it, there is 
only one spot for it because of the trees.  That location would be just south of Klondike. 
 
Davis said if one logo was on the east side of the tank, would that still give enough room for a 
view coming south bound over the trees.  Jochum said you wouldn’t make it with the trees.  He 
said we just have to back the angle down just a little bit when you are coming northbound.   
 
Lawrence said if you have it centered like in number 4, you would have more room on the tank 
to work with.  Jochum said yes, we would.  DeRoche said things would not always be the same.  
Moegerle asked how much it is going to cost to do this versus the full logo.  Jochum said not 
much.   
 
Moegerle asked how many degrees does this logo take up.  Jochum said 20 degrees.  Moegerle 
said we have 360 degrees.  Jochum said you could change the angles a little bit.   Moegerle said 
if we had one for southbound traffic that was on the far north side and sixty degrees on either 
side of that one, so there are three of them.  She asked what is the cost to have three, versus two 
of the logos.  She clarified that she meant 120 degrees, not sixty.  Jochum said one at the 
intersection on County Road 22/Hwy 65, one on the north side and then one on the west to east 
side of County Road 22.  Moegerle said put them all about 120 degrees apart.  Jochum said that 
would work.  DeRoche said he thinks three would be a little crowded.  Moegerle said the one in 
Wyoming runs parallel with 35W.  She said the one in Blaine on Lexington is on the north side.   
 
Davis said if they are 90 degrees from center to center of logos.  It takes about 100 degrees for 
them not to touch.  If you have two there would be a separation of about 90 degrees.  Jochum 
said with three there probably wouldn’t be enough spacing where you want them.   
 
Moegerle asked if there was a cost difference between any of the four.  Jochum said no there 
isn’t.  The cost isn’t broken out in the bid.  If you delete the logo it is $7000.00 credit.  Lawrence 
had a question about not having the logo, will we get static for not having the logo.  Davis said 
there would be the question of the visibility of it.  Jochum said with the logo, the letters would 
be only 2 feet for the smaller letters and 4 feet for the larger.  Moegerle said the big letters stick 
out a little bit more.   
 
Voss arrived at 6:25 p.m. 
 
Moegerle was wondering what people thought about number 2 or 3.  Lawrence said with eight-
foot letters you get some shadows.  Jochum said you are pushing it with 8 footers.  Lawrence 
said the 8 footers are visible from the highway.   
 
Voss said these are different font types.  Lawrence said he likes the font in number 1.  Voss said 
the others are too hard to read.  Lawrence said the lower case is easier to read.  Is this a forest 
green?  Jochum said it is a rain forest green.   
 
Moegerle said the question is do we orient it towards Hwy 65 or County Road 22.  Jochum said 
if you are sitting at the intersection of Hwy 65 and County Road 22 and you put it dead on, you 
wouldn’t be able to fit something on south bound.  Voss said it would be important that 
eastbound traffic on County Road 22 would be able to see it.  Jochum said that is how we got to 
talking about 3 logos.  Voss said that is too much.  Jochum said the trees are in the way Hwy 65 
for southbound, but you would see it at the intersection for sure.  He thinks if you moved the 
angle further south it may be better.  Voss said at that point, you are good, if you are ¾ mile 
away, you won’t be able to read it anyways.  Moegerle said Hwy 65 is more traveled than 
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County Road 22.  What is the county counting on for the increase of traffic east and west will 
that surpass Hwy 65.  North and south could be the simple solution.   
 
Jochum said you couldn’t put it on the north side because of the trees.  Voss said you wouldn’t 
see it from Hwy 65 if it were on the south side.  Moegerle said that is what this is all about the 
development on Hwy 65.  DeRoche said once it is on there, it is on there.  Jochum said you 
could paint over it.  
 
Jochum said that is what helps if you back off the angle. Lawrence said Viking jogs out there on 
the west side.  Jochum said you wouldn’t be able to see it from there.  DeRoche said it would be 
lit up. Voss said when did that happen.  DeRoche it is part of the bid.  Moegerle said if it were 
done off angle people would think it looks very weird.   
 
Jochum said on the exact north side you probably wouldn’t see it.  Davis said he thinks to get the 
best bang for your buck; you should have it facing Hwy 65 and then facing west so when you are 
coming east you will see it.  He thinks the traffic going north is more important.  If you were 
coming east on County Road 22, you would be able to see it from a mile ½ back.  Jochum said 
so there would be a straight angle.  Moegerle said you would have this big bare spot on the north 
side.   
 
Moegerle motioned to approve Layout 1 with the lettering on two sides of the tower.  
Jochum asked with 7 foot or 8 foot lettering.  DeRoche asked how big the door opening is.  
Moegerle asked if you are amending the motion for 8 foot lettering.  DeRoche said yes.  
Moegerle said she accepts the amendment.  Lawrence seconded; all in favor, motion 
carries unanimously.   
 
It was stated the minimum angle is just over 100 degrees off any plane.  You will need 120 to 
130 degrees to not be able to the other lettering.  If you have them east faced for County Road 22 
and then possibly skewed on the west side.  Voss recommended 120 degrees and about 30 
degrees off each side.  He thinks 30 degrees seem too much. Voss said it seems like we are too 
close. 
 
Moegerle motioned to have the lettering equally spaced on the east and west face.  Voss 
seconded; all in favor, motion carries unanimously. 
 

Adjourn 
 

Moegerle motioned to adjourn the Special City Council meeting at 6:33 p.m. DeRoche 
seconded, all in favor motion carries unanimously.   

Submitted by: 
 
 
Jill Teetzel 
Recording Secretary 
 
 
 



CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-25 

 
RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING THE DONATION FROM 

ECKBERG, LAMMERS, BRIGGS, WOLFF & VIERLING, PLLP 
 

 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel has received a donation of four Minnesota Twins Tickets 
valued at $240.00 from Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, Wolff & Vierling, PLLP to be used towards the 
Family Fun Night scheduled for Friday, July 20, 2012.  
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAST BETHEL, 
MINNESOTA THAT:  the City Council of the City of East Bethel acknowledges and accepts the 
Minnesota Twins Tickets valued at $240.00 from Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, Wolff & Vierling, PLLP.  
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: the City Council of the City of East Bethel expresses its 
thanks and appreciation to Eckberg, Lammers, Briggs, Wolff & Vierling, PLLP for the Minnesota Twins 
Tickets for Family Fun Night.  
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 



2013 URRWMO Final Budget

Bethel East Bethel Ham Lake Nowthen Oak Grove St. Francis
ACD 2012 Work Recommendations 1.08% 24.21% 0.99% 23.66% 29.69% 20.37%
Lake Levels Monitoring - Lake George, East Twin 
Lake, Cooper Lake, Minard Lake $800.00 $8.64 $193.68 $7.92 $189.28 $237.52 $162.96
Lake Water Quality Monitoring - Lake George, East 
Twin Lake $2,500.00 $27.00 $605.25 $24.75 $591.50 $742.25 $509.25
St. Francis High School Rum River Biomonitoring $825.00 $8.91 $199.73 $8.17 $195.20 $244.94 $168.05
Reference Wetland Hydrology - Alliant Tech, Cedar, 
Viking $1,680.00 $18.14 $406.73 $16.63 $397.49 $498.79 $342.22
URRWMO Website $310.00 $3.35 $75.05 $3.07 $73.35 $92.04 $63.15
URRWMO Annual Newsletter Article $350.00 $3.78 $84.74 $3.47 $82.81 $103.92 $71.30
Prepare 2010 Annual Report to BWSR $700.00 $7.56 $169.47 $6.93 $165.62 $207.83 $142.59
Water Quality Cost Share Grant Fund $1,000.00 $10.80 $242.10 $9.90 $236.60 $296.90 $203.70

$8,165.00 $88.18 $1,976.75 $80.83 $1,931.84 $2,424.19 $1,663.21

ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET (Split equally six ways) Bethel East Bethel Ham Lake Nowthen Oak Grove St. Francis
Copies & Postage $25.00 $4.17 $4.17 $4.17 $4.17 $4.17 $4.17
Recording secretary $1,200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00
Insurance-League of MN Cities insurance trust $2,500.00 $416.67 $416.67 $416.67 $416.67 $416.67 $416.67
Solicit bids for professional services $100.00 $16.67 $16.67 $16.67 $16.67 $16.67 $16.67
Budget for URRWMO matching participation on 
future grant opportunities (table V-1 of URRWMO 
plan) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Public notice of watershed plan amendments $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Audit $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Public outreach (each share based on LGU 
percentages) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$3,825.00 $637.50 $637.50 $637.50 $637.50 $637.50 $637.50

Budget Total $11,990.00 $725.68 $2,614.25 $718.33 $2,569.34 $3,061.69 $2,300.71

First 1/2 of budget due on or before January 1 $362.84 $1,307.12 $359.17 $1,284.67 $1,530.84 $1,150.36
Second 1/2 of budget due on or before July 1 $362.84 $1,307.13 $359.16 $1,284.67 $1,530.85 $1,150.35

Previous Budgets
2012 Budget was $12,415
2011 Budget was $16,617
2010 Budget was $18,185
2009 Budget was $13,130
2008 Budget was $26,205 (3rd Generation Plan)



DRAFT 2013 SRWMO Budget Breakout approved March 1, 2012
Linwood East Bethel Columbus Ham Lake

NON-OPERATING EXPENSES (split by percentages) 46.40% 32.93% 16.72% 3.95%

Annual report to BWSR and member communities $725.00 $336.40 $238.74 $121.22 $28.64

Grant Search and Applications -Typo and Martin Lakes Water Quality Projects, 

Coon Lake stormwater assessment stormwater retrofits, Aquatic plant education 

campaign, Lakeshore landscaping education $1,000.00 $464.00 $329.30 $167.20 $39.50

Lake Level Monitoring – Coon Lake, Linwood Lake, Martin Lake, Fawn Lake, Typo 

Lake $1,000.00 $464.00 $329.30 $167.20 $39.50

Reference Wetland Monitoring - Three reference wetlands $1,725.00 $800.40 $568.04 $288.42 $68.14

Carp Barriers Installation – Martin Lake & Typo Lake $15,000.00 6,960.00$          $4,939.50 $2,508.00 $592.50

Coon Lake Area tormwater Retrofit Assessment - Work begins late 2012, 

payment in 2013 $17,360.00 $8,055.04 $5,716.65 $2,902.59 $685.72

Website - Annual maintenance fee ($190), post mtg. minutes $10/ea x 6 = $60, post 

mtg. agendas $10/ea x 6 = $60 $310.00 $143.84 $102.08 $51.83 $12.25

Lakeshore Landscaping Marketing $4,000.00 $1,856.00 $1,317.20 $668.80 $158.00

Annual Educational Publication $500.00 $232.00 $164.65 $83.60 $19.75

$41,620.00 $19,311.68 $13,705.47 $6,958.86 $1,643.99

NON-OPERATING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS (split by percentages)

Independent Financial Review $300.00 $139.20 $98.79 $50.16 $11.85

Seek Bids for Professional Services $125.00 $58.00 $41.16 $20.90 $4.94

Legal $1,000.00 $464.00 $329.30 $167.20 $39.50

$1,425.00 $661.20 $469.25 $238.26 $56.29

OPERATING EXPENSE (split equally four ways)

ACD Administrator (on-call, limited) $1,500.00 $375.00 $375.00 $375.00 $375.00

Secretarial or other administrative $1,200.00 $300.00 $300.00 $300.00 $300.00

Liability Insurance $1,850.00 $462.50 $462.50 $462.50 $462.50

Administrative Assistance – City of East Bethel $300.00 $75.00 $75.00 $75.00 $75.00

$4,850.00 $1,212.50 $1,212.50 $1,212.50 $1,212.50

Grand Totals $47,895.00 $21,185.38 $15,387.22 $8,409.62 $2,912.78



CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-26 

 
RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING THE DONATION FROM CHOPS, INC. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel has received a donation in the amount of $500 from CHOPS, 

Inc. for purchasing equipment for the Fire Department. 
 
  NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAST 
BETHEL, MINNESOTA THAT:  the City Council of the City of East Bethel acknowledges and accepts 
the donation from CHOPS, Inc. in the amount of $500 for Fire Department equipment.  
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: the City Council of the City of East Bethel expresses its 
thanks and appreciation to CHOPS, Inc. for this donation. 
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 
 
 



CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-27 

 
RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING BUTLER AND ASSOCIATES INSURANCE AGENCY 

FOR THEIR ADOPTION OF ANDERSON LAKE PARK 
 

 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel is responsible for the overall maintenance of the East Bethel 
Park System; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Adopt-A-Park Program provides an opportunity for community organizations, 
residents, and businesses to become involved in a commitment to their City park system; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel recognizes the extraordinary efforts required from the 
community organizations, residents, and businesses and the potential economic savings to the City based 
on these efforts. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAST BETHEL, 
MINNESOTA THAT:  the City Council of the City of East Bethel expresses its thanks and appreciation 
to Butler and Associates Insurance Agency for their commitment to help maintain Anderson Lake Park as 
part of the Adopt-A-Park Program.  
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 



CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-28 

 
RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING CUB SCOUT PACK 387 FOR THEIR ADOPTION OF 

BOOSTER PARK 
 

 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel is responsible for the overall maintenance of the East Bethel 
Park System; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Adopt-A-Park Program provides an opportunity for community organizations, 
residents, and businesses to become involved in a commitment to their City park system; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel recognizes the extraordinary efforts required from the 
community organizations, residents, and businesses and the potential economic savings to the City based 
on these efforts. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAST BETHEL, 
MINNESOTA THAT:  the City Council of the City of East Bethel expresses its thanks and appreciation 
to Cub Scout Pack 387 for their commitment to help maintain Booster Park as part of the Adopt-A-Park 
Program.  
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 





























CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-29 

 
RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING DONATION FROM EAST BETHEL SENIORS FOR THE 

SCHOOL HOUSE RENOVATION  
 

 WHEREAS, the City of East Bethel has received a donation in the amount of $1,000 from the 
East Bethel Seniors for the renovation of the school house that was relocated to Booster East Park in 
2010.  
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAST BETHEL, 
MINNESOTA THAT:  the City Council of the City of East Bethel acknowledges and accepts the 
donation from the East Bethel Seniors for the renovation of the school house located in Booster East Park.  
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: the City Council of the City of East Bethel expresses its 
thanks and appreciation to the East Bethel Seniors who have donated $1,000 to the City for renovation of 
the school house. 
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 
 
 



                                                                        2012-2013 Liquor License Renewal List                                                
                                                                  Approval at June 6, 2012 City Council Meeting 

NAME 
OF  

LICENSEE 

           
ON-SALE 

 
OFF-SALE 

 
ON-SALE 

3.2 
OFF-SALE 

3.2 
SUNDAY 
SALES 

WORKERS  
COMP 

BACKGROUND 
FORMS RECEIVED 

INSURANCE 
CERTIFICATE 

ALL 
DONE 

CHECK & 
APPS 

RECVD 

City Code 
Requirements 

Met 
            

FAT BOYS BAR & GRILL 
 

3500.00 N/A N/A N/A 200.00 NO NO 
Total of one owner NO NO  NO 

COOPER'S CORNER N/A N/A N/A $150.00 N/A Yes Yes 
Total of four owners No No 04/30/2012 Yes 

 
HUNTERS INN 3500.00 380.00 N/A N/A 200.00 Yes Yes 

Total of two owners Yes Yes 5/30/2012 Yes 
 

 
VIKING MEADOWS 

 
3500.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of three owners 

 
Yes  Yes 5/29/2012 Yes 

 
E.J.’s BOTTLE SHOP 

 
3500.00 

 
280.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owner No Yes  

05/25/2012 Yes 

 
BLACK BEAR LIQUOR 

 
N/A 

 
380`.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owners 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
05/29/2012 Yes 

 
(Coon Lake Tap & Grill) 

PURPLE REIGN 

 
3500.00 

 
380.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owner  

NO NO 6/1/2012  

 
HIDDEN HAVEN 
COUNTRY CLUB 

 
3500.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
150.00 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owner  

Yes 
 

Yes 
 

05/30/2012 Yes 

 
WAYNE’S LIQUOR 

 
N/A 

 
$380.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owner 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
05/29/2012 Yes 

 
COOPER’S CORNER LIQ 

STORE 

 
N/A 

 
$380.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of four owners No No 

 
04/30/2012 

 
Yes 

 
BLUE RIBBON PINES 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
250.00 

 
N/A 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

 

Yes 
Total of five owners  

Yes 
 

Yes 
 

05/18/2012 
 

Yes 

 
ROUTE 65 PUB & GRUB 

 
3500.00 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
200.00 

 
Yes 

Yes 
Total of one owner Yes Yes 

 
05/20/2012 

 
Yes 

GO FOR IT N/A $380.00 N/A N/A N/A No Yes 
Total of one owner 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
05/15/2012 

 
Yes 

 
 

If in bold, then requirements have been met. If not in bold, we have not received information required. 











 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 7.0 A.1 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Website Update 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider appointing a committee to address current issues with the City website  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
The City’s website was updated to new template in June 2011. This update was an improvement 
over the format and template of the existing website but was intended as only the first step to 
make the website more user friendly and current with basic website standards.  
 
To insure that all the concerns regarding the website are addressed, staff is requesting that City 
Council appoint a committee composed of two Council members and one member from the EDA 
and Planning Commission and up to two citizen members to work with staff to prepare 
recommendations and directions to correct and improve the content, format and utility of the 
current website. These recommendations will be used as the outline and specifications to solicit a 
vendor to perform this work.  
 
It should be the goal of this committee to develop recommendations and report their findings to 
City Council at the July 5, 2012 Council meeting.  The recommended schedule for the 
Committee meetings are Wednesday, June 13th  at 6:30 PM, and Wednesday June 20th at 5:30 
PM. Monday June 25th and Wednesday June 27th at 6:30 PM can be included if necessary.    
 
Invitations were extended to and attendance was requested by Brian Mundle, Jr., Jordan 
Flagstad, Teri Nicolas, Jodi Vetsch and Randy Plaisance as citizen applicants for this committee. 
Council, may at this time, interview the candidates.   
 
Attachment(s): 
Citizen applicants for the Committee 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
To be determined 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Staff requests that City Council appoint a Website Committee composed of two Council persons, 
one member from both the EDA and Planning Commission and two citizen members to provide 
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recommendations to Council for the website update and that these recommendations from the 
committee be presented to Council no later than July 5, 2012.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 













 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 8.0 A.1 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Administrative Subdivision /Registered Land Survey - 1872 Briarwood Lane, East Bethel 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider Approval of the Registered Land Survey for Larry Peterson  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Property Owners/Applicants:      
Larry Peterson      David and Traci Johnson    
1872 Briarwood Lane     1821 Briarwood Lane 
East Bethel, MN 55011    East Bethel, MN 55011 
PIN 033-33-23-32-0003    PIN 33-33-23-23-0004 
Tract A: 0.66 acres     9.9 acres 
 
Tract B: 0.78 acres 
Permanent Easement for Road, Drainage, and Utility 
 
PIN 33-33-23-32-0015 
Tract C: 15.8 acres 
  
Mr. Peterson is requesting approval of a Registered Land Survey.  Attachment 4 shows the 
Registered Land Survey.   Each tract is owned by Mr. Peterson.  Tract A is small in size and is of 
insufficient use to Mr. Peterson.  He is proposing that Tract A be combined with the property 
owned by Mr. and Mrs. Johnson at 1821 Briarwood Lane,as shown on attachment 1, and intend 
to add Tract A to their property.   
 
The Johnson’s existing property is 9.9 acres; combining Tract A will increase their property to 
10.56 acres.   Mr. Peterson will retain ownership of Tract B and C.  Tract C will remain at its 
current size of 15.8 acres.  However, the City Engineer and City Attorney have made the 
suggestion that Tract B be deeded to the City of East Bethel as Tract B is an existing permanent 
easement for road, drainage, and utility purposes. 
 
Attachment 5 and 6 are the letters from Mr. Craig Jochum, City Engineer and Mr. Mark Vierling, 
City Attorney.   Mr. Jochum suggests a delineation of the wetlands; however, staff recommends 
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this not be required since the property is not subdivided for building purposes, rather it is an 
existing lot of record with existing structures.  Mr. Jochum also suggests the Tract B be deeded 
to the City of East Bethel.   
 
Mr. Vierling recommends an ownership lien and encumbrance report be made part of this action,  
Tract B be deeded to the City of East Bethel and that Tract A must be combined with Mr. and 
Mrs. Johnson’s parcel, located at 1821 Briarwood Lane.  
 
Anoka County Surveyors Office has reviewed the survey and found it acceptable. 
 
Attachments: 

1. Location Map 
2. City Application 
3. Registered Land Survey - Aerial 
4. Registered Land Survey 
5. City Engineer Letter, Dated May 29, 2012 
6. City Attorney Letter, Dated May 30, 2012 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
None at this time 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation: 
City Staff is recommending approval of the Administrative Subdivision/Registered Land Survey 
for the property known as 1872 Briarwood Lane, PIN’s 33-33-23-32-0015 and 33-33-23-32-
0003.  The approval shall be contingent on the following: 
 

1. Submit an ownership and encumbrance report ion all of what now constitutes Tracts A, 
B, and C prior to registering the land. 

2. Obtain a conveyance of Tract B within the registered land survey to the City of East 
Bethel. 

3. Tract A must be merged with the property known as 1821 Briarwood Lane, PIN 33-33-
23-23-0004.  

4. Filing of the Registered Land Survey must be completed no later than September 28, 
2012.   Failure to file may void the approval by the City Council.  

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 

 
 





















 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 8.0 B.1 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Amendment No. 2 to the Metropolitan Council Agreement  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Requested Action: 
Consider approval of Amendment No. 2 to the Metropolitan Council Construction Cooperation 
and Cost Share Agreement  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
November 12, 2010 the City entered into a Construction Cooperation and Cost Share Agreement 
with Metropolitan Council to construct the Phase 1 Project 1 Utilities. The Agreement identifies 
the cost share between the Metropolitan Council and the City for the project. The estimated cost 
for the Metropolitan Council identified in the original Agreement was $8,100,000. Amendment 
No. 1 which was approved by City Council on May 2, 2012 revised the total estimated cost share 
for Metropolitan Council from $8,100,000 to $8,700,000 based on the actual construction bid.  
 
Attached Amendment No. 2 provides the conditions and estimated cost share between the City 
and Metropolitan Council for the joint Castle Towers/Whispering Aspen sewer forcemain 
project. The estimated cost share is as follows: 
 
Item City Project Costs Council Project Costs 
   
Estimated Design Cost  $ 102,000  $ 198,000 
Estimated Construction Cost  $2,100,000  $4,100,000 
Construction Phase Administration, 
Engineering and Inspection  $ 190,000  $ 368,000 
Land Acquisition  $ 150,000  $ 750,000 
 Subtotal  $2,542,000  $5,416,000 
 
Section 3.04 of this agreement allows the City to reject the bid as recommended by the 
Metropolitan Council.  However, the City would be required to pay the Cost of the Design 
Documents. 
 
Attachment(s): 

1. Amendment No. 2 to the Metropolitan Council Construction Cooperation and 
Cost Share Agreement  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Fiscal Impact: 
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As noted above. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Staff recommends Council approve Amendment No. 2 to the Metropolitan Council Construction 
Cooperation and Cost Share Agreement. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE CONSTRUCTION COOPERATION  
AND  

COST SHARING AGREEMENT 
 

Between 
 

City of East Bethel and Metropolitan Council 
 

The Amendment No. 2 to Construction Cooperation and Cost Sharing Agreement 
(“Amendment No. 2”) is entered into this ____ day of ________ 2012, by and between the 
City of East Bethel, a municipal corporation under the laws of the State of Minnesota 
(hereinafter referred to as “East Bethel”), and the Metropolitan Council, a public 
corporation and political subdivision of the State of Minnesota (hereinafter referred to as 
“Council”). 
  

In the joint and mutual exercise of their powers and in consideration of the mutual 
covenants contained in this agreement, the parties recite and agree as follows: 
 

RECITALS 
 

1. East Bethel and Council have entered into a Construction Cooperation and 
Cost Sharing Agreement (“Agreement”) dated November 12, 2010, in which East Bethel 
has agreed to construct a project identified and described in the Agreement as the Council 
Project (hereinafter referred to as “Council Project”).  The Agreement was amended on 
May 2, 2012 (Amendment No. 1). 

 
2. The parties have now determined that it is in their mutual best interests to 

again amend the Agreement. 
 

AGREEMENT 
NOW, THEREFORE, for mutual valuable consideration, the sufficiency of 

which has been agreed to by parties, the Council and East Bethel agree to amend the 
Agreement as follows: 

 
1. Add the following to the to the RECITALS: 
 

8. The Council and the City have determined that it is in their best interests to add 
additional joint projects to this Agreement in order to have the Council in 
conjunction with a Council Project Construction project hereinafter referred to as 
the “Council Project No. 2” act as the City’s agent for design and construction of 
certain facilities for the City, hereinafter referred to as the “City Project No. 2” and 
to specify cost sharing by City. The Council shall prepare Council Project No. 2 
Final Construction Documents.  
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 For purposes of the Agreement, the Council Project No. 2 is described as follows:   
 
  Construction of reclaimed water lines from Viking Boulevard to land 

application Site A located south of 207th Avenue and east of Trunk Highway 65 
with a lateral connection to land application Site E located south of 229th Avenue 
and west of Trunk Highway 65.  

 
 For purposes of this Agreement, the City Project No. 2 is described as follows:   
 
  Forcemain sewer from Site E to Viking Boulevard as part of the system to 

serve the Castle Towers/Whispering Aspen Service Area identified as the 2012 
Castle Towers/Whispering Aspen Sewer Project.  
 
2. Add the following to ARTICLE 1. 

 
1.03 The purpose of this Agreement is to set forth the terms and conditions and 

responsibilities of each of the parties to this Agreement with respect to the design 
and construction of the “City Project No. 2”.   

 
1.04 The City hereby consents to and appoints the Council as its agent to design, to 

acquire easements and permits for (other than regulatory permits as provided in 
Article IX of this Agreement), to advertise for bids for the work and construction 
of the City Project, to receive and open bids pursuant to said advertisement and to 
enter into a contract with a successful bidder at the price specified in the bid of 
such bidder, and to construct the City Project No. 2 in accordance with the Council 
Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents as defined ahead in Section 2.03 of 
this Agreement. 

 
3. Add the following to ARTICLE II 

 
2.03 With respect to City Project No 2, the City will provide design guidelines to the 

Council.  The Council will prepare or have prepared and submit to City for City’s 
review and acceptance, design documents for the City Project No. 2.  City shall 
provide such review to the extent feasible and reasonable, within five (5) business 
days and shall provide its acceptance or its reason for withholding such acceptance 
of the design documents to the Council in writing.  If City withholds acceptance of 
the design documents, Council shall make such revisions as required to obtain the 
City’s acceptance of the documents.  The design documents for the City Project 
No. 2 which have been accepted in writing by the City are referred to as the “City 
Project No. 2 Design Documents.”  Council shall incorporate the City Project 
No. 2 Design Documents into the Council Project No. 2 Final Construction 
Documents prepared by the Council.   
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4. Add the following to ARTICLE III 
 
3.03 The Council shall include in the bidding documents specific line items for 

construction of the City Project No. 2. 
 

3.04 The Council will tabulate the bids and submit to the Council a recommendation for 
selection of a bidder and award of a contract.  The City shall have ten (10) calendar 
days to review the bids and either accept the bids and the Council’s 
recommendation for selection of a bidder and award of contract or to reject any or 
all bids and the Council’s recommendation for a bidder and award of contract.  The 
City shall inform the Council in writing of its acceptance or rejection as provided 
in the previous sentence.  If the City rejects the Council’s recommended selection 
of apparent low bidder, the City will contemporaneously provide to the Council, in 
writing, the reasons for such rejection.  Subsequent to rejection of the bids by the 
City, the Council may elect to delete the City’s Project No. 2 from the Contract 
and award the work for Council’s Project No. 2 or readvertise the project for only 
the work in Council Project No. 2.  The Council acknowledges that City 
procedures may require approval by the City’s governing body if the bids for the 
City Project No. 2 exceed the estimated City Project No. 2 costs set forth in 
Exhibit B of this Agreement.  The Council agrees to include in the Council’s bid 
documents provisions to allow sufficient time for Council governing body 
approval if necessary and requested by the City. 
 
If the City rejects the award recommended by the Council, this amendment shall 
become null and void.  In the event this Agreement becomes null and void in 
accordance with the terms of this Article III Section 3.02, the City shall pay to the 
Council the costs of the City Project No. 2 Project Design Documents, and actual, 
reasonable and verifiable administrative fees associated with the bidding process 
expended by the Council for the City Project No. 2 in accordance with the terms of 
this Amendment. 
 
5. Add the following to ARTICLE IV 

 
4.05 Not less than seven (7) business days prior to commencement of the City Project 

No. 2 by the Council, the Council will give written notice to the City of its 
intention to commence construction, said notice to be directed as provided in 
Section 15.06 of this Agreement. 

4.06 The Council will administer the City Project No. 2 contract work which is 
governed by the Council Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents.  The 
Council will provide to the City monthly construction reports indicating 
construction progress.  The Council’s Authorized Representative will have 
responsibility for the supervision of the work.  If the Council reasonably 
determines that the work has not been properly constructed in accordance with the 
Council Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents, the Council through its 

3 
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Authorized Representative shall inform the City’s Authorized Representative in 
writing of such defects as soon as such defects are identified.  The term 
“Authorized Representative” means, with respect to the Council, the General 
Manager of the Council’s Environmental Services Division or his/her designee 
and, with respect to the City, its City Administrator or his/her designee.   

 
4.07 As work on the City Project No. 2 progresses, the Council shall require its 

contractor to make the corrections and/or meet the requirements of the Council 
Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents requested by the City through its 
Authorized Representative.  Council Project No. 2 work shall be performed in 
accordance with the Council Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents.  The 
Council’s Authorized Representative will inform the City in writing of completion 
of construction of the Council Project and will provide final pay quantity 
documentation.  Upon being informed of completion of the City Project No. 2, the 
City will inform the Council in writing whether the Council Project does or does 
not conform to the Council Project Final Construction Documents.  The City will 
further inform the Council of the specific reasons for non-conformance to the 
Council Project Final Construction Documents and what steps, in the opinion of 
the City, must be taken by the Council to make the Council Project No. 2 conform 
to the Council Project No. 2 Final Construction Documents.   

 
4.08 The final decision on conformance of the City Project No.2 to the Council Project 

Final Construction Documents will be made by the Council.  Evidence of 
acceptance of the completed Council Project will be in writing by letter from the 
Council’s Authorized Representative.  The Council will not unreasonably withhold 
the determination that the construction of the Council Project conforms to the 
Council Project Final Construction Documents of the Council Project No. 2. 

 
6. Add the following to Article VI. 

 
6.08 The estimated total cost for the City Project No. 2 as shown in greater detail on 

Exhibit B is Two Million Five Hundred Forty-Two Thousand ($2,542,000), which 
total cost includes all costs for design, land acquisition and construction, including 
professional services.  This cost also includes a 12 percent construction 
contingency based on the preliminary project cost estimate.  Further, it is agreed 
that the City shall pay no more than 25% of the dewatering costs.  The cost for 
City Project No. 2 shall be used to offset costs for the Council Project stated in 
Article VI Section 6.01 of this agreement.  

 
7. Add the following to Article VIII. 

 
8.06 For the purposes of Council Project No. 2 and City Project No. 2, the Council shall 

be responsible for the acquisition of the property rights in the form of permanent 
and temporary easements necessary for the construction, operation and 
maintenance of the Council Project, including acquisition by eminent domain, if 
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necessary.  Permanent easement rights shall be obtained in the name of the 
Metropolitan Council. In areas where permanent easements are required, the City 
will be responsible for only the land costs based on a 5 foot width that runs parallel 
with the City sewer forcemain.  The City shall enter into encroachment agreements 
with the Council to operate and maintain its facilities that are located in Council 
easements.  

  
8. Add the following to Article IX 

 
City shall apply for and secure necessary regulatory permits and approvals for the City 
Project No.2, including the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (“MPCA”) sewer 
extension permit and environmental review approval as required.  The Council shall not 
award the construction contract(s) until all regulatory permits and approvals for the City 
Project No. 2 have been obtained by the City and copies provided by the City to the 
Council. 
 

9. Add the following to Article 11. 
 
11.02 Upon completion of the construction and acceptance of the City Project No.2 by 

the City pursuant to this Agreement, the City Project No. 2 and all associated 
warranties and guarantees provided by the construction contractors and 
subcontractors associated with the City Project shall be assigned by the Council to 
the City and shall become the property of the City.  All operation, maintenance, 
restoration, repair or replacement required for the City Project No.2 thereafter shall 
be performed by the City. 
 

11.03 At the time of completion of construction of the City Project No.2 in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement, the City Project shall be considered to be a part 
of the city’s municipal sanitary sewer system. 

  
10. Add the following to Article XII. 

 
12.03 The city shall not be obligated to pay Council Service Availability Charge (SAC) 

charges for existing connections in the Whispering Aspen/Castle Towers Service 
Area that were in service as of October 13, 2011. For new connections in the 
Whispering Aspen/Castle Towers Service Area after October 13, 2011, the City 
shall pay SAC to Council for new connections. 
 

12.04 Existing connections in the Whispering Aspen/Castle Towers Service Area as of 
October 13, 2011 shall not be used to offset city payment obligations as provided 
in Article XII, Section 12.02.  
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 IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to 
be executed by their respective duly authorized officers as of the day and year first above 
written. 
 
 
Approved as to form: 

 
      
Jeanne K. Matross 
Office of General Counsel 
 

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
 
 
By:         
 
Title:   Regional Administrator 
 
Date:       
 
 

Approved as to form: 

 
      
City Attorney 

CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
By:       
 
Title:        
 
Date:       
 
 
 

 

6 

 



 

 
 

EXHIBIT B 
Estimated Costs for Council Project and City Project No. 2 

 
 
 

 
Council Project Costs - Project No. 1  
Interceptor Sewer Facilities  
 Viking Blvd/STH 65 Segments $6,340,000 
 Plant Influent/Storage Segment $1,100,000 
Treated Water Pipeline $1,250,000 
 Subtotal $8,700,000 
  
Council Project Costs – Project No. 2  
Estimated Design Cost $198,000 
Estimated Construction Cost $4,100,000 
Construction Phase Administration, 
Engineering and Inspection $368,000 
Land Acquisition $750,000 
 Subtotal $5,416,000 

Total Council Obligation $14,116,000 
  

City Project Costs – Project No. 2  
Estimated Design Costs $102,000 
Estimated Construction Costs $2,100,000 
Construction Phase Administration, 
Engineering and Inspection 

 
$190,000 

Land Acquisition $150,000 
 Total $2,542,000 
  

 
 
 
Note: Total estimated cost includes all costs for design, land acquisition, and construction, 

including professional services, but excluding legal services. 
 

 



 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 8.0 D. 1 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Resolution 2012-30 Accepting Annual Financial Statements and Auditor’s Annual Report 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider adopting Resolution 2012-30 Accepting the 2011 Annual Financial Report and Annual 
Auditor’s Report 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
The 2011 Annual Financial Report (AFR) has been prepared, audited and is presented for your 
review and approval. 
 
Resolution 2012-30 formally accepts and adopts the 2011 Annual Financial Report and directs 
the submission of the Annual Financial Report to the State Auditor. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
None 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s): 
Staff recommends adoption of Resolution 2012-30 Accepting the 2011 Annual Financial Report 
for operations and activities of the City of East Bethel for fiscal year 2011 and direction to 
submit the report to the state Auditor. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 
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CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-30 

 
RESOLUTION ACCEPTING AND ADOPTING THE 2011 CITY OF EAST 

BETHEL ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT (AFR) 
 
 WHEREAS, City staff has prepared the 2011 Annual Financial Report of the 
City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City’s auditing firm, Abdo, Eick & Meyers LLP, has completed 
its review of the financial report; and 

 
WHEREAS, the audit opinion finds that the financial report presents fairly, in all 

material respects, the financial position of the City as of December 31, 2011. 
 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA THAT: the City Council hereby accepts and adopts 
the 2011 Annual Financial Report and directs its submission to the State Auditor. 
 
Adopted this 6th day of June, 2012 by the City Council of the City of East Bethel. 
 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
______________________________ 
Richard Lawrence, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jack Davis, City Administrator 
 
 
 
 



 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 8.0 G.1 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Interim Building Official 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider approving an Interim Building Official 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
The City’s Building Official has submitted his resignation effective June 7, 2012. State Statutes 
require that statutory Cities must have a City Building Official. The Building Official can be a 
staff or a contracted position but must be one who is certified as a Building Official.  
 
In order to comply with statute, the City must designate a Building Official and provide 
notification to the Department of Labor and Industry as to the change. There are three options 
available to consider: 

1.) Assign  the current Building Inspector to the position of interim Building Official; 
2.) Contract the services with one of our neighboring Cities or Townships; 
3.) Contract the service for the Building Official with a private company; or 
4.) A combination of any of the above items. 

 
Linwood Township has agreed to allow us to designate their Building Official, Kevin Tramm, as 
East Bethel’s interim Building Official if we choose this alternative as a temporary solution 
while we undertake the steps to fill the position.  
 
Should Council consider temporarily contracting this service, a sample proposal for building 
inspection services is attached for your review.  Inspectron is one company that provides this 
type of service. They are headquartered in Rosemount and provide Building Code Compliance 
services to over 40 cities and townships. . They administer and perform all functions of Building 
and Zoning Code compliance and administration and Individual Sewage Treatment Systems 
programs. Inspectron is ICC, MPCA, Minnesota Certified and a member of the 10,000 Lakes 
Chapter of Building Officials, Central Minnesota Code Officials, International Code Council 
(ICC), National Fire Protection Association, (NFPA) and the Minnesota Building Permits 
Technicians Association (MBPTA).  
 
Attachment(s): 
Building Inspection Proposal  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
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There are sufficient funds in the 2012 Building Department Budget to cover the costs of any of 
the three alternative described above. It is estimated that contracting for the Building Official 
service would cost approximately $4,400 (80 hours of service), assigning the current Building 
Inspector to the position of interim Building Official would cost approximately $3,500 (320 
hours) and the cost of contracting the services with a neighboring City would be approximately 
$1,000. The time span of utilizing a temporary or interim Building Official is anticipated to be 2 
months and would permit the City to advertise and hire a Building Official.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Staff is recommending that the position of Building Official be filled by a full time employ of the 
City at a salary to be determined and is seeking direction as to Council’s intent to proceed on the 
designation of a temporary Building Official until staffing of this position can be completed .  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 











 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
June 6, 2012 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 8.0 G.2 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
City Billboard 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider approving the solicitation of bids for a City Reader Board   
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Since 2006 the City Billboard at the intersection of Viking Boulevard and Hwy. 65 has 
experienced severe wind damage in May of 2007 at repair cost of $639, February 2008 at a 
repair cost of $4,788 and October 2010 at a repair cost of $5,038. In the previous two instances 
the acrylic panels have been blown out and the electrical system of the sign has been severely 
damaged. Even though insurance covered the repair costs in 2008 and 2010, there was a $1,000 
deductible charge for each of these claims. The estimate to repair the current damage is $3,890 
plus any electrical work that may be required.  
 
The current sign’s design makes it vulnerable to damage from high winds and significant rainfall 
events and the damage done by the storm of May 27, 2012 will not be the last of these claims. 
The other problems, aside from the damage issues associated with the current sign, are the need 
for manually changing the messages and the limits as to the number messages and the space 
devoted to their display. There is also a safety and a manpower resource issue with assigning 
personnel to physically change each and every message that is displayed on the board. 
 
Due to the limitations of the current billboard and its continued susceptibility to storm damage, 
an electronic reader board would be a preferred option. The reader board could be designed to be 
more aesthetically pleasing than the existing billboard and have the ability to display multiple 
messages in real time. The reader board would be less likely to be suffer storm damage and could 
be remotely controlled and programmed from City Hall, enabling instant message changing and 
eliminating the need for at least 2 to 2 1/2 man hours of staff time for each and  every message 
change.  
 
Should Council determine that a reader board is the accepted alternative for the replacement of 
the bill board sign, the City sign ordinance would need to be amended to exempt public signs 
from conditions of the ordinance.  Our City Attorney has indicated that many cities in drafting 
code provisions distinguish and differentiate public signage from commercial or private signage. 
We could consider defining “public signage” as that owned and maintained by the city for 
directing the public to city owned facilities or for publicizing information for local government 
announcements, public services or other matters of civic interest. Most cities generally have one 
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such sign for community notices and an ordinance revision may need to include this as a 
consideration.  Even though this may be construed by others to be a double standard as to the 
application of the ordinance, there is a separate and unique distinction between a public sign that 
is intended for disseminating matters of City interest as opposed to a private sign meant for 
advertising or sale purposes.  
 
There is no lease on the property where the existing sign is located. Ms. Ardis Hoffman owns the 
property and has indicated she would be willing to sign a lease for a new sign. Regardless of the 
decision on replacement of the existing sign, it would be advisable to enter into a lease 
agreement with Ms. Hoffman if a sign is to remain at this location.  
 
Attachment(s): 
Reader Board Sign Rendering 
Resolution  2011-05 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
The cost of a new reader board with architectural amenities is estimated to be in the $75,000 to 
$100,000 range. There is currently $50,000 in the 2012 EDA budget and a preliminary request 
for $45,000 for 2013 EDA budget for a reader board sign. If approval is granted by City Council 
to replace the existing sign with a new reader board an inter-fund no interest loan can be 
extended from our HRA account to cover those costs of the sign above $50,000.  The balance 
would be repaid from the 2013 EDA budget.   
 
The East Bethel Seniors have pledged $5,000 toward a reader board and the City has filed a 
claim with the LMC for the damages to the sign. The amount of the claim payment from the 
League is pending their approval of the repair estimates and is subject to a $1,000 deductible. 
This proposal will be submitted to the EDA at their June 27, 2012 meeting for their 
recommendation. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Staff is requesting approval from City Council to solicit designs and proposals to replace the 
existing bill board sign with a reader board to be located at the current location of Viking 
Boulevard and Hwy. 65.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
City Council Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 







 
CITY OF EAST BETHEL 

 
INTERIM PERMIT 

 
C.S. MCCROSSAN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 

TEMPORARY CONCRETE PLANT 
WYATT SITE 

 
 
 
File No.: ___________________                            Date Issued: June   2012__  
 
 
Legal Description:  (Anoka County Geo. Code: TBD) 
 

See Attached Exhibit "A" 
 
Owner: Myrtice Wyatt 
  _________________________ 
 East Bethel, MN  
 
Applicant: C.S. McCrossan Construction Company. 
         ______________________________. 
         ______________________________ 
                                       
 
Site Address: ____________________________ 
 
 
Present Zoning District: _____________________________ 
 
Permitted uses set forth in Ordinance_____  Section _______________  
 

I. INTERIM PERMIT: As requested by C.S.McCrossan Construction Company 
permission is granted to locate a temporary concrete plant to be used for the TH 65 
“whitetop” project. The temporary plant will cease operations at the conclusion of the 
project. Permission is contingent upon the following conditions: 

 
1. Applicant will adhere to city ordinances affecting noise, hours of operation dust and 

smoke. Hours of operation shall be limited to 5:00 am to 7:00 pm Monday through 
Friday and 6:00 am to 12:00 pm (noon) on Saturday unless otherwise approved by the 
City Council. 

2. Applicant will secure any and all MPCA, MNDOT and NPDES permits as may be 
required and shall identify and contain on site any hazardous substances complying 
with MPCA regulations regarding same. Applicant shall submit a Storm Water 



Pollution Prevention Plan for review by the City Engineer addressing site erosion 
control, material storage, concrete washout procedures and other site activities. 
Applicant shall protect existing drainage features with silt fence or other approved 
erosion control devices. Applicant shall provide and maintain vegetation on any 
screening berms. 

3. Upon conclusion of the project applicant shall return the site to as good or better 
condition than existed prior to commencement of its operations. Applicant shall 
submit a cleanup and closure plan to the City Engineer for review and approval. 

4. Applicant shall post with the city a copy of its insurance certificate designating the city 
as certificate holder for the period of operations maintaining coverage’s at or above 
those specified under Minn. Stat 466.04. 

5. Applicant shall comply with recommendations from the City Engineer regarding the 
discharge and retention of waste and storm water from the site through the time period 
of its use of the site. 

6. Applicant shall maintain the property compliant with all other city ordinances affecting 
public health, safety and nuisance.  

7. Applicant shall provide a plan that addresses temporary storm water drainage features 
that will be constructed to maintain the flow on the south end of Baltimore Street. 

8. Applicant shall provide a $16,000 cash escrow or approved letter of credit to ensure all 
site restoration is completed.  

9. Applicant shall pay all city review costs. Any costs not paid will be drawn from the 
security identified in item 8 above. 

 
II.  Annual review: Annual review is not imposed as a condition of this permit however this 

permit will terminate no later than____________2012. 
 
  
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have set forth their hands and seals.  
 
      CITY OF EAST BETHEL 
 
 
Date:___________________      By_____________________________ 
        Richard Lawrence 
        Mayor 
 
 
Date:___________________      By_____________________________ 
        Jack Davis 
        City Administrator 
 
 
 
      C.S. McCrossan Construction Company. 
 



 
 
Date:___________________   By       
           Permit Holder 
 
      Owner: 
 
 
 
Date:      By       
         
  



EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
 



 



 
 

PUBLIC FORUM SIGN UP SHEET 
  

June 6, 2012 
 

The East Bethel City Council welcomes residents and property owners to the Public Forum. The purpose of the forum is to provide residents and 
property owners an opportunity to respectfully inform the Council of issues they are concerned about.   

 
The following guidelines apply to the Public Forum: 
 

1. A resident/property owner may address the Council on any matter not on the agenda during the Public Forum portion of the agenda. 
2. A person desiring to speak must sign up prior to the time the Council reaches the Forum on the agenda. 
3. The Mayor will invite speakers up to the podium/microphone. 
4. Once the Mayor has recognized the speaker, the speaker should state his/her name, address, and phone number. 
5. Each speaker should attempt to limit their presentation to 3 minutes. 
6. If a group of persons wish to address the Council regarding the same issue, the group should elect a spokesperson to present the group’s 

issue to the Council. 
7. The Council will listen to the issue but will not engage in dialogue or a Q & A session. If a majority of the Council would like to address 

the issue in more detail, it can be added to the agenda or can be addressed during the regular agenda of a future meeting. 
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