
City Council Agenda:  October 22, 2019 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF  
THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2019 
7:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
  
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL  

 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the Regular City Council Meeting on October 8, 2019 
 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

4. VISITORS AND PRESENTATIONS 
 
A.  Swearing in of Keirsten Englund 

 
B.  Robb Olson – Prosecuting Attorney 
 
C.  AV Pilot Project 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
A. Resolution adopting assessment roll for 2019 Street Reconstruction Projects (Project No. 

19-01 & 19-06) 
 

B. Resolution establishing the Downtown Area Special Service District Levy for the years 
2020 and 2021 
 

C. Resolution establishing and imposing special assessment for the year 2020 with no 
interest on taxable property within the Birch Lake Improvement District 
 

D. Resolution certifying delinquent charges related to the municipal utility system 
assessment 
 

E. Resolution certifying delinquent 2019 miscellaneous private property assessment for 
recovery of city expenses 

 
6. LAND USE 
 

Nothing scheduled 
 

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 
Nothing scheduled 
 

8. ORDINANCES 
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A.  First reading of an ordinance amending Article VI of the Municipal Code by adding 

chapter 608 temporarily prohibiting the use of motorboats on East Goose Lake 
 

9. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A.  Resolution providing benefits for employees of the City of White Bear Lake who are not 
covered by employment agreements 

 
10. CONSENT 
 

A.  Resolution establishing 2020 polling place designations 
 
B.  Resolution approving special assessment 

 
11. DISCUSSION 
 
12. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER 

 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
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MINUTES 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2019 
7:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Jo Emerson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Councilmembers Doug Biehn, 
Kevin Edberg, Steven Engstran, Dan Jones and Bill Walsh were present. Staff members 
present were City Manager Ellen Hiniker, City Engineer Paul Kauppi, Planning Technician 
Ashton Miller and City Attorney Troy Gilchrist. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

A. Minutes of the Regular City Council Meeting on September 10, 2019 
 
It was moved by Councilmember Edberg, seconded by Councilmember Jones, to 
approve the Minutes of the Regular City Council Meeting on September 10, 2019. 

 
Motion carried unanimously.  

 
3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

 
City Manager Hiniker asked to remove 6.A.2 for consideration at the next City Council 
meeting. She asked to remove 9.A per the applicant’s request. 
 
It was moved by Councilmember Biehn, seconded by Councilmember Jones, to approve 
the agenda as amended. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
4. VISITORS AND PRESENTATIONS 

 
A.  Marvin Reed – Retiring Planning Commission member 
 

Hiniker summarized Marvin Reed’s accomplishments during nine years of service on 
the Planning Commission, including the Boatworks Commons, the Comprehensive Plan 
and the recent Schafer Richardson project. Mayor Emerson presented a bear plague in 
recognition of his service to the City. Member Reed shared his positive experience and 
urged others to become involved in civic society. 

   
B.  Toastmasters Proclamation 

 
 Mayor Emerson read a proclamation declaring October as Toastmasters’ month. 
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C.  White Bear Lake Area Public Schools ISD 624 

 
Superintendent Wayne Kazmierczak presented information on the School District’s 
bond referendum. Driving factors included facilities at capacity, safety concerns and 
aging infrastructure. He discussed the unique opportunity the district has to reimagine 
the high school experience in White Bear Lake. Should the referendum be approved, 
residents’ tax levy would continue to be lower than average for neighboring districts. 

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Walsh, Mr. Kazmierczak explained that 
residential growth is district-wide with new housing growth concentrated in the north 
and housing stock turnover in the south resulting in more families enrolling 
kindergarteners than predicted by County birth records. 
 
Councilmember Edberg stated he was on the School Board 35 years ago when the 
current model was approved, which was due to budget constraints rather than what was 
best for the students academically.  During that time, he noted declining population and 
enrollment trends. Today, he explained, the current growth trends provide the School 
District with flexibility and economic capacity. He stated the bond, while large, is 
reasonable and he commended the School District on their community engagement and 
transparency.  
 
Councilmember Jones stated the practice of children transiting twice through High 
School for the last 30 years needs to end and he supported recombining the High School 
Campuses.  He asked how long the $23/month is expected to last. Mr. Kazmierczak 
stated the bond would be for a period of 24 years and as growth increases the tax base, 
the cost is expected to trend downward over time as a result. 
 
Mayor Emerson added the Senior Center is crammed to capacity, and will only continue 
to grow.  She noted the School District’s proposal is addressing a wide population from 
early childhood development to the growing senior population. Mayor Emerson 
encouraged residents to vote. 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A. Resolution adopting an assessment roll for 2019 Mill and Overlay Project (City Project 
Nos:  19-04 & 19-13) 
 
City Engineer Kauppi stated a public hearing is required for consideration of assessment 
rolls for the 2019 Mill and Overlay Project as the last step in outlined in State Statute 
429 related to City assessment of property.  Official notice was placed in the newspaper 
and mailed to benefitting properties affected by these assessments. 
 
Mr. Kauppi explained, residents can object to the assessment by written statement 
tonight and if Council adopts the assessment roll as presented, residents wishing to 
appeal, must file in District Court within 30 days of adoption of the assessment.  Mr 
Kauppi noted, assessments were done based on the City’s Assessment policy and were 
confirmed by an independent property appraiser.  He reported the interest rate set by the 
Finance Department is 4.41%, which for residential properties is assessed over a period 
of 10 years and 15 years for commercial or apartment properties. Mr. Kauppi stated that 
senior and hardship cases may contact the Engineering Department for deferred 
assessment paperwork. 
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Mayor Emerson opened the public hearing at 7:39 p.m. 
 
Peggy Pohto, 1925 10th Street, brought up issues surrounding premature deterioration of 
her road due to construction in the neighborhood. She would prefer to wait until other 
projects are complete before working on the roads.  Engineer Kauppi responded that the 
short construction season makes it difficult to coordinate multiple contractors and too 
many constraints on a project drive up the costs.  He stated he was not aware of the 
issue but he would take a look at this area, which may be on a punch list for the project. 
 
Valerie Riley, 2637 Aspen Court, Lakewood Village II, wondered why Lakewood 
Village II assessments are more than Lakewood Village I, considering they all share the 
roads. She added that Lakewood Village I residents cannot reach their roads without 
driving on Lakewood Village II roads.  She believed standing water will continue to be 
a problem as restoration was not leveled out properly. Mr. Kauppi clarified that 
assessments are based on frontage and that fewer units with more front footage have 
higher assessments. He acknowledged that while pavement was preserved, stormwater 
management may not have been completely addressed in this mill and overlay project, 
although those areas with standing water are still on the punch list.  
 
Mayor Emerson closed the public hearing at 7:51 p.m. 
 
It was moved by Councilmember Walsh, seconded by Councilmember Jones to adopt 
Resolution No. 12454 the assessment roll for 2019 Mill and Overlay Project (City 
Project Nos:  19-04 & 19-13). 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 

B. Assessment roll for 2019 Street Reconstruction Project (City Project Nos:  19-01 & 19-
06) 
 
City Engineer Kauppi reviewed the assessment process covered under item 5A.  He 
acknowledged receipt of written objections to the alley assessment from property 
owners at 4860 Johnson Avenue and 4830 Johnson Avenue.  He asked Council to open 
the public hearing, but also continue the public hearing to the next City Council meeting 
to assure proper notice due to a couple of incorrect notices. 
 
Mayor Emerson asked Mr. Kauppi to clarify the alley assessment policy.  Mr. Kauppi 
stated the benefit is not to the current or existing use, but to the available use to the 
property. He relayed, Community Development Director Anne Kane’s assertion from 
last year that redevelopment requires use of the alley for access to the property, with a 
20 foot setback.  He stated a review of the properties in this case indicate all would be 
required to redevelop the alley for access. 
 
Mayor Emerson opened the public hearing at 8:00 p.m. 
 
Will Green, 2326 7th Street, questioned how alleys are assessed as it appears to be a flat 
fee. He provided square foot estimates for pavement and questioned why the City’s 
square foot charge is higher. Mr. Kauppi noted the cost variability could be in the 
thickness of the application, subgrade excavation and restoration costs of the project. He 
explained that the alley assessment policy was established last year and was applied 
consistently this year with equal division among benefiting property owners. 
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Sue and Fred Paul, 2299 6th Street, questioned the water service assessment charge, 
asserting they were already up to code with copper piping to the main and the dual main 
consolidation work that was done in the street, was not on their property.  They also 
noted a neighboring property that was not charged for the same thing.  Mr. Kauppi 
stated that water service lines at 2291 and 2299 were connected together, which is not 
up to code. He reported the two water services were separated for each to have its own 
shut-off per code and mentioned 2291 was part of the clerical error and reason for 
another public hearing at the next Council meeting. Ms. Hiniker encouraged the Paul’s 
to file their objection, but also stated both property owners and staff should discuss this 
further. 
 
Montgomery and Suzann Mouw, 4860 Johnson Avenue, submitted a written objection 
to the alley assessment prior to the meeting.  He questioned whether the 20 foot setback 
applies to garages, which is something they were looking to redevelop. City Manager 
Hiniker encouraged the Mouw’s to contact the Planning Department for answers to 
questions related to their property specifically.  She noted there were two specific 
properties last year that had unique orientation and required additional review. She 
reiterated the objection has been filed and staff will review application of the assessment 
policy to each objecting property. 
 
Mayor Emerson closed the public hearing at 8:13 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Edberg questioned whether the new assessment policy for alleys is 
correct. Councilmember Jones commented that he is not a proponent of the alley policy 
and wished White Bear Lake did not repair the alleys like St. Paul and Minneapolis who 
let the residents maintain their own alleyways.  Councilmember Jones noted the City 
stepped in to maintain the alleys for emergency purposes, but there has been nothing but 
backlash from residents as a result. 
 
City Manager Hiniker reminded the Council, they set the alley policy last year in 
advance of the City’s first alley project and that several properties have already been 
assessed in accordance with the established policy. She noted there was considerable 
discussion and multiple scenarios conducted by Engineering to create a reasonable and 
uniform alley assessment policy.  
 
City Attorney Gilchrist clarified this public hearing will be continued to the next City 
Council meeting and residents will still have time to state objections to these 
assessments on during the next public hearing on October 22, 2019. 
 
Regarding dual access to the main, Councilmember Biehn noted that if something is 
changed for one individual it would need to be applied to all. He also supported making 
these types of fixes during street reconstruction to get things right.  Regarding the alleys, 
Councilmember Biehn desired City’s continued approach to maintaining them for 
emergency vehicle access. 

 
6. LAND USE 
 

A.  Consent 
 

1. Consideration of a Planning Commission recommendation regarding a request by 
Gary Christenson for a Variance (Case No. 19-7-V).  Resolution No. 12455 



City Council Minutes:  October 8, 2019 
 

5 
 

 
2. Consideration of a Planning Commission recommendation regarding a request by 

Dan and Kathy Wachtler for a Variance (Case No. 19-8-V).  Resolution No. 12456 
 

3. Consideration of a Planning Commission recommendation regarding a request by 
Honsa Family Funeral Home for a Conditional Use Permit Amendment (Case No. 
93-15-Sa2).  Resolution No. 12457 

 
4. Consideration of a Planning Commission recommendation regarding a request by 

Sheet Metal Union #10 for a Conditional Use Permit Amendment (Case No. 02-9-
Sa2.  Resolution No. 12458 

 
It was moved by Councilmember Biehn, seconded by Councilmember Walsh to 
approve the consent agenda as presented. 

   
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

Nothing scheduled 
 
8. ORDINANCES 
 

A.  Second reading of a request to rezone property from B-3: Auto Oriented Business to I-1 
– Limited Industry and P-Public (PIDs 273022110038, 273022110036, 273022110039 
and 273022110010) (Case No. 19-3-Z) 

 
City Manager Hiniker stated the City is requesting a preliminary and final plat to 
rearrange four parcels into two, and a rezoning of the northern parcel from B-3 – Auto-
oriented business to I-1 – Limited Industry (for Saputo) and the southern parcel 
(connected to Public Works) from B-3 – Auto-oriented business to P-Public.  She 
reported the four parcels would then be split with the northern portion to be purchased 
by Saputo for future facility expansion and the southern portion to serve Public Works. 

 
Mayor Emerson opened the public hearing at 8:25 p.m., but as no one came forward to 
speak, she closed the public hearing. 
 
It was moved by Councilmember Walsh seconded by Councilmember Biehn to approve 
Ordinance No. as presented. 

   
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
B. First reading of a request by Mike Belz to rezone the property at 2105 1st Street from B-

4: General Business to R-4: Single Family – Two Family Residential (Case No. 19-5-Z) 
 

City Manager Hiniker stated this parcel is across from City Hall and has a house on it 
that was built in 1904.  She reported the applicant is seeking approval of a minor 
subdivision (lot split) to create a new residential parking lot and noted the property is 
being reguided as Single Family Residential in the Comprehensive Plan, consistent with 
this rezoning request. 
 
Ms. Hiniker stated this is first reading, with second reading on November 12, 2019. 
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9. NEW BUSINESS 

 
A.  Resolution authorizing employee insurance renewal 
 

City Manager Hiniker reported that all employees are eligible to receive group health 
and life insurance coverage. She stated, each year the employee health insurance 
committee provides recommendations regarding the insurance plan and coverage. New 
this year was a narrow network option through Medica at a reduced cost. She explained 
that overall rates increased 7.3% across all three plans on average, but the City’s cost 
share portion has yet to be negotiated with bargaining and non-bargaining groups. 
 
Ms. Hiniker clarified, Council’s consideration this evening is whether to renew the 
employee insurance plan. She acknowledged receipt of alternative insurance plans for 
smaller communities that Councilmember Biehn forwarded, and stated that information 
will be considered next year as this year was part of a two-year proposal. 

 
It was moved by Councilmember Biehn, seconded by Councilmember Jones to approve 
Resolution No. 12459 authorizing the employee insurance renewal. 

   
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
B.  Resolution accepting a proposal from Wold Architects for site master planning for a 

police garage and fire apparatus bay 
 
 City Engineer Kauppi reported that a request for proposals was distributed to select 

architects with experience in public safety work. He said that based on submittals, four 
firms were interviewed.  He noted in addition to experience with space needs study, the 
group focused on finding a firm that had experience working in a residential 
neighborhood.  Mr. Kauppi stated that Wold Architects was the unanimous choice by all 
committee members.  

 
 Mr. Kauppi noted a representative for Wold Architects is available for questions. He 

said, if approved by the Council, a kickoff meeting would occur on October 23rd to 
move forward with the space needs study and site master planning for a police garage 
and fire apparatus bay expansions. 

 
It was moved by Councilmember Jones, seconded by Councilmember Walsh to adopt 
Resolution No. 12460 awarding a space needs study and site master planning to Wold 
Architects. 

   
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
10. CONSENT 

 
A. Acceptance of Minutes:  August Environmental Advisory Commission, August Park 

Advisory Commission, August White Bear Lake Conservation District, September 
Planning Commission 
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B. Resolution accepting DWI Grant from the Minnesota Department of Public Safety to 

fund second year of the DWI enforcement officer. Resolution No. 12461 
 

It was moved by Councilmember Biehn, seconded by Councilmember Walsh to 
approve the consent agenda as presented. 

   
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
11. DISCUSSION 

 
 A.  Vadnais Lake Watershed Management Organization – Goose Lake 
 

Ms. Hiniker reported on the history of VLAWMO, which was formed in 1983 to 
protect the Vadnais Lake watershed area in northern Ramsey County and a small 
portion of Anoka County.  VLAWMO covers approximately 25 square miles in the 
northeast metropolitan area.  The watershed is a Joint Powers organization that 
encompasses the City of North Oaks, and portions of the cities of White Bear Lake, 
Gem Lake, Vadnais Heights, Lino Lakes and the Town of White Bear.  
 
She added that East Goose Lake lies within VLAWMO’s watershed area and is the 
watershed’s most impaired lake.  East and West Goose Lakes are connected via 
culverts which run beneath the highway. Both are considered the headwaters of 
Lambert Creek, and eventually drain into East Vadnais Lake, the drinking water 
reservoir for Saint Paul Regional Water Service customers. 
 
Ms. Hiniker stated that VLAWMO has been pursuing methods to mitigate Goose 
Lake’s impaired condition for several years, including but not limited to drainage 
work and bullhead harvesting.  In recent years, VLAWMO has been working with 
Barr Engineering to study the potential impact of an alum treatment. After 
considerable deliberation, VLAWMO has proposed an alum treatment for Goose Lake 
at an estimated cost of $170,000 to be paid for primarily through grand funds, with 
$35,000 in matching funds to come from the City. 
 
As outlined in the attached memorandum from VLAWMO, Ms. Hiniker reported, they 
are recommending motorized boating be restricted for at least the first three years after 
the initial alum treatment. She explained, the City would need to adopt an ordinance in 
order to affect these restrictions, but as Council is aware, homeowner’s on Goose Lake 
have voiced opposition to this recommendation.  Ms. Hiniker reported that a first 
reading of an ordinance restricting motorized boating on East Goose Lake would be 
presented at the October 22nd City Council meeting and residents would then be 
invited to participate in a public hearing at the November 26th City Council meeting. 
 
Councilmember Biehn mentioned he would like to know the effect of inaction or 
delay and would that effect transfer into other waterbodies.  He would like to know 
the desires of Goose Lake residents, but would need to balance that information with 
any potential negative effects on others.  Councilmember Edberg concurred, noting 
external considerations would need to outweigh internal consequences. 
 
Councilmember Walsh indicated he would not vote to restrict boating on Goose Lake.  
He believed VLAWMO is doing their job, but he was not convinced that the benefit of 
an alum treatment outweighed the negative impact to Goose Lake homeowners. He 



City Council Minutes:  October 8, 2019 
 

8 
 

noted the alum treatment is a temporary solution that may not even work, or might 
require reapplication and additional years of restricted motorized boating. He 
mentioned Goose Lake residents are willing to clean up the lake through other means. 
 
Councilmember Jones noted that VLAWMO is doing their job to fix impaired 
waterways and has identified Goose Lake in its water improvement plan during the 
past five years. He stated that alum is the only treatment if a clean lake is desired, 
which may last 7-10 years. He said the risk of not treating the lake is blue-green algae 
bloom, but mentioned if people do not want a clean lake, Goose Lake has been filthy 
for many years as it was once used as the City’s sanitary waste receptacle. He said 
those who test the lake have stated they would not let their children swim there. Lastly 
he noted it would be impossible to police a wake restriction, but he would appreciate 
the Council moving forward with the ordinance process regardless of the outcome. 

 
After considerable process discussion, Mayor Emerson stated the ordinance first 
reading will occur on October 22 with a presentation by VLAWMO and public 
comment taken at that time.  An official public hearing would be noticed and 
scheduled to occur on November 26th for the ordinance second reading.  

 
12. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER 

 
 Climate Smart Municipalities exchange update presentation to be scheduled for 

October 22nd City Council meeting 
 
 Upcoming Council work session, October 15 at 6:00 p.m. in the Expansion Room 

 
 November 19th work session, non-general fund budget discussions (capital budgets and 

enterprise funds) 
 

 Mayor Emerson reported that today is the 100 Year Anniversary of the American 
Legion Post in White Bear Lake and congratulated them. 

 
 Engineering Department Updates by Paul Kauppi PW Director/City Engineer 

 
- 2020 Proposed Street Reconstruction projects include Cottage Park and Bellaire 

Avenue, including sidewalk completion along Bellaire. Per the comprehensive 
plan, sidewalk would also be added along the north side of Elm Street. 
Downtown parking lots were removed from the project to allow more time for 
input from businesses and will be included as part of more wide-scale downtown 
street improvements in 2021. 

- The City continues to work with Ramsey County regarding turnbacks for Long 
Avenue, South Shore Blvd and Hoffman Road among others.  

- Tally’s is moving their fuel tank temporarily to allow staff the ability to replace 
timbers in the retaining wall. Tally’s will be working toward compliance 
upgrades with fuel system operations prior to returning the fuel tank. 

- Staff is seeking professional services from Short Elliott Hendrickson (SEH) for 
painting of the Water Tower on Centerville Road, which was originally planned 
in 2019 but was pushed back to the 2020 Capital Improvement Plan due to 
significant coordination required with carriers on the tower and Ramsey County 
who has an antennae up there. 
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- The 2019 Sewer Lining projects are beginning and work is planned along 
Highway 61, south of Highway 96 will require lane shifts or lane closures. Calls 
may come in about smells as a result. 

 
13. ADJOURNMENT 

 
There being no further business before the Council, it was moved by Councilmember 
Walsh, seconded by Councilmember Biehn to adjourn the regular meeting at 9:28 p.m. 

 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 

  
  
 
ATTEST: 

  Jo Emerson, Mayor

 
 
  
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 



5.A 
 

City of White Bear Lake 
City Engineer’s Office 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Paul Kauppi, Public Works Director/City Engineer 
 
Date:  October 16, 2019 
 
Subject: Final Assessment Roll for the 2019 Street Reconstruction Project 
 City Project Nos.: 19-01 & 19-06 
 
 
BACKGROUND / SUMMARY  
The 2019 Street Reconstruction Project including Morehead Avenue, Johnson Avenue, Fourth 
Street, Fifth Street, Sixth Street, Seventh Street, Various Alleys and Garden Lane has been 
completed. The last phase of the public improvement process is City Council adoption of the final 
assessment rolls. 
 
The City Council ordered a public hearing on the project assessments for the October 8, 2019 
Council meeting.  After notices were sent to the benefiting properties, it was discovered that there 
were errors made to five parcels’ assessment amount.  These parcels have been re-notified as 
required.  The hearing was opened on October 8th and continued to the October 22nd City Council 
meeting to provide all properties the required time to appeal their assessment, if desired.   
 
The final assessment roll, as included in the October 8th Council meeting agenda packet, was 
prepared using a residential street assessment rate of $39.34 per assessable front foot for residential 
properties, $51.73 per assessable front foot for apartments and $62.78 per front foot for 
commercial properties.  The assessment roll also includes assessments for sanitary sewer wye 
replacements, sanitary sewer separation costs, water service replacements and assessment 
adjustments.  The City’s assessment policy has been applied to determine assessable footages for 
properties. 
 
The interest rate for all the utility and street improvement projects has been set at 4.41% per annum 
for fifteen (15) years for residential properties and twenty (20) years for apartments and 
commercial properties. 
 
RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION 
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution adopting the final assessment roll for the 
2019 Street Reconstruction Project.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 



 

RESOLUTION NO.: 
 

 
 RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN ASSESSMENT ROLL FOR  

2019 STREET RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT INCLUDING 
MOREHEAD AVENUE / JOHNSON AVENUE / FOURTH STREET / FIFTH STREET /  

SIXTH STREET / SEVENTH AVENUE / ALLEYS / GARDEN LANE  
 

CITY PROJECT NO.: 19-01 & 19-06 
 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice duly given as required by law, the City 
Council has met and heard and passed upon all objections to the proposed assessment for street 
reconstruction improvements on Morehead Avenue, Johnson Avenue, Fourth Street, Fifth Street, 
Sixth Street, Seventh Street, Various Alleys and Garden Lane. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 

Bear Lake, Minnesota that: 
 
1. The assessments in the amount of $606,141.04, a copy of which is attached, is hereby 

accepted, and shall constitute the special assessments against the lands named therein, and 
each tract of land therein included is hereby found to be benefited by the proposed 
improvements in the amount of the assessment levied against it. 

 
2. Such assessment shall be payable in annual installments extending over a period of fifteen 

(15) years for residential properties, and twenty (20) years for apartments and commercial 
properties, the first of the installments to be payable with the 2020 Property Taxes and shall 
bear interest at the rate of 4.41% per annum from the date of adoption of this assessment 
resolution.  To the first installment shall be added interest on the entire assessment from 
the date of this resolution until December 31, 2020.  To each subsequent installment when 
due shall be added interest for one year on all unpaid installments. 

 
3. The owner of any property so assessed may, at any time prior to certification of the 

assessment to the County Auditor, pay the whole or a portion of the assessment on such 
property to the City of White Bear Lake, and no interest shall be charged if the entire 
assessment is paid within thirty (30) days from the adoption of this resolution; and they 
may, at any time thereafter, pay to the County Auditor the entire amount of the assessment 
remaining unpaid, with interest accrued to December 31st of the year in which payment is 
made.  Such payment must be made before November 15th or interest will be charged 
through December 31st of the succeeding year. 

 
4. The Clerk shall forthwith transmit a certified duplicate of this assessment to the County 

Auditor to be extended on the proper tax lists of the County, and such assessments shall be 
collected and paid over in the same manner as other municipal taxes. 

  



 

 
The foregoing resolution offered by Councilmember _________ and supported by  

 
Councilmember________, was declared carried on the following vote: 

 
 
Ayes:   
Nays:   
Passed:                  

                       
 
              

Jo Emerson, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________                                                                               
Kara Coustry, City Clerk       
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City of White Bear Lake 
Community Development Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Tracy Shimek, Housing & Economic Development Coordinator 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: DOWNTOWN SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT 

Petition in Favor of 2020 & 2021 Levy  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
In 1992, following the completion of the first McComb Group Downtown Market Analysis, the 
City helped create the Main Street, Inc. organization as well as establish the downtown special 
service district (SSD).  In accordance with State Statutes, if the owners of 25 percent of more of 
the land area subject to the service charges, and either: (1) owners of 25 percent of the net tax 
capacity, or (2) owners, individuals and businesses of 25 percent of more of the square footage 
subject to the levy file a petition in favor of the levy, then a public hearing to consider the proposed 
action will be scheduled.  The special service district allows the City to establish an annual levy, 
which is collected with real estate taxes from all business properties in the district.  The initial levy 
was set at $30,000 per year, increased to $40,000 in 1998, and later to the current annual amount 
of $45,000.  The SSD funds are used for marketing and promotion of the downtown area, as well 
as for beautification.  The goal of the district is to promote downtown White Bear Lake as a 
regional destination for retail, restaurants, services and entertainment in a distinct and authentic 
commercial core.  The funds are collected by the City and forward to Main Street, Inc. for eligible 
expenses.      
 
SUMMARY 
On August 21, 2019, the Main Street Board of Directors approved a Petition seeking renewal of 
the special tax levy totaling not more than $45,000 a year to promote and beautify the downtown 
district for a two year period.  On September 16, 2019 the Main Street Board submitted to the City 
a Petition in Favor of the Levy for 2020 and 2021 signed by owners representing 34% of the land 
area, 44% of the total tax capacity and of the owners, individuals, businesses or organizations 
subject to 33% of the special levy requesting renewal of the special service district for 2020 and 
2021.  Notice of the public hearing has been published twice in the White Bear Press on October 
2th and October 16st, as well as individual notices mailed to each property owner with the 
anticipated annual levy projected for their specific property.   
 
The levy formula for 2020 and 2021 is similar to the formula used in establishing the current SSD 
assessment.  The formula is based on the gross square footage of each business with the multiplier 
for the first floor of 0.09432/s.f. (just over 9 cents per square foot) and all other non-residential 
upper levels assessed at 0.01960/s.f. (less than 2 cents per square foot).  A minimum charge of 
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$135 and a maximum change of $1,600 per property are once again proposed.  Also as in previous 
years, an exception is made for second floor owner-occupied condominiums in the Avalon Mall 
at 2179 4th Street.  If the minimum tax were charged to the units, it would result in an unfair 
taxation of $6.00+ per square foot, substantially more than an identical multi-tenant, non-
condominium building (such as the Key’s building at Banning and 4th).  These second floor units, 
therefore, pay the levy based on the formula with no minimum $135 per year threshold.  
 
State statute provides for a veto or over-ride petition.  The statutory provision allows a petition of 
owners representing at least 35% of the building square footage in the district to over-ride the 
resolution.  At this time, there has been no filing of a negative petition. Opponents, however, have 
45 days from adoption of the attached resolution to file a petition to invalidate the resolution.  If 
no over-ride is achieved, the resolution becomes effective on December 6, 2019. 
 
RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION 
White Bear Lake’s Special Service District was one of the first established within the state of 
Minnesota and has been renewed 13 times since its initial establishment based upon the affirmative 
support of those property owners who petition to have this special levy imposed upon their 
collective properties.  The funds raised are specific to the promotion and beautification efforts that 
go above and beyond customary municipal services and help ensure that downtown White Bear 
Lake remains an appealing and exciting commercial destination for the larger Twin Cities 
metropolitan area.  Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the resolution authorizing the 2020 
and 2021 Special Service District Levy in the amount and fashion outlined above. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Draft Resolution Renewing the Special Assessment for the Downtown Special 
Service District No. 1 for 2020 and 2021 

2. Downtown Special Service District Map    
3. 2017-2018 Special Service District Expense Summary 



RESOLUTION NO. ______ 

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING AND IMPOSING SPECIAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
YEARS 2020 AND 2021 WITH NO INTEREST ON TAXABLE PROPERTY WITHIN 
SPECIAL SERVICES DISTRICT NO. 1 FOR SPECIAL SERVICES PURSUANT TO 

ORDINANCE NO. 92-10-879 

 

 WHEREAS, after published and mailed notice of a public hearing concerning the 
adoption of Ordinance No. 92-10-879 and completion of the public hearing, the Council did 
adopt such an ordinance establishing Special Service District No. 1; and  

 WHEREAS, published and mailed notice of a public hearing on this resolution has been 
given and a public hearing has been held on October 22, 2019; and 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake determines that it is 
necessary and appropriate to establish and impose a special assessment for the years 2020 and 
2021 with no interest upon property within Special Services District No. 1 to defray the expense 
of administration, promotional, marketing services, and beautification of the district with no 
interest; 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake as follows: 

 Subd. 1. Definitions: As used in this resolution, the following terms shall have 
the definitions set forth herein: 

 “District” means Special Services District No. 1 as established and identified in Section 
510 of the City Code of the City of White Bear Lake. 

 “Parcel” means a Tax I.D. Parcel as identified and designated in the real estate tax 
records of the Ramsey County Recorder. 

 “Service Charge” or “Services Charges” means ad valorem taxes imposed upon a parcel 
of property, which amount shall be separately certified to and separately reflected upon the rolls 
of and on tax statements issued by the County Treasurer. 

 Subd. 2. Exempt Properties: The following types of property shall be exempt 
from the tax imposed under this resolution: 

A. Property exempted from taxation by Minn Stat. 272.02; 

B. Homesteaded property; 

C. Property used solely for residential purposes; and 



D. Property owned or operated by any federal, state or local governmental agency or 
subdivision and used for public purposes. 

Subd. 3. Duration of Service Charges:  Service charges imposed pursuant to this 
resolution will be for real estate taxes due and payable in the calendar years 2018 and 2019 and 
shall be for the purpose of paying for the special services within the district including 
promotional, marketing services and beautification of the district. 

Subd. 4. Amount and Increases in Service Charges:  there is hereby imposed a 
service charge on each parcel of property within the district subject to the levy as set forth below: 

A. Each parcel in the district, subject to the service charge, shall pay an amount equal 
to the building’s gross first floor square footage multiplied times a rate of 0.09432 
and other floors (non-residential) and certain warehouse square footage multiplied 
times a rate of 0.01960 with a minimum charge set at $135 and a maximum 
charge set at $1,600.  The total of all service charges in calendar year 2018 and 
2019 shall not exceed $45,000 for each year. 

B. Subsequent years’ service charges and any increase shall only be implemented 
after Council adopts the increase by resolution after receiving a qualifying 
petition pursuant to the Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 428A, and after holding a 
public hearing. 

C. Service charges levied upon property within the district shall be collected and 
paid over as any special assessment, but shall be spread out only upon the parcels 
of property made subject thereto in Section 510 of the City Code and this 
resolution. 

 The foregoing resolution, offered by Council member _________________ and 
supported by Council member ____________________, was declared carried on the following 
vote: 

 Ayes: 
 Nays: 
 Passed: 

             
     _____________________________________ 
      Jo Emerson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

__________________________________ 
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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City of White Bear Lake 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kerri Kindsvater, Finance Director 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: Birch Lake Improvement District Service Charge 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Birch Lake Improvement District (BLID) began in 2006 pursuant to state statutes and a 
petition from the lakeshore property owners.  The district’s mission is to develop, finance and 
implement activities that improve and protect the quality of Birch Lake.  The originating 
documents authorize the district’s Board of Directors to approve an annual service charge not to 
exceed $25,000.    
 
SUMMARY 
The 2020 Budget for the Birch Lake Improvement District requests a service charge of $19,000 
for calendar year 2019, collectible in 2020. The following chart provides a summary of 
expenditures in the 2020 Budget: 
 

 
The City mailed a public notice to affected property owners on October 4, 2019.  The attached 
resolution authorizes a $306 annual service charge to all property owners with access to Birch 
Lake. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the City Council adopt the attached resolution certifying the Birch Lake 
Improvement District service charge of $19,278 to support the budget expenditures of $19,015 for 
the fiscal year 2020. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 
Notice of Public Hearing 
Listing of Properties 
BLID Budget 

Expenditures:
Administrative and Aerator Operation Costs 2,665$   
Aquatic Vegetation Management 12,250   
Special Projects 4,100     
Total Expenditures 19,015   
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RESOLUTION NO. 
 

RESOLUTION IMPOSING A SERVICE CHARGE FOR THE 
YEAR 2020 WITH NO INTEREST ON THE PROPERTIES 
WITHIN THE BIRCH LAKE IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

 
 WHEREAS, the City of White Bear Lake acted on June 13, 2006 to adopt an order 
(“Order”) establishing the Birch Lake Improvement District (“District”) pursuant to its authority 
under Minnesota Statutes, sections 459.20 and 103B.501 to 103B.581; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the District held an annual meeting of the District 
on June 19, 2019, at which the membership approved an operating budget for 2020 in the amount 
of $19,000; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors forwarded the budget to the City and requested that 
the amount be imposed and collected on the properties within the District; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City is authorized by Minnesota Statutes, section 10B.555 to impose a 
service charge on the properties within the District to fund the projects and services of the 
District; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council, after providing the affected property owners at least 10 
days written notice, conducted a public hearing on October 22, 2019 regarding the proposed 
service charge; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council determines it is necessary and appropriate to impose a 
service charge on the District in the amount requested by the Board of Directors, to be divided 
equally among the properties in the District, in order to fund the projects and services of the 
District. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake as follows: 
 

1. A service charge in the amount of $19,000 is hereby imposed on the properties within the 
District for 2020. 
 

2. The service charge shall be divided equally among the properties in the District, resulting 
(after rounding up) in a service charge in the amount of $307 per parcel as identified in 
the attached Exhibit A, which is incorporated herein by reference.  
 

3. City staff is hereby authorized and directed to certify to the County Auditor the service 
charge amount for collection against the properties identified in Exhibit A in 2020, 
without interest accrued, and is further authorized to take such other actions as may be 
needed to carry out the intent of this Resolution. 
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The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember _____________________ and supported 
by Councilmember _______________________, was declared carried on the following vote: 
 
Ayes: 
Nays: 
Passed: 
 
 
       ___________________________________ 
       Jo Emerson, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
 







CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE
SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT LEVY
BIRCH LAKE IMPROVEMENT - 2019 LEVY
SERVICE CHARGES # 93201909 / RESOLUTION #

PIN Address Assessment 
Amount

1 153022230010 1411 BIRCH LAKE BOULEVARD 306.00
2 153022240013 1435 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
3 153022240014 1445 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
4 153022240015 1453 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
5 153022240025 500 WASHINGTON AVE S #3000 306.00
6 153022310005 1531 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
7 153022310006 1525 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
8 153022310007 1515 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
9 153022310008 1497 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00

10 153022310010 1481 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
11 153022310011 1469 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
12 153022310012 4701 HIGHWAY 61 N 306.00
13 153022310013 1493 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
14 153022320003 1340 BIRCH LAKE BLVD N 306.00
15 153022320015 4701 HIGHWAY 61 N 306.00
16 153022320058 8100 OLD CEDAR AVE S STE 300 306.00
17 153022320062 8100 OLD CEDAR AVE S STE 300 306.00
18 153022320070 8100 OLD CEDAR AVE S STE 300 306.00
19 153022330003 1405 HIGHWAY 96 E 306.00
20 153022330004 1397 HIGHWAY 96 E 306.00
21 153022330007 36 ST ANDREWS DR 306.00
22 153022330008 108 EAGLE CREEK RANCH BLVD 306.00
23 153022330009 1337 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
24 153022330010 1323 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
25 153022330011 1311 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
26 153022330012 1303 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
27 153022330023 1387 HIGHWAY 96 306.00
28 153022330026 8750 CLINTON RIVER RD 306.00
29 153022330028 1417 HIGHWAY 96 306.00
30 153022330029 1411 HIGHWAY 96 E 306.00
31 153022330030 1361 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
32 153022340001 6230 10TH ST N STE 430 306.00
33 153022340002 4701 HIGHWAY 61 N 306.00
34 153022340009 1100 15TH ST NW 306.00
35 153022340010 1437 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
36 153022340011 1425 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
37 153022340014 1512 S BIRCH LAKE BLVD 306.00
38 153022340030 1474 SOUTH BIRCH LAKE BLVD 306.00
39 153022340031 1494 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
40 153022340032 1484 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
41 153022340033 1504  BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
42 153022340039 1520 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00



CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE
SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT LEVY
BIRCH LAKE IMPROVEMENT - 2019 LEVY
SERVICE CHARGES # 93201909 / RESOLUTION #

PIN Address Assessment 
Amount

43 153022340040 1528 BIRCH LAKE BLVD S 306.00
44 153022420088 4696 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
45 153022420089 4700 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
46 153022420095 4686 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
47 153022420097 4742 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
48 153022420099 4710 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
49 153022420101 4730 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
50 153022420102 4720 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
51 153022430044 4680 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
52 153022430045 4660 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
53 153022430046 4652 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
54 153022430047 4644 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
55 153022430049 4630 OTTER LAKE RD 306.00
56 163022440004 1297 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
57 163022440005 1295 HEDMAN WAY 306.00
58 163022440006 19218 MEADOWRIDGE LN N 306.00
60 163022440036 7260 UNIVERSITY AVE NE STE 200 306.00
61 163022440040 7260 UNIVERSITY AVE NE STE 200 306.00
62 163022440049 PO BOX 1000 306.00
63 163022440063 PO BOX 64097 306.00
64 163022440067 PO BOX 92129 306.00

19,278.00
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City of White Bear Lake 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kerri Kindsvater, Finance Director 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: Certification of Delinquent Utility Accounts 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City bills property owners or renters for water, sewer, and refuse utilities on a quarterly basis, 
with the amount due on the statement payable on or before the fifth day of the month following 
the quarter end.  This allows 35 days for payment on the account.  Per the City’s Ordinance Code, 
the City will assess a 10% penalty on the unpaid balance of the last billing not paid by the 
appropriate date. 
 
Minnesota Statutes 444.075, subd.3e addresses the issue of unpaid utility fees and grants 
municipalities the authority to certify delinquent utility accounts to property owner’s real estate 
taxes as a special assessment for collection.  To determine assessable charges, the City reviews all 
account activities as of June 30 each year.  Any accounts with charges more than thirty days past 
due, that have previously been billed to the occupant of the properties, shall be certified to the 
appropriate county to be extended by the County Auditor to the tax rolls against the properties in 
the same manner as other taxes.   
 
The City sent notices of potential certifications to 1,013 accounts with a total due of $503,725.94 
in September 2019.  Customers have remitted payments through October 11, 2019 on 466 accounts 
to bring them into a current billing status.  The final certification listing has 547 accounts remaining 
delinquent with a total balance due of $348,246.50.  This represents a 29.57% increase in 
comparison to the actual assessed accounts in 2018.  The City accepts payments on delinquent 
accounts through the end of November, which allows property owners additional time to reduce 
the assessment amount certified to their 2020 property taxes.  
 
The City’s policy maintains water, sewer, and refuse services to properties even if the accounts 
become delinquent.  The delinquent certification program provides customers a financing option 
to pay the amount due and provides the City with assurance that delinquent utility accounts will 
be close to current status by moving past due amounts as of June 1 to property taxes for collection 
each year. 
 
SUMMARY 
The certification process provides customers with the flexibility to pay delinquent balances as of 
June 1, 2019 with two payment options.  The first option allows partial or complete payment of 
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the delinquent amount by October 11 without incurring any additional costs or interest.  The second 
option allows the City to certify delinquent amounts to property taxes, for payment in two equal 
installments in May 2020 and October 2020.  This option includes a 7.5% interest fee and a $30 
processing fee for each account.  With the certification process, the property owner effectively has 
almost two years to pay their utility fees with no impact on their credit rating.   
 
Due to the length of the delinquent account list, staff has not attached the list to this memorandum 
but it is available for City Council review in the Finance Department. 
 
The notices of potential certifications explained that property owners could address the City 
Council if they have special circumstances and believe the City should defer the certification for 
the year.  Seven property owners submitted request for deferral of their delinquent utility amount 
from the certification assessment process.  The following section offers a summary of the requests 
and possible City Council action.  Attached are copies of the letters requesting deferral and the 
utility billing account summary contain further information for each address.  
 
4816 Wood Avenue 
This property has a pending assessment of $677.23.  The tenant submitted the request to defer the 
certification of the bill because any assessments to the property owner’s taxes could be grounds 
for eviction, which is a hardship for the tenant and two children.  The tenant is currently out of 
work due to a medical issue but is working with Ramsey County and other non-profit agencies for 
emergency assistance.  The tenant made two payments of $100 in 2019 in an effort to reduce the 
balance due.  The tenant has verbally secured assistance for $400 from a non-profit agency once 
Ramsey County finishes processing the assistance request and provides the needed denial in order 
to utilize the other resources.   
 
Staff recommends the City Council defer the assessment to allow receipt of the emergency 
assistance to pay the amount due.  The City retains the ability to certify any delinquent amount in 
2020. 
   
2194 Orchard Lane 
This property has a pending assessment of $1,637.94.  The City received the last payment to the 
account in October 2018 and certified the remaining delinquent balance at the time to the property 
taxes in 2018.  The pending assessment is for an entire year of utility services.  The property owner 
is requesting the City Council to defer the assessment to allow time for a four-installment payment 
plan to pay the amount due since cannot pay the total amount due.  The property owner cannot pay 
the entire balance at once due to not working after being out of the country for 3 months.   
 
Staff recommends the City Council allow the certification process to continue based upon the 
history of limited payments.  Staff will reduce the assessment by payment submitted through late 
November. 
 
1878 County Road E East 
This property has a pending assessment of $288.51.  The property owner requests a deferral of the 
special assessment due to a financial hardship caused by a disability.  The City received one 
payment on the account in 2019.  The owner will receive a decision on an application for disability 
benefits through Social Security in December 2019.  If approved, the benefits are retroactive for 
the length of the disability to cover costs such as this utility bill.   
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Staff recommends the City Council defer the assessment to allow receipt of the Social Security 
Disability benefits to pay the amount due.  The City retains the ability to certify any delinquent 
amount in 2020. 
 
1936 County Road F East 
This property has a pending assessment of $856.17.  The property owner requests a deferral of the 
special assessment to allow additional time to make payments on the amount due.  The owner 
experienced a leak in a basement toilet during the winter of 2018, which caused an extremely high 
water bill.   Even though the balance due is high, the City has received monthly payments on the 
account since that billing cycle and the resident is making a good faith effort to reduce the balance. 
 
Staff recommends the City Council defer the assessment to allow the property owner to continue 
their monthly payment plan to pay the outstanding amount.  The City retains the ability to certify 
any delinquent amount in 2020.    
 
1710 Eugene Street 
This property has a pending assessment of $847.98.  The property owner requests a deferral of the 
special assessment due to a job loss and the need for financial assistance.  The City received a 
$100 payment on the account during the past year.  The owner’s request stated a payment plan 
would begin in September 2019; however, the City has only received a $50 payment since that 
notice.  Staff is willing to work with the resident to accept payments through late November 2019 
to reduce the amount due on the account and reduce the assessment amount.  The concern is that 
if the City defers the amount due and the resident does not submit any payments, the 2020 
assessment for delinquent utilities would be in the $1,600 to $2,000 range.  An amount in that 
range could further complicate the resident’s future financial situation. 
 
Staff recommends the City Council allow the certification process to proceed.  Staff will reduce 
the assessment by payments submitted through late November. 
 
3655 Prairie Road 
This property has a pending assessment of $482.39.  The property owner requests a deferral of the 
special assessment due to a financial hardship and an issue with delivery of their bill through the 
U.S. Postal Service for three billing cycles.  The owner resolved the mail delivery issue but desires 
time to set up a payment plan to pay the delinquent amount.  In reviewing the account activity, the 
last payment received was in July 2018, which paid delinquent amounts to prevent certification to 
taxes.  Since there have been no payments made throughout this past year, staff is concerned that 
deferring the amount due could potentially increase the 2020 assessments if the owner continues 
to not make payments.   
   
Staff recommends the City Council allow the certification process to proceed.  Staff will reduce 
the assessment by payments submitted through late November. 
 
3577 White Bear Avenue 
This property has a pending assessment of $4,555.75.  The tenant for this retail space requests a 
deferral of the special assessment due to a financial hardship in paying the balance due.  Staff 
noted declining water meter readings through the utility billing process a couple of years ago, 
though no change occurred in business activities.  Staff repeatedly requested the tenant and 
property owner replace the water meter to provide accurate meter readings for the billing process; 
however, both parties disregarded the requests.  Staff began estimating water usage in the quarterly 
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billing process at a level consistent with similar operations to motivate the parties to change the 
meter to get a more accurate read.  Both parties continued to overlook the requests resulting in 
certification of delinquent amounts to property taxes in both 2017 and 2018.  During 2019, the 
property sold and the tenant is working with the new owner to install a new water meter to correct 
the issue.  The tenant hopes for the opportunity to defer the assessment and repay the outstanding 
balance through a payment plan. Staff is willing to work with the resident to accept payments 
through late November 2019 to reduce the amount due on the account and reduce the assessment 
amount.  The concern is that if the City defers the amount due and the tenant does not submit any 
payments, the 2020 assessment for delinquent utilities would be extremely high and difficult to 
pay. 
        
Staff recommends the City Council allow the certification process to proceed.  Staff will reduce 
the assessment by payments submitted through late November. 
 
2811 Riviera Drive 
This property has a pending assessment of $376.35.  The resident requests a deferral of the special 
assessment due the hardship of utility bills on a fixed income.  The resident submitted three 
payments in the past five months in a good faith effort to reduce the delinquent amount.  After 
reviewing the utility bills for the past eighteen months, staff is concerned about deferring the 
delinquent amount because of the frequency of high quarterly utility bills that could place the 
resident in more of a financial hardship if future bills continue in the same manner.      
   
Staff recommends the City Council allow the certification process to proceed.  Any payments 
received through late November will reduce the assessment amount certified to Ramsey County.  
Staff will also work with resident to determine cause of the high quarterly bills to reduce future 
billings.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
City staff works with customers to arrange payment plans to help them remain current in their 
account.  The proposed recommendations relate to specific customer requests and represents staff’s 
proposals based upon the information provided.  Staff requests the City Council to review the 
proposed utility payment recommendations. 
 
If the council concurs with the recommendations, the attached resolution will authorize the City to 
certify delinquent utility amounts as special assessments against the appropriate properties.  Staff 
will remove the City Council deferral of delinquent accounts from the certification list before 
submitting the list to Ramsey County.  A complete list of delinquent accounts is available upon 
request.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 
Deferred certification request detail information 



 

RESOLUTION NO.  

RESOLUTION CERTIFYING DELINQUENT CHARGES RELATED TO THE 
MUNICIPAL UTILITY SYSTEM ASSESSMENTS 

 

 WHEREAS, the City has provided sewer, water, refuse services to users of the 
municipal utilities to properties within the City; and  

 WHEREAS, the City has invoiced these users for the services and payment on some of 
these invoices is delinquent, and 

 WHEREAS, Minnesota Statute §444.075 allows the City to certify charges associated 
with the municipal utilities as special assessments with the County Auditor. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake as follows: 

1. Delinquent charges associated with the municipal utilities shall be certified to the 
County Auditor for collection as special assessments. 

2. That a processing fee of $30.00 per account be applied to the assessment. 

3. The special assessments shall be due and payable over a term of one (1) year at an 
annual rate of seven and one-half percent (7.5%). 

 The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember _______ and supported by 
Councilmember ________, was declared carried on the following vote: 

 Ayes:   
 Nays:   
 Passed:  
  

             
      _____________________________________ 
      Jo Emerson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 

__________________________________ 
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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City of White Bear Lake 
Finance Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kerri Kindsvater, Finance Director 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: Certification of City expenses incurred servicing private property 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
Throughout the year, the City contracted services to provide lawn care and tree removal to several 
property owners.  The City billed all property owners for the services performed on their behalf; 
however, a few of the invoices remain unpaid.   
 
SUMMARY 
The following list summarizes the delinquent invoice balances: 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the City Council adopt the attached resolution certifying the total $3,758.13 
delinquent miscellaneous private billings for a one-year period at an annual interest rate of seven 
and one-half (7.5%) percent. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 
Certification detail for delinquent invoices 

Description of service Amount
Tree removal 3,650.75$ 
Lawn care 107.38      

3,758.13   



RESOLUTION NO.  

RESOLUTION CERTIFYING DELINQUENT 2019 MISCELLANEOUS PRIVATE 
PROPERTY ASSESSMENT FOR RECOVERY OF CITY EXPENSES 

 

 WHEREAS, Minnesota Statues §429.101 allows the City to certify special charges 
associated with servicing property as special assessments with the County Auditor; and  

 WHEREAS, the City has provided various services to the attached listing of properties, 
invoiced those properties for services completed and has not been reimbursed as of October 17, 
2019. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake, Minnesota, that: 

1. Nuisance charges associated with maintaining private property within the City 
ordinance are certified to the County Auditor for collection as special 
assessments. 

2. The nuisance assessments are authorized per the attached worksheet totaling 
$3,758.13 for recovery of the City incurred expenses. 

3. Nuisance assessment shall be payable over a term of one (1) year at an annual rate 
of seven and one-half percent (7.5%). 

 The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember _________ and supported by 
Councilmember ________, was declared carried on the following vote: 

  Ayes:   
  Nays:   
  Passed:  

             
        ____________________________ 
        Jo Emerson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

__________________________________ 
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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City of White Bear Lake 
City Manager’s Office 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:  Mayor and Council 
 
From:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: First Reading of ordinance temporarily prohibiting the use of motorboats on 

East Goose Lake 
 
 
REQUEST 
The Vadnais Lake Water Management Organization has applied for a $170,000 grant towards an 
alum treatment to mitigate significant internal phosphorus loading in East Goose Lake.  In order 
to proceed with an alum treatment, VLAWMO is requesting that the City enact an ordinance to 
restrict motorized boating for at least three years, with potential for extended restrictions.  An 
ordinance has been drafted for first reading at the City Council’s October 22nd meeting, at which 
representatives from VLAWMO will present their findings. 
 
BACKGROUND 
At its meeting on October 8th, the City Council directed staff to draft an ordinance for first 
reading at its October 22nd meeting, at which the public would be invited to speak.  Second 
reading of the ordinance will be held at the November 26, 2019 City Council meeting, providing 
opportunity for additional public input before Council’s final consideration.    
 
East Goose Lake lies within VLAWMO’s watershed area and is its most impaired lake. The 
organization has been pursuing methods to mitigate Goose Lake’s impaired condition for several 
years, including but not limited to drainage area work and bullhead harvesting. VLAWMO is 
now proposing an alum treatment for Goose Lake at an estimated cost of $170,000 to be paid for 
primarily through grant funds, with $35,000 in matching funds to come from the City.  As 
described, an alum treatment would necessitate boating restrictions, about which the residents 
with Goose Lake property have expressed strong opposition.   
 
East Goose Lake has no public access, which could make enforcement of boating restrictions 
more difficult. However, in this case, any response with a motorized boat would be ill-advised.  
If an ordinance restricting motorized boating is adopted by Council, the City would respond to 
compliance issues utilizing Code Enforcement staff.  As is already their practice, Code 
Enforcement staff would coordinate their efforts with the Police Department when necessary.  
The City Council would also be asked to establish a fine for illegal motorized boating through 
adoption of its 2020 fee schedule.    
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If approved, an ordinance restricting motorized boating is subject to a Department of Natural 
Resources’ review process.  The DNR would have up to 120 days to review before making its 
decision on the ordinance, which would include additional opportunity for public comment. 
Minnesota Rules set out the factors that the DNR must take into consideration, as attached.   
 
RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION 
Staff recommends Council hold first reading of the attached ordinance regulating motorized 
boating on East Goose Lake.  Representatives from VLAWMO will present background 
information, followed by an opportunity for public comment.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Draft Ordinance 
MN DNR Rules 
VLAWMO Request Memo 
Carpenter Email 
Rich Email 
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CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE 
Ordinance No. _________ 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE VI OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF 
THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE BY ADDING A NEW CHAPTER 608 

TEMPORARILY PROHIBITING THE USE OF MOTORBOATS ON EAST GOOSE LAKE 
 
The Council of the City of White Bear Lake does ordain as follows: 
 
ARTICLE I.  Legislative Findings.  The City Council hereby finds and determines as 
follows: 
 

A. East Goose Lake (“Lake”) is a small, shallow lake located entirely within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of White Bear Lake (“City”); 
 

B. The Lake is also located within the watershed managed by the Vadnais Lake 
Area Watershed Management Organization (“VLAWMO”); 
 

C. The Lake is on the state’s impaired waters list, which is the result of an 
assessment the state is required to conduct pursuant to the Federal Clean 
Water Act; 
 

D. According to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, a lake classified as being 
impaired is an assessment of how well the lake supports fishing, swimming, and 
other beneficial uses; 
 

E. Once a waterbody is classified as impaired, the state is required to undertake 
steps to clean it up so it can be removed from the impaired list; 
 

F. VLAWMO has, as part of its duty to improve water quality within the 
watershed, considered options for addressing the water quality concerns in the 
Lake and, based on the recommendation of its engineer, is pursuing an alum 
treatment option to remove phosphates from the water; 

 
G. In a memo to the City dated August 28, 2019, which is incorporated herein by 

reference, VLAWMO set out its recommendation that the City consider adopting 
an ordinance to restrict the use of motorboats on the Lake for at least the 
entire period of the alum treatment; 
 

H. In order to make the alum treatment effect, the treatment needs to occur over 
at least two seasons, a steady pH level must be maintained, and activities that 
disrupt of the bottom of the Lake must be minimized; 
 

I. The City is authorized by Minnesota Statutes, sections 459.20 and 86B.205 to 
adopt surface use ordinances for lakes located entirely within its boundaries; 
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J. The City Council recognizes that a temporary prohibition on the use of 
motorboats on the Lake will be disruptive to those who use it for motorized 
watersports, but the City must act in the best interest of the public with 
respect to this public water; 
 

K. The City Council determines the public benefit derived by supporting the alum 
treatment on the Lake outweighs the resulting disruptions to the adjacent 
owners and the motorboating public; 
 

L. At the end of the temporary motorboat prohibition period, the City Council will 
consider the condition of the Lake and determine whether any further 
limitations on the use of motorboats are needed; and 
 

M. The City recognizes that any surface use regulations it adopts must be 
approved by the Commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources before it can go into effect. 

 
ARTICLE II.  Motorboat Prohibition.  The Municipal Code of the City of White Bear 
Lake is hereby amended by adding a new chapter as follows: 
 

608.  TEMPORARY MOTORBOAT PROHIBITION ON EAST GOOSE LAKE. 
 
§608.010.  DEFINITIONS. 
 
 For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the meaning 
given them in this section. 
 

Motorboat.  “Motorboat” means any contrivance used or designed for 
navigation on water that is propelled in any manner by machinery including, but not 
limited to, electric motors and detachable motors. 
 
§608.020.  MOTORBOATS PROHIBITED. 
 
 Subd. 1.  Prohibition.  It is unlawful to operate a motorboat on the surface of 
East Goose Lake from March 1, 2020 to December 1, 2022. 
 

Subd. 2.  Exceptions.  The prohibition established by this section shall not 
apply to: 
 

1. Law enforcement, fire, or rescue personnel while engaged in their assigned 
duties; 
 

2. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources or Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency personnel while engaged in their assigned duties; or 
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3. Public entities, including their authorized contractors, while engaged in the 
treatment, maintenance, or testing of the lake. 

 
§608.030.  VIOLATIONS. 
 
 A violation of §512.010 is punishable as a misdemeanor. 
 
ARTICLE III.  Submission for Approval.  As required by Minnesota Rules, part 
6110.3800, subpart 2, the City shall submit this ordinance, together with the written 
statement required by Minnesota Rules, part 6110.3600, subpart 2, to the 
Commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources for review and 
approval. 
 
ARTICLE IV.  Enforcement.  In accordance with Minnesota Rules, part 6110.3800, 
subpart 1, the City is responsible for providing for the enforcement of the regulations 
enacted by this Ordinance. 
 
ARTICLE V.  Public Notice.  As required by Minnesota Rules, part 6110.3800, subpart 
3, the City shall undertake reasonable means of notifying the public of the prohibition 
prior to the 2020 boating season. 
 
ARTICLE VI.   Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective on February 1, 
2020, or upon the date of approval by the Commissioner of the Minnesota Department 
of Natural Resources, whichever occurs later.  If the Commissioner does not approve 
this ordinance, and a compromise cannot be reached, this ordinance shall not go into 
effect unless the City elects to undertake a contested case hearing as provided in 
Minnesota Rules, part 6110.3800, subpart 3 and is able to obtain approval of the 
ordinance. 
 
Adopted this ___ day of ________________, 2019. 
 
 
 
       _____________________________ 
       Mayor 
Attest:________________________ 
 City Clerk 
 
 
Date of Publication _________________________ 
 
Effective Date _____________________________  
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VLAWMO Board Memo to the City of White Bear Lake 

Date: August 28, 2019 
 
Re: Goose Lake recommendations and draft language for use in establishing an ordinance to 
maximize effectiveness of proposed alum treatment  

The City of White Bear Lake and Vadnais Lake Area Water Management Organization (VLAWMO) 
seek to improve water quality in East Goose Lake such that it is possible to remove it from the Impaired 
Waters List. The VLAWMO Board formally recommends using best practices to maximize alum-
treatment results. We request support of these best practices through an established motorized-boat 
activity ordinance by the City of White Bear Lake. Recommendations have been determined using best-
available science and include timing of treatments and specifications for motorized boat limitations. 

More information and documentation are available on the East Goose Lake page on the VLAWMO 
website: http://www.vlawmo.org/news/blog/goose-lake-alum-science-review/   

Restrictions: 

To maintain pH levels in the lake, the full alum dose will likely need to be applied over 2 years with a 
rest year in-between, for a total of 3 years. The specific timeframe will need to be adjusted if funding is 
not approved as part of the current grant round with the Board of Water and Soil Resources. Pending 
funding, we propose:  

• Fall 2020: Initial partial dose alum treatment. No motorized boating starting immediately post-
treatment on East Goose Lake. 

• Calendar year 2021: No motorized boating on East Goose Lake 
• Spring 2022: Remaining alum dose treatment 
• Spring/Summer/Fall 2022: No motorized boating on East Goose Lake 

 
• Beyond 2022, we see 3 possible options: 

 
1. No motorized boating 
2. Re-evaluate based on monitoring data collected to determine if motorized boating should 

be allowed to resume with trolling motors <10 HP 
3. Motorized boating allowed with trolling motors <10 HP 
 

o In all 3 scenarios, VLAWMO will continue monitoring and share Phosphorus (P) results 
with the City and other stakeholders via the VLAWMO website. Boating and water skiing 
will be allowed to continue on West Goose Lake. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.vlawmo.org/news/blog/goose-lake-alum-science-review/
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Findings and Purpose: 

An alum treatment is an effective and expensive (~$170,000 for East Goose Lake) in-lake treatment to 
bind phosphorus and improve water quality. Though the cost may seem high, alum treatments are 50 
times more effective in P removed per dollar spent when compared to structural BMPs in urban settings 
(Brattebo et al. 2017). The proposed alum treatment has the potential to improve property values. Lake 
eutrophication decreases property and recreational value of lakes. Zamparas & Zacharias (2014) 
estimated $2.2 billion per year is lost due to eutrophication. Numbers were calculated for 2009; this is 
equivalent to $2.6 billion in 2019. Greatest losses were from lakefront property values. 

Phosphorus (P) is the key nutrient in fresh-water systems that leads to high algal growth and low water 
quality. P binds to sediment and is washed into lakes and streams in stormwater. Alum treatments are 
especially effective in improving lakes with internal loading, which has accumulated through time often 
due to high historical nutrient additions. Internal loading is caused by high P levels in the sediment that 
are released during anoxic conditions. Goose Lake was the receiving body of water for wastewater 
discharge from the 1930s through the late 1960s. This historical input, combined with continued 
subwatershed inputs in stormwater, has created the high internal-load situation and nutrient impairment 
that we seek to address. 

Sediment cores were used to determine the extent of internal loading in East Goose Lake. Results 
showed that internal loading in East Goose Lake is 88%. External load is also being reduced through 
efforts with the City of White Bear Lake and VLAWMO; external load is 11%. A reduction of external 
load is warranted but does not have the potential to improve East Goose Lake to the point that it would 
meet state standards without addressing the accumulated internal load. In addition to external load 
reductions, 16,000 pounds of bullhead were removed (see below). P levels improved following rough 
fish removal. Even with improvement, P levels remain at three times the state standard (State standard 
= 60 µg/mL). 

Maintaining pH of the lake during an alum treatment is critical to health of the system. Alum treatments 
in shallow lakes are usually administered over the period of a couple of years to maintain safe pH levels 
and add sufficient alum to bind available P. The amount of alum to add is calculated through modeling, 
and dosage is lake specific. 

Alum treatments work by binding with P in the sediment and water column and deactivating it. 
Phosphorus binds with aluminum (Al) sulphate to form aluminum hydroxides. Aluminum hydroxides are 
not reactive during low oxygen conditions at the bottom of the lake and do not release bound P. When 
an alum treatment is applied, a precipitate is initially formed called an Al floc. Floc is light and fluffy at 
first and can be easily resuspended into the system. Allowing floc to stabilize and a biofilm to form over 
the top prevents mixing bound P back into the water column and extends the effective life of the alum 
treatment. A period of 2-4 months is required to allow the floc to form, compress, and a biofilm to form 
over the top in optimal conditions (Egemose et al. 2009). The time required is extended during in cold 
temperatures, outside of the growing season. Even with a biofilm present, minimizing disruption of the 
sediment is recommended. 
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Motorized boating is an activity that disturbs bottom sediments. Turbulence from propeller wash 
extends below the boat (4-6 feet below the propeller for overall depths down to 10 feet) (Asplund 2009; 
Gucinski 1982). Declines are most pronounced in shallow lakes. East Goose Lake is a shallow lake 
with a maximum depth of 7.4 feet. Effectiveness of alum treatments depends upon dose and 
bioturbation/disruption of sediment (Steinman et al. 2018). We recognize findings of peer-reviewed 
research and white papers.  
 
We also recognize that: 

• High algal growth prevents healthy plant growth that would help maintain a clear water system, 
• East Goose Lake is nearly devoid of plants because it is dominated by algae, 
• High algal growth in East Goose Lake includes cyanobacteria--the source of potentially harmful 

algal blooms, 
• Property values are negatively affected by lakes dominated by algae blooms, 

 

• And that East Goose Lake is priority for remediation in the City of White Bear Lake and the 
Vadnais Lake Area Watershed.  

 

Efforts to Date: 

• VLAWMO worked with Blue Water Science to conduct fish surveys in 2012 and 2017. The high 
density of bullheads was deemed a potential problem for an alum treatment because these fish 
feed by disrupting the bottom. Note: Bullheads do not disrupt the bottom to the extent that 
Common carp do. Common carp are not present in Goose Lake. 
 

• VLAWMO hired and participated in bullhead harvests on East and West Goose Lakes during 
2014 and 2015; 16,000 pounds of bullhead were removed. The 2017 fish survey showed that 
results of harvests were sustained, and bullheads remained reduced by 75% from 2012 levels. 
VLAWMO is considering a follow-up fish survey for Fall 2019. 
 

• VLAWMO worked with Barr Engineering to conduct a feasibility study for East Goose Lake. That 
study included modeling and sediment cores to determine P content and source distribution. 
The study showed that internal loading is extremely high in East Goose Lake (88%) and 
recommended an alum treatment as the most effective option to improve the lake. The report is 
available on the VLAWMO website. 
 

• Ramsey County Soil and Water Conservation Division conducted a vegetation survey in 2014 
and followed-up to detect changes in 2019. In 2019, RCSWCD delineated Curly-leaf pondweed, 
an invasive species found in East and West Goose Lakes. Delineation was requested by MN 
DNR to inform future plant-management efforts. A healthy shallow lake should have an 
established plant community and low algae cover. High algae density prevents light penetration 
through the water column, and plants are unable to establish. In the 2019 survey, aquatic plants 
were only found at 10 of 116 points. All points with plants were in West Goose Lake. No plants 
were documented at survey locations in East Goose Lake. Algae abundance was high and 
included cyanobacteria, which is potentially dangerous to pets and humans. The report is 
available on the VLAWMO website. 
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• VLAWMO conducted a literature review to update scientific understanding regarding alum 
treatments and best practices. That presentation was recorded on June 26, 2019, and made 
available to the City of White Bear Lake. The recording is available on the VLAWMO website. 
 

• The City of White Bear Lake, working with VLAWMO, seeks to improve water quality, support 
native plant diversity, control invasive species, and continue to allow use of West Goose Lake 
for water skiing. 
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From: Lindsey Carpenter <lcarpenter@meshbesher.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 1:16 PM 
To: ward1 <ward1@whitebearlake.org>; ward2 <ward2@whitebearlake.org>; Dan Jones 
<ward3@whitebearlake.org>; ward4 <ward4@whitebearlake.org>; ward5 <ward5@whitebearlake.org> 
Cc: mayor <mayor@whitebearlake.org>; Ellen Hiniker <ehiniker@whitebearlake.org>; Mr Kurt 
Carpenter <hubcarpenter@yahoo.com>; tgilchrist@kennedy-graven.com 
Subject: East Goose Lake  
 
Dear White Bear Lake City Council Members, 
 
Bill Walsh  
Douglas Biehn 
Dan Jones 
Kevin Edberg 
Steven Engstran, 
 
Mayor, Jo Emerson  
City Manager Ellen Hiniker Richter & Attorney Troy Gilchrist:  
 
Ellen mentioned last night at the meeting that we, Goose Lake residents, should 
continue communication and we do appreciate that invitation.  I would like to make 
just a few brief comments in response to the discussion last night.   
 
One of the first comments made to open discussion was that VLAWMO and the Goose 
Lake Residents have “Equal interest” “love for the lake.”  This is simply not true.  The 
Goose Lake residents have an interest as property owners on the lake that bought 
property for specific use of the recreational lake.  Goose Lake residents pay the 
increased property taxes for the use of the lake.  Goose Lake residents see this lake 
every day.  Goose Lake residents have the actual contact with the lake.  VLAWMO 
interest is not equal.  They are a group that as was said, they are doing their job – not 
acting out of love.  The interest is for VLAWMO numbers to look good on paper.  To 
show the state agencies that they are hitting certain numbers and goals – and of course 
it’s about money and getting funds for projects.  That is their job.  To say VLAWMO has 
a love for this lake cannot be deemed accurate.  The love for this lake comes from the 
residents, who are voting members of this great White Bear Lake community – who are 
on this lake day in and day out with family.   Just looking at numbers alone last night, 
there were 25 people supporting Goose Lake residents and there were 2 people from 
VLAWMO.  The interest is not equal and VLAWMO does not act out of love – which 
the homeowners do!  As you can see we have a great love for this lake and as Mr. Walsh 
pointed out we have an interest in clean up.  We want to continue to be VLAWMO 
partners and work on options.  But this is not the right course.   
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There seemed to be some confusion about the DNR component.  To help clear this up, 
procedurally, I have attached the e-mail we received from DNR.  We have also talked to 
a number of individuals at the DNR and have an understanding of how this works.  If 
the city passes the ordinance it would then need to be approved by DNR, and it would 
go through a process that includes public comment/ public hearing.   
 
One of the council members asked if there was consequence of inaction, and the answer 
is no.  This is something that came up at the VLAWMO board meeting (June 2019) and 
one of the VLAWMO board members said the same thing.  He said that the Goose Lake 
residents do not even want this to happen, it is expensive, there are other clean up 
options that can continue (bull head removal) and there really is not a negative of not 
taking this action.  What is interesting is at that meeting the board was not completely 
sold on this course of action.  But after discussion they did go with the staff 
recommendation (reluctantly) and said to request the grant.   
 
What are the risks of not doing the alum treatment? None.  This was also confirmed at 
that same VLAWMO meeting.  There was discussion about the algae blooms.  Of note, 
we have not had one of those blooms in about 5 years.  So again, the trend seen by the 
actual residents is that the lake continues to improve.  At the VLAWMO meeting 
Stephanie, staff member, had confirmed that we had not had an algae bloom in quite 
some time and when it did happen it never got to the level of concern.  Action has never 
been taken for any kind of health concern.   
 
Of note, residents on the lake, water skiing on this lake about 25 years total and there 
has NEVER been a report of a health issue on Goose Lake.  25 years – no staff infections, 
no illness, no ecoli, no health concerns.   
 
Bald Eagle lake had alum treatment and they did not restrict boats.  There were no 
boating restrictions in the shallow areas.  The watershed district involved worked with 
the Bald Eagle homeowners as a partnership.  Bald Eagle homeowners had no interest 
in removing their boats from the lake they love and the Goose Lake residents (I’ll say 
smaller but mighty!) also have no interest in removing the boats and social/family 
tradition of the lake they love.   
 
This is a huge disturbance to the Goose Lake community.  We can improve our lake 
with other means.  Alum treatment “may” work and it would be “temporary” this is 
confirmed by VLAWMO.  As residents we have other ideas and fundraising ideas.   
 



Thank you for your time and attention.  May I ask, when will we receive a copy of the 
drafted ordinance from the city?  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Lindsey A. Carpenter, partner  
Attorney at Law  
Meshbesher & Spence, LTD. 
1616 Park Avenue 
Minneapolis, MN 55404 
612-339-9121 (voice) 
612-339-9188 (fax) 
 
www.meshbesher.com 
 
The lawyer you choose makes a difference.  
 
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL 
The information contained in this electronic mail is privileged and confidential information intended 
solely for the use of the individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient(s) of this email, 
or if you are an employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient(s), you are 
hereby notified that any dissemination or distribution of all or any part of this email other than to its 
intended recipient(s), or any copying of this email, is strictly prohibited. If you receive this email in error, 
you are instructed to immediately forward it back to the sender, destroy your copy, and notify Lindsey 
Carpenter at 612-339-9121 or 1-888-707-6374. 

http://www.meshbesher.com/


From: mayor
To: Kara Coustry
Subject: Fwd: Support Goose Lake residents
Date: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 1:26:50 PM

Please put in a Goose Lake folder.  Thanks

Jo

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Diane Rich <dmrich07@yahoo.com>
Date: October 15, 2019 at 12:11:44 PM CDT
To: mayor@whitebearlake.org
Subject: Support Goose Lake residents

Dear Mayor of White Bear Lake,

I am a resident of Ward 1 and writing to you to please support
Goose Lake residents.

As a child my family was big on camping and fishing, water
skiing etc.

We have 10 children and 25 grandchildren and 21 great
grandchildren. 

We wanted to expose our large family to the fun of water
sports etc. 

So in 2009 we purchased our home on Goose Lake. 

 

Please vote NO to Alum treatment.

Please vote NO to boat restrictions

Please support the Goose lake Residents

 

Thank you

Melvin and Diane Rich
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City of White Bear Lake 
Finance Department 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kerri Kindsvater, Finance Director 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: Employee Benefits for Non-bargaining Employees 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
Collective bargaining agreements do not represent a majority of the City’s workforce.  The City 
classifies these non-union employees as either clerical/technical or management/exempt due to the 
nature of their work.  The City Council establishes compensation parameters for these employees 
through the acceptance of the annual Position Classification and Compensation Plan.  Historically, 
the City Council establishes benefit changes for non-bargaining employees, including medical/life 
insurance, to coincide with premium rate adjustments and market conditions, which become 
effective January 1, 2020.  This renewal period also allows employee benefits to be coordinated 
with union contract negotiations, which all have a January 1 renewal date. 
 
At the October 8, 2019 meeting, the City Council approved a proposal from Medica to provide 
employee health insurance coverage.  This approval continues the group health package of three 
insurance plan options that began January 1, 2019.  The 2020 insurance rates increased an average 
of 7.3% for the entire group package.        
 
SUMMARY 
Employee Utilization 
Just over three-fourths (75%) of non-bargaining employees within the City’s health insurance 
program choose the Health Savings Account (HSA) high deductible plan, which requires 
employees to pay the annual deductible before the insurance coverage becomes effective.   
 
HSA structures contain embedded or non-embedded deductibles.   With embedded deductibles, 
benefits are paid once an individual reaches the per person deductible amount.  With non-
embedded deductibles, the insurance company pays benefits for the individual once expenditures 
reaches the total family deductible amount.  The City’s HSA coverage changed to the embedded 
structure in 2019 to improve coverage for employees and limit their annual deductible expenses 
if only one or two family members have significant health needs.  Per IRS Regulations, relating 
to HSA embedded deductible plans; deductibles must increase to $2,800 per individual and 
$5,600 per family to maintain the embedded deductible status in 2020.  A city contribution to a 
Health Care Savings Account for employees choosing the HSA coverage offsets the employee 
deductible increase.  
In reviewing the three insurance plan options, employees selecting either the employe+1 or 
multiple dependent coverage options incur the greatest financial health care burden.  The City’s 
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2020 insurance plan requires these employees to pay up to an annual out-of-pocket maximum of 
$5,600 or $6,000 depending upon the plan they choose.     
Employee Deferred Insurance Benefit 
All employees must enroll for group health insurance through the City unless they can 
demonstrate they have coverage through another group plan.  An individual plan does not qualify 
as coverage under a group plan.  If an employee provides the required proof of coverage, he/she 
can opt out of the City’s insurance program and receive up to $294 per month as a deferred 
insurance payment if they do not use tobacco products.  The City Council adopted this 
contribution amount in July 2010 and will remain the same 2020.  
Employee Plan Participation 
The City’s non-bargaining group contains 58 employees.  The following chart reflects the 
group’s insurance coverage by type: 
 

No Dependents:   
Deferred insurance 18 31% 
Single coverage 18 31% 

 36 62% 
   
Dependents:   
Employee +1 10 17% 
Multiple dependents 12 21% 

 22 38% 

Total 58 100% 

 
Health Insurance Costs 
The 2020 employee group insurance package through Medica represents an overall increase in 
premiums of 7.3%.   
 
Within the Medica parameters, the City offers three insurance plan options to give employees 
choice of coverage based on their medical needs and financial circumstances.  Two of the plans 
have higher monthly premiums with deductibles due for service, while the third plan is a Health 
Savings Account (HSA) that allows employees the ability to save unused funds for future years.   
 
The two plans with the higher monthly premiums are Comprehensive Major Medical (CMM) plans 
with either a $1,000 or $2,000 deductible.  Employees selecting one of these plans could incur out-
of-pocket costs greater than the HSA plan; however, this would only occur if hospitalization of 
multiple family members occurred during the year.  Each of the two CMM plans have either a co-
pay or a cost-sharing option to cover part of the ongoing costs for items like prescriptions.  
 
The HSA plan offers the lowest overall premiums, but also requires the employee to pay 100% of 
all medical costs up to $2,800 for single person or $5,600 for multiple dependent coverage.   This 
plan compels members to think through their utilization of medical services as clinic visits and 
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prescriptions are entirely their responsibility before they reach the annual deductible amount.  Staff 
recognizes that employees selecting the HSA plan typically incur a higher percentage of their total 
medical costs; however, their annual out-of-pocket maximum has the potential to be less than the 
other two plan options.     
 
For 2020, both of the CMM and the HSA plans will offer employees the choice of an open access 
provider network or a narrow provider network.  The addition of the narrow provider network 
allows employees the opportunity to reduce their monthly insurance costs by accepting fewer 
options of clinics and hospitals in the plan.  The narrow network does not include specialty care 
services through the Mayo Health System or Hazelten; however, the University of Minnesota 
Hospitals and Clinics are covered facilities in the plan.   
 
Proposed City Contribution 
For many years, the City split health insurance premium increases with employees.  After a review 
of insurance contributions by cities of similar size, the City decided to cover the entire health 
insurance premium increase in 2019 to remain competitive for both existing and prospective 
employees.  For 2020, the City proposes paying 5% of the insurance premium increase, which 
allocates the remaining 2.3% for the employees to pay.  Each employee will experience a different 
rate change based their plan choice and coverage option.     
 
The following tables summarize the City’s proposed 2020 health insurance contributions, with the 
non-tobacco incentive included, and employees’ responsibility for the monthly premiums for both 
the open access network and the VantagePlus narrow network. 
 
2020 Coverage – Medica Open Access Network: 
 
 1,000 Deductible 2,000 Deductible 2,800 HSA 
Single    
Premium 642.66 604.62 590.08 
City Contribution 554.00 549.00 573.00 
Employee Cost 88.66 55.62 17.08 
    
Employee+1     
Premium 1,413.12 1,329.48 1,297.50 
City Contribution 1,061.00 1,052.00 1,104.00 
Employee Cost 352.12 277.48 193.50 
    
Multiple Dependent    
Premium 1,796.61 1,690.27 1,649.62 
City Contribution 1,291.00 1,280.00 1,345.00 
Employee Cost 505.61 410.27 304.62 

 
2020 Coverage – Medica VantagePlus Narrow Network: 
 
 1,000 Deductible 2,000 Deductible 2,800 HSA 
Single    
Premium 584.24 549.65 536.44 
City Contribution 554.00 549.65 536.44 
Employee Cost 30.24 0.00 0.00 
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Employee+1     
Premium 1,284.65 1,208.62 1,179.55 
City Contribution 1,061.00 1,052.00 1,104.00 
Employee Cost 223.65 156.62 75.55 
    
Multiple Dependent    
Premium 1,633.28 1,536.61 1,499.65 
City Contribution 1,291.00 1,280.00 1,345.00 
Employee Cost 342.28 256.61 154.65 

 
Additional City Contribution 
The City acknowledges the financial impact on employees choosing HSA high-deductible 
coverage by making a monthly contribution into the employee’s health care account.  In 2019, the 
City contributed $50 per month for single coverage and $100 per month for employee+1 or 
multiple dependents coverages.  The City plans to incorporate the IRA regulation increase in the 
annual deductible into the monthly contributions in 2020; therefore, the employees will receive 
$58.33 per month for single coverage and $116.67 per month for multiple dependent coverage.   
 
Projected Cost Impact 
Under this proposal, the City’s contributions for non-bargaining insurance benefits will increase 
approximately $30,000.  The Employment Expense Fund budgets resources to meet this 
obligation. 
 
Other Non-Bargaining Employee Benefits 
All other employee benefits will remain unchanged in 2020. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Council adopt the attached resolution establishing a benefit package for non-
bargaining employees effective January 1, 2020. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 



 
 

RESOLUTION NO.: 
 

 

 
RESOLUTION PROVIDING BENEFITS FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE CITY OF WHITE 

BEAR LAKE WHO ARE NOT COVERED BY EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENTS 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake, Minnesota that the following benefits shall be provided to employees of the City who 
are not covered by employment agreements effective January 1, 2020. 
 

1. Health Insurance: Employees may select one of the following options as the City’s 
contribution towards medical/health and life insurance: 

 
Employee’s selecting single coverage may select one of the following: 
 
Item 1,000 CMM 2,000 CMM 2,800 H.S.A. 
City Contribution N/S 554.00 549.00 573.00 
City Contribution Basic 534.00 529.00 553.00 

 
Employee’s selecting Employee + 1 coverage may select one of the following: 
 
Item 1,000 CMM 2,000 CMM 2,800 H.S.A. 
City Contribution N/S 1,061.00 1,052.00 1,104.00 
City Contribution Basic 1,001.00 992.00 1,044.00 

 
Employee’s selecting Multiple Dependent coverage may select one of the following: 
 
Item 1,000 CMM 2,000 CMM 2,800 H.S.A. 
City Contribution N/S 1,291.00 1,280.00 1,345.00 
City Contribution Basic 1,231.00 1,220.00 1,285.00 

 
2. H.S.A. Contribution: Employees selecting first dollar deductible insurance 

coverage defined as the Health Savings Account Plan would be entitled to the 
following annual City contributions: 

 
Coverage H.S.A. Contribution 

Single $58.33/mo. 
Employee + 1 $116.67/mo. 
Multiple Dependents $116.67/mo. 

 
3. Deferred Insurance:  Employees with proof of group insurance elsewhere, may 

opt out of the City’s insurance program and receive one of the following: 
 

City Contribution N/S (non-smoking) 294.00 
City Contribution Basic 279.00 

 
4. Life Insurance: In the case of Department Heads, the City shall provide life 

insurance according to the group policy purchased by the City. 



 
 

RESOLUTION NO.: 
 

 

 
The foregoing resolution offered by Councilmember ________ and supported by  

Councilmember ________ was declared carried on the following vote: 
 

Ayes:   
Nays:   
Passed:  
                

              
        _________ ____________ 

Jo Emerson, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________                                                                               
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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City of White Bear Lake 
City Manager’s Office 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
 
Date:  October 14, 2019 
 
Subject: Annual designation of polling places 
 
 
BACKGROUND/SUMMARY  
In 2017 the legislature enacted a new provision, 204B.16 Polling Places; Designation, that requires 
all municipalities to designate their polling place locations for an upcoming election year by 
December 31 of the previous year. If the authorized polling place becomes unavailable for use, the 
new law does permit changing polling place locations in the year of the election. 
 
Safety concerns had been raised by some parents and staff regarding the Sunrise Park Middle 
School polling location for Ward 3; however school will not be in session on Election Day and 
District staff confirmed continued use of Sunrise Park Middle School as the Ward 3 polling 
location.   
 
All polling place sites will remain unchanged in 2020 over 2019: 

Ward 1 , Precinct 1 White Bear Lake City Hall – Council Chambers 
   4701 Highway 61, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 2 , Precinct 1 White Bear Lake Library 
   2150 2nd Street, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 3, Precinct 1 Sunrise Middle School Gym 
   2399 Cedar Avenue, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 3, Precinct 2 Sunrise Middle School Gym 
   2399 Cedar Avenue, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 4, Precinct 1 Golfview Building 
   2449 Orchard Lane, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 4, Precinct 2 Golfview Building 
   2449 Orchard Lane, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
Ward 5 , Precinct 1 St. Stephen’s Lutheran Church 
   1965 County Road E, White Bear Lake, MN  55110  

  
RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION 
Staff recommends Council adopt the resolution designating 2020 polling locations. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 



City of White Bear Lake 
Ramsey County, Minnesota 

 
RESOLUTION NO.   

 
RESOLUTION DESIGNATING POLLING PLACES FOR ALL 

2020 ELECTIONS 
 
 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Statutes 204B.16 requires the City Council to designate polling 
places for the upcoming year by resolution; and 
 

WHEREAS, changes to the polling places locations may be made at least 90 days before 
the next election if one or more of the authorized polling places becomes unavailable for use; and 
 

WHEREAS, changes to the polling place locations may be made in the case of an 
emergency when it is necessary to ensure a safe and secure location for voting. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of White Bear 
Lake hereby designates the following polling places for all elections conducted in the city in 2020:  

 
Ward 1 , Precinct 1 White Bear Lake City Hall – Council Chambers 
   4701 Highway 61, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 2 , Precinct 1 White Bear Lake Library 
   2150 2nd Street, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 3, Precinct 1 Sunrise Middle School Gym 
   2399 Cedar Avenue, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 3, Precinct 2 Sunrise Middle School Gym 
   2399 Cedar Avenue, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 4, Precinct 1 Golfview Building 
   2449 Orchard Lane, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 4, Precinct 2 Golfview Building 
   2449 Orchard Lane, White Bear Lake, MN  55110 
 
Ward 5 , Precinct 1 St. Stephen’s Lutheran Church 
   1965 County Road E, White Bear Lake, MN  55110  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city clerk is hereby authorized to designate a 

replacement meeting the requirements of the Minnesota Election Law for any polling place 
designated in this resolution that becomes unavailable for use by the City; and 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city clerk is hereby authorized to designate an 

emergency replacement polling place meeting the requirements of the Minnesota Election Law for 



City of White Bear Lake 
Ramsey County, Minnesota 

 
RESOLUTION NO.   

 
any polling place designated in this resolution when necessary to ensure a safe and secure location 
for voting; and 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city clerk is directed to send a copy of this 

resolution and any subsequent polling place designations to the Ramsey County Elections Office. 
 
The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember ________ and supported by 

Councilmember_________, was declared carried on the following vote: 
 
    Ayes:   
 Nays:   
 Passed:   
 
 

_____________________________ 
   Jo Emerson, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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City of White Bear Lake 
Finance Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:  Ellen Hiniker, City Manager 
 
From:  Kerri Kindsvater, Finance Director 
 
Date:  October 17, 2019 
 
Subject: Special Assessments 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City helps property owners pay for unexpected water, sewer and property maintenance costs 
by assessing the project costs to their property taxes when there is a financial hardship.  Listed 
below is an assessment request the City has received from a property owner in recent months.   
 
Special Assessment for 1921 Webber Street: 
Ms. Diane Schuberg at 1921 Webber Street had a diseased tree in need of removal.  The resident 
asked to have the total removal costs assessed to her property taxes due to a financial hardship at 
this time.  The total project costs are $4,217.13. 

The City has previously allowed similar assessments to property owners for improvements and 
agreed to this assessment based on the following information: 

1. Resident agreed to a 5-year assessment. 

2. Resident agreed to pay interest at 2% above the City’s true interest rate set at the recent 
bond issue, which is 2.41%.  Therefore, the interest rate will be 4.41% 

3. Resident waves all rights to a public hearing regarding the final assessment. 

 
RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION 
Staff recommends Council approve the attached resolution authorizing the assessments for the 
three properties explained above. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
Resolution 



RESOLUTION NO.   

RESOLUTION CERTIFYING MISCELLANEOUS PRIVATE PROPERTY 
ASSESSMENTS FOR RECOVERY OF CITY EXPENSES 

 

 WHEREAS, Minnesota Statues §429.101 allows the City to certify special charges 
associated with servicing property as special assessments with the County Auditor; and  

 WHEREAS, the following White Bear Lake, MN private property owner, signed an 
assessment agreement waiving all rights to a public hearing regarding the following assessment: 
  
Diane Schuberg 
1921 Webber Street 
White Bear Lake, MN 

Tree removal 
 
Total Assessment: 

$4,217.13 
 
 $4,217.13 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White 
Bear Lake, Minnesota, that charges associated with maintaining private property within the City 
are certified to the County Auditor for collection as special assessments. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake 
that assessment total listed above shall be payable over five (5) years at an annual interest rate of 
4.41%  

 The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember ______, and supported by 
Councilmember _______, was declared carried on the following vote: 

  Ayes:   
  Nays:   
  Passed:  
 
        ____________________________ 
        Jo Emerson, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Kara Coustry, City Clerk 
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