
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

October 01, 2024 at 5:30 PM 

City Hall Council Chambers – 450 Virginia Avenue, Long Lake, MN 55356 

AGENDA 
  

1. Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Mayor’s Comments – Long Lake News, Meeting Review and Updates 

4. Approve Agenda 

5. Consent Agenda 

A. Approve Minutes of September 17, 2024 City Council Work Session 

B. Approve Minutes of September 17, 2024 City Council Meeting 

C. Approve Vendor Claims and Payroll 

D. Adopt Resolution No. 2024-45 Approving Site Improvements for The Stax Development and Authorizing 
Commencement of the Warranty Period 

E. Adopt Resolution No. 2024-46 Approving issuance of Special Event Permit #S2024-08 for the Gear 
Western Half Marathon and 5K on October 19, 2024; Approve Issuance of a Noise Variance Permit 
Authorizing Use of Sound Amplification Equipment During the Event 

6. Open Correspondence 
NOTE: Open Correspondence is an item on the agenda during which the public may address the City 
Council. No formal action is taken by the City Council and comments shall be limited to five minutes or 
less. Open Correspondence comments may also be emailed to City staff by 12:00 noon on the date of the 
meeting. 

7. Regular Business 

A. Approve Agreement With WSB for Professional Services for the 2025 Pavement Management 
Improvement Project 

B. Updates Regarding Fire Department Matters 

8. Other Business 

9. Adjourn 

UPCOMING MEETINGS & OTHER DATES OF NOTE 
Monday, October 14 (5:30 pm) / Park Board Meeting (Location TBD) 
Tuesday, October 15 (5:00 pm) / EDA Meeting  
Tuesday, October 15 (6:30 pm) / City Council Meeting 
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Tuesday, November 5 (7:00 am - 8:00 pm) / GENERAL ELECTION DAY 
Tuesday, November 12 (6:15 pm) / Long Lake Canvassing Board Meeting (City Council) 
Tuesday, November 12 (6:30 pm) / City Council Meeting 
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MINUTES 
CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

September 17, 2024 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 5:04 pm.  
 
Present:   Mayor: Charlie Miner; Council: Jahn Dyvik, Mike Feldmann, Gina Joyce, and 

Deirdre Kvale 
 
Staff Present:   City Administrator: Scott Weske; Finance Director: Amanda Nowezki; City 

Attorney: John Thames (partial attendance); and City Clerk: Jeanette Moeller 
 
Absent:   None   
 
APPROVE AGENDA 
A motion was made by Dyvik, seconded by Feldmann, to approve the agenda, as presented.  Ayes:  all.  
 
OPEN CORRESPONDENCE 
No one was in attendance to address the City Council during Open Correspondence. 
 
BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
Continue Discussion of Preliminary 2025 Budget and Levy 
City Administrator Weske indicated that not much had changed since the Council’s last conversation 
about the proposed Preliminary 2025 Budget and Levy, and gave an overview of some of the items the 
Council could discuss in greater detail.  He reviewed the proposal to maintain a flat City tax rate, the 
overall percentage of the levy’s increase over the previous year, and reminded the Council that the 
numbers could come down when staff receives final numbers for financial considerations like health 
insurance costs.  He recalled that at the Council’s last meeting, he had also included a handful of ‘wish 
list’ type items at that time for their consideration. 
 
Finance Director Nowezki clarified that of the four ‘wish list’ items that were previously identified, 
Administrator Weske’s current budget proposal still includes $200,000 for Fire Department legal fees 
and a portion of the original amount suggested for Emerald Ash Borer infected tree removals.  Nowezki 
clarified that neither the legal fees nor the tree removal line items should be considered ‘wish list’ items 
as they were more realities to plan for, but noted that the other two items initially presented had been 
more ‘wish list’ items.  She added that she had obtained more detail on the impact of adding solar to 
City Hall, which had made it clear that was more of a wish list item.  From there, Administrator Weske 
had made necessary adjustments to the proposed budget in order to keep the City tax rate at the same 
level. The initial reason staff had been pushing a potential solar project was because of a grant 
opportunity, but after doing some research, she highlighted estimated project costs versus grant funds 
and tax credit, and pointed out that it would take about 20 years for the City to break even on the 
investment. It was her opinion that it may not be sensible to pursue a solar installation at this time, 
especially given the current state of the economy.  
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Staff and Council discussed a few budget line items, future uses of the capital improvements fund, and 
commented on making transfers into the capital equipment fund for fire in the future. 
 
Council Member Kvale mentioned that it looks like Public Works would have $9,000 less than last year. 
 
Weske clarified that the reduction in Public Works expenditures was due to wages.  The department had 
two long-term employees retire.  The new employees started at lower levels of the pay scale, and wages 
would increase as time passes.   
 
Weske stated that at the regular meeting, in addition to the two motions requested in the staff report 
for setting the Truth in Taxation date and adopting the Preliminary Budget and Levy, he would also like a 
motion giving staff direction on the fire utility/rescue vehicle commitment. 
 
Council member Dyvik explained that Orono representatives had indicated they desire a commitment 
from Long Lake that they would buy the utility/rescue vehicle back at the end of the contract.  He 
confirmed that both he and Fire Chief Heiland would be supportive of that commitment.  He noted that 
the commitment request had been raised by Orono representatives at the Fire Advisory Board meeting 
as a condition of approving including the purchase in the current fire department CIP, but he was not 
confident that they would actually follow through with approval as they had indicated.   
 
Council member Joyce asked what Council member Dyvik felt that Orono would not follow through on.  
 
Council member Dyvik replied that he was unsure they would follow through on agreeing to purchase 
the vehicle through the contract and pay 85% now.  Long Lake could pay for all of it now, which they had 
been planning to do, or they could pay all of it a year later if it was purchased under the terms of the 
contract. 
 
Council member Feldmann asked if City Attorney Thames had weighed in on the issue, especially with 
the ongoing lawsuit and their history of denying capital budgets.  He pointed out that a request of this 
nature was beyond the scope of the contract which sets forth that the City has first right of refusal at the 
end of the contract, and there was nothing in the contract that says at the end they have to commit to 
buying items.  He added that he would see the request as an additional ‘give’ to Orono. 
 
Council member Dyvik commented that the vehicle would be used for their community because it would 
serve two-thirds of their City, so it wouldn’t be like Orono is doing Long Lake a favor and but rather 
would be following the terms of the contract for the purchase.  He understood the point about checking 
with City Attorney Thames; however, he felt that if the City didn’t offer the purchase commitment, it 
may just be another reason for Orono to communicate that Long Lake was not willing to work with 
them.   
 
Council and staff discussed the cost of the utility/rescue vehicle, vehicle needs, and the budget impact if 
Orono chooses not to participate in the vehicle being purchased through the contract.   
 
Additionally, Council and staff discussed salary studies and wage comparisons of similar communities to 
Long Lake, particularly with regarding to salary ranges for the Finance Director and Public Works 
positions.  Weske also raised the issue of changes that may occur depending on the outcome of the 
Presidential election, for example, related to taxing overtime pay.  
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Returning to the matter of the fire utility/rescue vehicle, Mayor Miner and Council member Dyvik 
reviewed conversations that occurred at the last Fire Advisory Board meeting as well as at the City 
Council level regarding the purchase of a utility/rescue vehicle within the contract terms to City Attorney 
Thames, and asked him to weigh in on whether there would be any legal concerns. 
 
City Attorney Thames stated that with CIP purchases, there is budgetary authority for Orono to decline, 
but noted that this vehicle purchase was an established need. He indicated he would view the request 
by Orono as sort of agreeing to a contingency on Orono’s endorsement of the CIP purchase.  Long Lake 
does not have an obligation to agree to Orono’s request regarding a commitment to purchase the 
vehicle at the end of the contract, but he would agree that it would be a reasonable request under the 
current circumstances.   
 
Council member Dyvik observed that even if Long Lake makes the statement that they will buy the 
vehicle at the end of the contract, he suspected that Orono may still not follow through with the 
purchase under the contract terms.   
 
City Attorney Thames believed that the issue could fall under damage consideration if Orono were to 
refuse to fund the CIP at all simply because the contract was coming to an end, as that is not a 
reasonable basis for not funding CIP purchases.  He reiterated that he felt what had been discussed at 
the Fire Advisory Board meeting was fair and reasonable.  
 
Nowezki asked if Long Lake would be guaranteed to receive the truck at the of the contract.  
 
Council member Feldmann replied that at the end of the contract, Long Lake has the first right of 
refusal. 
 
City Attorney Thames reminded the Council of Orono’s position regarding approval of placing items on 
the CIP and then requiring a second action later when it comes to actually writing the check for the 
purchases.  He added that he did not believe this was necessarily the framework that was included in 
the contract, but that was the position Orono had taken in 2018 related to the purchase of a fire truck.       
 
Weske asked that the Council make a third motion during the regular Council meeting to give staff 
direction on how to proceed related to the purchase of the utility/rescue vehicle.  He returned to 
reviewing the proposed preliminary budget and levy and reiterated that right now the tax rate would be 
the same as 2024, but he mentioned numbers may come down a bit once health insurance costs and 
possible wage adjustments are fully known.   
 
Council member Kvale questioned whether the budget had accounted for replacement of the Public 
Works mowers.  
 
Weske replied that they had not accounted for those by specifically identifying them, but there is capital 
available inside the line items.  He noted that if Public Works was under budget by December, they may 
try to find a line item or two to complete purchase of mowers inside the 2024 budget.  
 
Nowezki indicated that another matter she and Weske had discussed is that in 2024, Public Works 
building windows were replaced utilizing funds from the capital improvements fund; however, for 
budget purposes, she had not completed that capital transfer yet so the funds were still sitting in Fund 
101.  She stated that she planned to look at that fund at the end of the year and see how it was sitting 
because, as Weske had said, there are some Public Works areas that look like they will be coming in 
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under budget and if the transfer wasn’t necessary, she was not planning to do it and pull from the 
capital fund.  
 
Mayor Miner asked about the contract for police services which runs through 2028 and questioned 
whether there was anything that may change if, for example, the officers were to receive a large pay 
increase from Wayzata.  
 
Weske explained that the City’s annual fee was based on the current contract, and any increase to the 
annual contract amount stays within a certain minimum and maximum percentage.   
 
The Council discussed the upcoming election for Mayor in the City of Wayzata; League of Women Voters 
candidate forums in Wayzata and Orono; and the Zvago grand opening ceremony.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS/WORK SESSION COUNCIL REPORTS 
 
LMCC Update - Council member Kvale stated that she had to miss the most recent LMCC meeting. 
Mayor Miner shared that the last he had heard was that their move was still on hold for the time being 
as they try to sell their existing building.  
 
Planning Commission Liaison Report - Council member Feldmann reported that he had attended the 
September 10 Planning Commission meeting and commented that the Commission had reviewed and 
recommended denial of the application on their agenda. City Clerk Moeller reminded the Council that 
the Planning Commission was a recommending body, and action to approve or deny an application lies 
with the Council.  She mentioned that Planning Commission Chair Adams was planning to attend 
tonight’s regular Council meeting in case the Council had questions about the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation.  
 
Local Government Aid (LGA) - Council member Dyvik stated that the Local Government Aid issue still 
confuses him and he had dug into the formula a bit more because he wanted to see why the City of Long 
Lake did not receive anything, while larger cities like Rochester did.  He outlined details of the formula 
for the small cities and noted that when he looks at the list, he did not think it made sense that Long 
Lake was lumped in with cities like Wayzata and Orono.  Council member Feldmann agreed that it was a 
pretty convoluted system. Moeller suggested that it may be time for the City to submit some type of 
letter of objection regarding the fact that they have not been deemed eligible for any LGA funds.  
Council member Kvale observed that a letter may be a good idea and added that it could even be signed 
by a consortium of cities.  Moeller wondered how many members of the Northwest League of 
Municipalities may be in the same situation as Long Lake. Council member Dyvik indicated that there is 
$680 million being distributed to cities every year throughout the state, and gave the example of 
Richfield being given $4 million. Weske recalled that Mankato gets around $10 million.  Mayor Miner 
questioned whether there may also be some sort of small city versus big city bias at play. Moeller 
reiterated that she felt it may be time to consider submitting a letter of objection to the LGA formula. 
Council member Kvale asked if the LGA formula was established in statute or whether a state agency 
had come up with the formula to distribute funds. Weske replied that he did not believe the formula 
was statutory. 
 
Social Media Interactions - Council member Dyvik shared that he had received a call from an Orono 
Planning Commissioner who told him that one of the City’s paid social media people was being uncivil 
and attacking him and his family.  He had immediately known which individual the person had been 
referring to, and had informed him that the individual was not a Long Lake employee and that she was 
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speaking for herself.  The Orono Planning Commissioner stated that this person was married to a Long 
Lake firefighter so she represented Long Lake; to which Council member Dyvik replied that she did not 
represent Long Lake, and reiterated that she represented herself.  He reported that the Orono Planning 
Commissioner had apparently made a post on social media that essentially said that people should get 
the facts on candidates and then vote.  He noted that he had told the Orono Planning Commissioner 
that he didn’t really know what he wanted him to actually do other than to make a statement that 
everyone should be more kind and civil to each other on both sides.  He added that the Orono Planning 
Commissioner indicated that he felt like this individual was attacking his family because she posted a 
picture from his Facebook profile that showed him and his kids, which hadn’t sat well with him. Staff and 
Council members discussed examples of recent social media commentary, recognition that the First 
Amendment allows these forms of expression, and the City’s policy of not responding to or engaging 
with negative comments on social media.  Moeller observed that to say that a firefighter’s wife 
‘represents the City’ in all of her communications is basically saying the same thing as the Council’s 
significant others represent the City in all of their communications.  Nowezki agreed and added that the 
only time the City should address an individual’s comments is if they were to say that they were a 
representative of the City in their posts. 
 
Fire Department Response Times Presentation - Mayor Miner advised the Council that Council member 
Feldmann would be giving a presentation during the regular meeting related to the Fire Department and 
call response times.  
 
Orono Levy Statement - Council member Dyvik reported that at Orono’s last Council meeting, Orono 
Councilmember Crosby had stated at the 1:20:48 mark that ‘we have not raised our tax levy at all’.  He 
stated that it speaks to his point that when Orono Mayor Walsh uses what he feels is a ‘tax rate’ smoke 
screen, people do not understand it, and his own Councilmember also did not understand it.  He 
mentioned that they also had one of their social media people making posts that said something like 
‘eight years and no tax increases’. 
 
Technology Changes - Moeller informed the Council that she had been investigating Laserfiche and what 
the annual cost of implementation may be to the City.  Having Laserfiche would be a very big step 
towards enabling the City to be able to move a lot of things into a paperless environment.  She added 
that she realized that it may be a wish list item, but reiterated that she was looking into costs at this 
time.  Mayor Miner encouraged Moeller to keep looking into possibilities with Laserfiche.  He noted that 
the new website was great, was much more user-friendly, and had so much more information available. 
Moeller encouraged people to contact her if they had suggestions for possible changes to the website, 
and commented that she was always open to taking a look to see what things can or cannot be done. 
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ADJOURN 
Hearing no objection, Mayor Miner adjourned the meeting by general consent at 6:17 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Scott Weske 
City Administrator 
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MINUTES 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

September 17, 2024 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30pm.  
 
Present:   Mayor: Charlie Miner; Council: Jahn Dyvik, Mike Feldmann, Gina Joyce, and 

Deirdre Kvale 
 
Staff Present:   City Administrator: Scott Weske; City Attorney: John Thames (partial attendance); 

City Planner: Hannah Rybak; City Engineer: Jeff Oliver; Finance Director: Amanda 
Nowezki; and City Clerk: Jeanette Moeller 

 
Absent:   None   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
MAYOR’S COMMENTS – LONG LAKE NEWS, MEETING REVIEW AND UPDATES 
Mayor Miner offered the following comments and updates: 
 
The Council had met in a work session prior to the regular meeting at which they had discussed the 
Preliminary 2025 Budget and Levy.   
 
Last Thursday, Mayor Miner and Council member Kvale had attended an event held at the Red Rooster 
sponsored by the Long Lake Waters Association which featured a speaker from University of Minnesota 
Extension Service who presented information on plantings along waterways and things that can be done 
to help preserve the shorelines.   
 
This past Sunday, Mayor Miner and Council member Feldmann had attended the Wayzata Fire 
Department annual pancake breakfast. 
 
APPROVE AGENDA 
Mayor Miner indicated that he would like to amend the agenda to add an item regarding the 
Metropolitan Council’s Imagine 2050 Comment Period as a new item 7B, and renumber the agenda 
accordingly.    
 
A motion was made by Kvale, seconded by Joyce, to approve the agenda as amended.  Ayes:  all.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
The Consent Agenda consisted of the following: 

A. Approve Minutes of September 3, 2024 City Council Work Session Meeting 
B. Approve Minutes of September 3, 2024 City Council Meeting 
C. Approve Vendor Claims and Payroll 
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D. Approve an Application for Exempt Permit for the Church of St. George to Conduct Gambling 

Activities Including a Raffle at the ‘Annual Holiday Boutique’ Event 
E. Approve a Temporary On Sale Liquor License and Application for Exempt Permit for the 2024 

Day of the Dead Celebration at the Church of St. George 
 
A motion was made by Dyvik, seconded by Joyce, to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.  Ayes:  
all.   

 
OPEN CORRESPONDENCE 
 
Anita Secord, 114 Brown Road N – Ms. Secord asked if, when the agenda was sent out, there could be a 
citizen’s level communication of it with bullet points that outlined exactly what is happening and 
explained in layman’s terms.     
 
BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
Review of Development Application for ‘Wilds on Wayzata’ Proposed Subdivision, 925 Wayzata 
Boulevard W - Flip and Gina Carlson, Wilds on Wayzata, LLC/Property Owners:  Dylan Carlson and Alex 
Martinez 
City Planner Rybak provided background on the Wilds on Wayzata subdivision application which was 
initially submitted in April 2023; the many plan iterations that have been reviewed; lack of compliance 
with City Code; feedback staff had already given in review of the application; and the applicants’ 
disregard for most of the staff feedback that had been given.  Ultimately the applicants had submitted 
an incomplete application for a PUD, Preliminary, and Final Plat for their proposed subdivision.  Rybak 
reviewed the project location, current zoning of the property, Comprehensive Plan guidance, existing 
conditions, proposed site plan details, evaluation of the proposal under the current R-1 zoning, and PUD 
eligibility criteria.  She reported that staff and the Planning Commission found that because the PUD 
eligibility criteria had not been met, the project would not be eligible to be processed through a PUD.   
She outlined details of the lot and building requirements, tree preservation and replacement plans that 
had been received the day before the meeting, and reviewed comments from Fire Chief Heiland about 
the proposal.  
 
City Engineer Oliver introduced himself to the Council and shared some details about his background 
and experience.  He expanded upon the fire vehicle related comments and the lack of access or ability to 
maneuver for a fire engine; and outlined the overall engineering comments and issues found related to 
the survey, Preliminary Plat, Final Plat, Grading and Utility Plans, and tree preservation plans.  He noted 
that he did not believe that there would one square foot of the site that would not be impacted by earth 
moving activities and in his professional opinion, there would not be much of a chance that any trees 
would survive the grading operations.  He highlighted concerns with the proposed plans related to 
stormwater runoff, snow melt, drainage, utilities, and erosion control.  
 
Rybak reviewed the criteria for a PUD Master Development Plan and indicated that staff felt that none 
of the criterion were met.  Staff strongly recommended denial of the proposed Master Development 
Plan, rezoning to PUD, as well as the Preliminary and Final Plats, and the Planning Commission had also 
recommended denial.  The Planning Commission had not had the opportunity to consider the new plans 
provided the previous day by the applicant, but staff had concerns about their feasibility and did not 
believe that those plans would have changed anything about the review by the Planning Commission.  
She listed some possible alternative actions if the Council were to make a decision different than what 
was being recommended by the Planning Commission and staff.   
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Council member Kvale asked if the adjacent property owners had attended the Planning Commission 
meeting.  
 
Rybak confirmed that adjacent property owners were in attendance and had voiced concerns about the 
plans related to the trees, the grading, and how the proposed project may affect their properties.  She 
added that Planning Commission Chair Adams was present tonight should the Council have any 
questions about the public hearing.   
 
Council member Kvale asked if Chair Adams had any information to share with the Council.  
 
Planning Commission Chair Adams stated that he has served on the Planning Commission for about 20 
years and as Chair for the last 10 years.  He commented that never, in his entire time on the 
Commission, had he seen an application with so many instances of the words ‘criterion not met’ or 
‘incomplete’.  He observed that changing a property’s classification to a PUD is a significant zoning 
change, this application did not even meet the first criteria for a PUD, and that was why the Planning 
Commission could not see any way to support approval of the request.  He indicated that he had great 
concerns about the proposed sewer system configuration because everything would have to go uphill to 
Lindawood Lane, and the plans had not included anything related to lift stations or grinders.  He listed 
off other criteria that were not submitted or met and noted that the Fire Chief’s comments also 
expressed concern.  Adams concluded that he did not feel that the health, safety, and welfare of the 
community would be positively impacted by this proposal.   
 
Council member Kvale asked about the possibility of just having two homes on the property and not 
four. 
 
Chair Adams confirmed that the City had approved a subdivision of a property into two lots for one of 
the neighbors to the south and that proposal hadn’t required a lot of variances.  He did not believe that 
the lot under consideration supported having four lots, and reiterated that the words used by staff in 
their analysis was ‘criterion not met’.   
 
Gina Carlson, representing Wilds on Wayzata, explained that she wanted to address the concerns that 
had been raised regarding their proposal.  She stated that they had talked about a turn lane and there is 
a turn lane in the center of the road and the recommendation of Hennepin County was to move the 
entrance of the property to the center of the property.   
 
Council member Kvale asked if the entrance of the property would line up with the turn lane.  
 
Ms. Carlson confirmed that the entrance to the property would line up with the turn lane to allow for 
more stacking room in order to turn into the property.  
 
City Clerk Moeller and Rybak mentioned that it appeared what Ms. Carlson was referring to as a ‘turn 
lane’ was actually the shoulder for Wayzata Boulevard W.   
 
Ms. Carlson stated that when they designed the development with the entrance moved to the middle of 
the property, they tried different iterations and the most conducive was the creation of their own 
neighborhood enclave.  She recalled that she had spoken with Planner Rybak about having a private 
road and noted that in order to have that, they would need to have a PUD.  She referenced language 
from Section 5 of the Zoning Ordinance which says the property ‘can be 2 acres or meet other criteria’ 
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and one of those other criteria would be to have two uses.  She referenced compliance with the two 
uses criteria because the two uses they were proposing would be the private road and four R-1 
residential single-family homes.  
 
Planner Rybak clarified that a private road would not be considered a ‘use’ and would be a driveway 
serving the homes.  
 
Ms. Carlson stated that according to what she read within Section 5, in her view it would be an 
acceptable second use.  She suggested that they review the configuration approved for the Landings on 
Long Lake subdivision, which included a road that is 15 feet wide, runs parallel with Wayzata Boulevard 
W, is not a fire lane, and has no signage.  She pointed out that they are proposing their road be 20 feet 
wide.  She referenced the 2020 Fire Code, Appendix D, related to turnarounds and read aloud the 
criteria about the width and length required.  She felt their plans met the criteria of the fire code she 
had referenced.  She added there is a property across the way that has a 12-foot wide roadway that 
goes down to three homes on Long Lake, which is also not posted with fire lane signage.  The applicants 
have concluded that their proposal is compliant and meets Fire Code, but added that they would be 
happy to work with staff in order to make sure that the configuration works for everybody.  She 
reviewed their tree plan to remove 24 of the existing boxelder trees and two pine trees.  She mentioned 
that some of the trees included in the overall count were actually located on the neighboring properties.  
She commented that it was very important to her that they do everything they can to preserve the trees 
and explained that the building pads shown on the plan set were not necessarily where they would be 
actually built and were meant to be a placeholder.  The homes would be custom homes, so she believed 
that they may be able to save some of the trees and would plan to get an arborist to come and take a 
look at the trees.  She shared that they had designed and built other homes in Long Lake, displayed 
photos of homes she had designed, and assured the Council that they would design and build quality 
homes on the parcel.  She displayed renderings of what she felt the proposed homes would look like on 
this parcel.  With regard to landscaping, tonight was the first she had heard that there was an area that 
they should not landscape that would be allocated to County right of way, and indicated that they were 
planning to install rain gardens on either side of the road that would have swales coming down the sides 
of the road, and they may also have ponding near the rain gardens.  She reviewed the current location 
for the hook ups/easement for sewer and water but added that they could be moved.  She stated that 
sewer and water lines make right-angled turns all the time and she wished there had been better 
communications about their plans. She assured the Council that while not on the plan set, there would 
be grinders and also lift stations.   She reiterated that where they had the building pads located on the 
plans were just placeholders and when the lots were sold, the grading would be adjusted to 
accommodate the custom homes. She explained that from her perspective, the purpose of a PUD was to 
create a community of single-family homes where every home owner belongs to the homeowner’s 
association and that would happen with their proposal.  The homeowners would be responsible for 
maintenance of the road and snow removal.  She added that they would love to be able to have a 
connection to the Luce Line within the right-of-way on their property’s side of the road.  As far as 
garbage vehicles, for garbage truck pick up, they planned on doing what they currently do which is put 
their carts down at Wayzata Boulevard W, but she felt that a garbage truck or delivery truck could easily 
come up the road.  With regard to an earlier statement having been made that the proposed 
development was not conducive to the neighborhood, she advised there are lots on Lindawood Lane 
that are similar in size to their proposed development and a nearby three-lot development with a 
private road, so she felt it was conducive with the neighborhood.   
 
Flip Carlson, Wilds on Wayzata, made a comment from the audience. 
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Mayor Miner stated that if Mr. Carlson had additional comments to make he would need to come up to 
the microphone because it was difficult to hear him from the audience.  
 
Ms. Carlson recalled that one concern she heard from the neighbors was worries related to the sewer 
backing up into their basements and she believed that would not happen.  They would make sure that 
the site is developed properly so they did not have to be concerned.  
 
Mr. Carlson indicated that their engineer would work with the City’s engineer to ensure that utilities and 
the development would be done properly.  He shared that they have developed in cities such as Golden 
Valley, they work with cities all the time, and reiterated that their engineer and surveyor would work 
with the City.   
 
Ms. Carlson showed a photo of the trees that appeared to be dying or dead and explained that she was 
not sure they would be salvageable but added that they would look into it more closely.  She 
commented that they were excited about this development because they really feel that it will 
contribute to the overall value of the community and will create a nice entrance to the City and serve as 
a transition from Wayzata into Long Lake.  She explained that they understood that their plans did not 
have staff support but noted that she believed that they could work together with the City. 
 
Mayor Miner thanked the Carlsons for presenting their additional information.   
 
Council member Kvale asked staff if the City had any PUD developments outside the downtown that 
were under two acres.   
 
Ms. Carlson stated that the Aava Vetta townhomes would be.  
 
Council member Kvale mentioned that Aava Vetta was located in a different area and had not been 
zoned R-1.  
 
City Administrator Weske added that Aava Vetta was located on a mixed use/downtown block area 
which was why it had qualified for a PUD.  
 
Rybak stated that the Aava Vetta development was on the border of the Downtown Village Mixed Use 
area.  The property is a similar sized parcel and was guided for medium density residential use, so the 
townhome style development was consistent with that guidance, and the townhomes are situated 
between a commercial use and a park.  She explained that a higher density development met the 
criterion for a PUD because it was a unique area that required flexibility in order to create something 
that would fit in well with the diverse uses in the area.  
 
Ms. Carlson indicated that Aava Vetta has 11 condos.   
 
Mayor Miner pointed out that options for Council action had been laid out by staff on page 41-42 of the 
meeting packet.  
 
Council member Kvale voiced that she felt this proposal was for a property well below the two-acre 
requirement for a PUD, and noted that the site was in a residential area and this proposal would kind of 
make it high density.  
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Rybak clarified that the PUD designation did not necessarily affect the density and noted that all the lots 
meet the minimum size requirement, but explained that it was a matter of whether the proposed 
project meets the criteria to utilize a PUD, and if it warrants the flexibility that was being requested.  She 
advised that the applicants were essentially attempting to utilize the PUD process so they did not have 
to request any variances and also to have a private road.  The intent of the PUD district in the Code is to 
allow for flexibility in certain areas for projects that warrant it, respect the natural environment, further 
the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, and concluded that her findings on this were reflected in her 
presentation.  
 
Mayor Miner also had served on the Planning Commission and agreed with the comment made by 
Planning Commission Chair Adams that there were a lot of criteria that had not been met.  He felt the 
Council was in support of development in the City as long as it meets the criteria of the ordinances.  He 
voiced his surprise to have seen an application with many items that had not met the criterion and was 
also surprised that it was brought before the Planning Commission and the Council without those 
criterion being met.   
 
Council member Kvale asked if the applicant could go back and propose a subdivision with less lots in 
order to comply.  
 
Moeller noted that would need to be a new application.  
 
Rybak stated that if the Council found that the request was ineligible to be utilized under a PUD, the 
applicant’s options would be to propose a project that meets all of the zoning ordinance requirements 
under the current zoning and subdivision requirements or request variances for the areas of the project 
that do not conform to the Code.   
 
Moeller mentioned that with the variance criteria being what it is, that may also be a difficult standard 
to meet and explained that the essential core of a variance is that it was due to unique circumstances 
and not conditions that were created by the applicant.  She stated that desiring a larger subdivision 
would be a desire and not a unique circumstance. 
 
Ms. Carlson commented that they received notice on Thursday before the Tuesday Planning 
Commission meeting of the report prepared by staff.  She had wanted to table their review until they 
were able to have further interaction with staff, but City Clerk Moeller had informed her that notice had 
already been delivered to the neighbors, so it had to move forward and it was up to the Planning 
Commission to determine whether to table or proceed with the review.  When the vote from the 
Planning Commission last week was ‘no’, she thought it was dead in the water and did not realize that it 
would then move forward to the City Council.  She reiterated that they want to work with staff and 
present a project that will be wonderful for everyone, and they do not feel as though they have had that 
opportunity yet.  
 
A motion was made by Miner, seconded by Kvale, to adopt Resolution No. 2024-44 denying the request 
for a Planned Unit Development Master Development Plan, rezoning to Planned Unit Development 
District, and Preliminary and Final Plats for Wilds on Wayzata at 925 Wayzata Boulevard W.  Ayes:  all. 
 
Discussion of Metropolitan Council’s Imagine 2050 Comment Period 
Rybak advised that Metropolitan Council was in the process of adopting their Imagine 2050 document 
which will be the guiding document for all cities during the next Comprehensive Plan process.  Earlier in 
the spring, the City had received their preliminary forecasts and now had received the second forecast.  
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She explained that their forecasts were showing an increase of four households between 2020 and 
2030, and 90 households between 2030 and 2040.  With the addition of The Stax, Aava Vetta, and 
Zvago, the City is already at an additional 130 units since 2020, and Rybak had sent an email to the 
forecaster so this information can be corrected because she would like to begin with accurate 
conditions.   
 
Council member Dyvik agreed that the City should be credited for the 130 units that have already been 
added.  
 
Chair Adams pointed out that their information also says that the City’s population would be decreasing.  
 
Rybak said that their forecasting also showed that household size would be going down, which meant 
that population was less of a concern.  They show the population increasing but at a small rate in the 
Imagine 2050 plan, which probably makes sense because the household size was decreasing and would 
mean that there’d be less people within a standard household.  The number of households is really the 
important thing as far as the land use portion of the Comprehensive Plan goes.  If the City is already up 
over 100 households from what Metropolitan Council is showing, and those parcels were the City’s last 
large bits of land available for redevelopment, it will affect the City’s ability to add new households.  She 
reiterated that she had emailed the forecaster to request this information be corrected and will provide 
an update to the Council when she hears back.  
 
Moeller noted that the amount of registered voters between the last voting cycle two years ago and the 
current election cycle has increased by over 100.   
 
Rybak communicated that something else that she wanted to discuss with the Council was the 
designation of Long Lake for the 2050 round as being an ‘Urban Edge’ community, and gave a brief 
explanation of their definition of Urban Edge. 
 
Planning Commission Chair Adams observed that Long Lake did not have any of the things listed in their 
definition.  
 
Rybak mentioned that Excelsior and Anoka had also been given the Urban Edge designation without 
being anywhere near the other Urban Edge communities.  She intends to try to get to the bottom of why 
Metropolitan Council was making these assertions and would make a request to return to the 2040 
designation of ‘Suburban’ because that would be more consistent with their geographic location.  
 
Council member Dyvik suggested that Planner Rybak contact Excelsior and try to combine forces.  
 
Rybak responded that she was actually attending a planning conference later in the week week and 
expects that this will be a hot topic of the conversation amongst the planners.  
 
Council member Kvale highlighted that the Imagine 2050 plan lists Wayzata as a Suburban community 
and Long Lake as an Urban Edge community.  
 
Moeller confessed that she wished that Metropolitan Council had been watching tonight’s meeting 
when the giggle spread throughout the room as the map was displayed depicting Long Lake being so far 
away from urban areas and yet labeled as Urban Edge.  
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Planning Commission Chair Adams added that by the Metropolitan Council’s own definition of Urban 
Edge, the City did not meet any of their criteria.   
 
Rybak shared her plans to continue to coordinate efforts with her coworkers at WSB and also planners 
across the metro area later this week.  She also has a meeting scheduled with the Metropolitan Council 
later in the month in order to try to understand what they were thinking.  She recommended that the 
Council authorize her to prepare comments to the Metropolitan Council on behalf of the City that 
identified the areas of the plan that are in direct conflict with the character of the City and their current 
ordinances/policies.  Another glaring issue is the Land Use Policy in Imagine 2050 requiring cities to 
allow for more than one housing type in land use categories with residential uses.  She clarified that this 
would mean that R-1, R-1A, R-2, and R-3 are all districts that are currently only single-family homes, and 
that policy would require the City to fundamentally change how the it handles zoning.  The Urban Edge 
designation requires new development and redevelopment to occur at a minimum density of 14 
units/acre.  The Suburban designation requires an average of five units/acre but they were adjusting it 
up to seven units/acre.  The current expectation would be for the City to go from five units/acre to 14 
units/acre.   
 
Moeller confirmed whether her understanding was correct that under Metropolitan Council’s Land Use 
Policy, somewhere in the middle of single-family homes on Harrington Drive or Inglewood Street, a 
developer could put up an apartment building in the middle of the block.  
 
Rybak confirmed that is what the Urban Edge requirements would mean.  She voiced that in her 
opinion, the draft policy was an over-reach into local zoning control and should not be placed into effect 
because it would fundamentally change communities - especially a small community like Long Lake. 
There are a few weeks remaining to better understand what is going on and for Ryback to meet with 
Metropolitan Council to try to understand what they are thinking, and to ascertain whether there may 
be any exemptions.  She indicated that City Clerk Moeller had sent the Council an email with a link to 
the full plan and encouraged Council members to find time to read through all of it, especially the land 
use and housing sections.  She stated that there is a feedback feature so they could also leave feedback 
from an individual standpoint, but reiterated that she would also be happy to draft a letter on behalf of 
the City as well.   
 
Council member Kvale questioned whether there was a formal process to object to the plan or an 
appeal process.  
 
Rybak explained that Metropolitan Council is currently in the public comment period of the process.  
The Metropolitan Council plans to formally adopt the plan in February and would be holding an in-
person public hearing on October 16, 2024.   
 
Council member Kvale asked why things were moving so quickly.  
 
Rybak replied that the plan had been quietly released a few weeks ago.   
 
Planning Commission Chair Adams encouraged residents and the Council to contact their state 
representatives. 
 
Council member Dyvik inquired what would happen if this version was adopted and the City did not 
meet the new goals in areas like households and population.  
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Rybak believed that may be the reason for the heavy-handedness this cycle, as Metropolitan Council 
may have observed that handling guidance the way it was done in 2040 with more of an aspirational 
approach did not yield the density that their organization was looking for.  Essentially Metropolitan 
Council has stated that cities within the MUSA that are close to the metro area benefit greatly from the 
regional services provided by the Metropolitan Council so, in return, they expect more density.  
 
Council member Dyvik reiterated that the City had already met the 2040 goals related to households 
and it comes across as if Metropolitan Council was penalizing Long Lake because other communities did 
not meet their goals.  
 
Rybak added that it also appears as though Metropolitan Council has the opinion that the policies that 
have been put into place by the legislature related to sustainability cannot happen without more dense 
development.   
 
Council member Joyce inquired whether this only impacted the Twin Cities metro area or if it was a 
state-wide effort.  
 
Rybak responded that this was for the seven-county metro area that the Metropolitan Council covers.  
She noted that there will be a lot for her to do in the weeks ahead and offered to provide the Council 
with updates along the way.  She repeated that from a local control aspect, she felt this was an over-
reach by the Metropolitan Council.  
 
Council member Dyvik suggested that the City should have a strong response to the situation and 
emphasized that he was strenuously opposed to what the Metropolitan Council was proposing.  
 
Council member Joyce was in agreement.  
 
Anita Secord, 114 Brown Road N, shared that the reason she moved to the City was because it has a 
small town flavor next to the big town and she desired to see it remain that way.  Trying to cram more 
people into the City when they have no more available property or to give up single-family homes in 
order to provide more density was absurd.  She added that Metropolitan Council was not an entity that 
was voted in but was appointed and, in her eyes, they simply do whatever they want.  She encouraged 
the City to do what they could to keep Long Lake’s small town flavor because it is a little piece of 
heaven.  
 
Rybak noted that she felt she had enough input from the Council to draft a letter on behalf of the City.  
 
Moeller suggested that after Planner Rybak drafts the letter, it may also be a good idea for the Council 
and staff to make personal revisions to the letter and send individual letters in addition to the official 
letter from the Council, as a whole.  
 
Rybak reiterated that the feedback feature on their website was pretty easy to use and stated that they 
could provide feedback as a Council, but also individually, as suggested by City Clerk Moeller.  
 
Council member Dyvik suggested that this information could also be broadcast to residents along with a 
brief description of what it all means, in order to give them the opportunity of giving feedback to the 
Metropolitan Council as well.  
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Rybak indicated that as soon as she receives clarification on whether or not the plan is as bad as it 
currently sounds, she will begin navigating the process in order to get the City’s comments submitted 
prior to the deadline.  
 
Council member Dyvik repeated his suggestion to reach out to Excelsior. 
  
Request to Reconsider Adoption of a Resolution Approving the Participation of the Hennepin County 
Housing and Redevelopment Authority in an Affordable Housing Project with Homes Within Reach  
Brenda Lano-Wolke, Executive Director of West Hennepin Affordable Housing Land Trust also known as 
Homes Within Reach, introduced herself.  She mentioned that City Clerk Moeller had let her know in 
advance that the Council had a very full agenda, so she had shortened her presentation a bit.  She 
explained that Community Land Trusts (CLTs) are a way to provide affordable homeownership 
opportunities that can last for generations, and Homes Within Reach is a community based non-profit 
organization that has a goal of helping buyers at 80% or below with home ownership.  Their organization 
does not underwrite mortgages or provide rent-to-own options, and they were truly an affordable home 
ownership program.  
 
Council member Kvale asked if the home owners just owned the structure and not the land.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke confirmed that was correct. 
 
Council member Kvale expressed her thought that she viewed the program as sort of a rental hybrid 
because people would be renting the land from Homes Within Reach.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke clarified that it was home ownership because people need to get a traditional mortgage 
for the home, and then they would lease the land from Homes Within Reach.  
 
Council member Kvale asked how much people would pay for that lease.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that the program cost is $30/month to lease the land.  There are over 350 
land trusts across the nation with 14 CLTs located in Minnesota.  There are currently about 150 homes in 
trust throughout the state, and there have been 780 resales. She presented how a CLT works, what they 
felt were the benefits for the homebuyer and the community, and gave brief details about forgivable 
loans/deferred interest loans compared to their model of perpetual affordability. She outlined what she 
felt were the common myths about CLTs.   
 
Moeller asked if properties owned by the CLT were taxed at the same rate as a residential homestead 
property or if there was a tax break.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke replied that last year, the state statute was changed to allow land trusts to be 
categorized as 4DB so they could have a rate of .75% rather than 1%, and noted that this was something 
that each land trust had to certify every year.   
 
Ms. Secord asked if the homes would have the same tax rate as a single family home in the City.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke reiterated that she was talking about at the state level. 
 
Planning Commission Chair Adams interjected that there were no state level property taxes. 
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Ms. Lano-Wolke explained that she was referring to all of the things that are layered on.   
 
Chair Adams stated that with the .75%, CLT home owners would be getting a break on their property 
taxes.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke confirmed that they would be getting a slight break in their taxes.  
 
Council member Kvale questioned what would happen if the taxes were not paid, because her 
understanding was that the land trust would not be responsible for paying any of the taxes.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke replied that they do not allow their home owners not to escrow their property taxes, so 
property taxes would be included in mortgages and paid by banks.  In the event an owner is in default, 
the trust has the ability to step in and remove them from the property and buy the property back.   
 
Council member Kvale asked if they could ever offer a contract for deed for the land because in 
perpetuity, the land and the house will never match up.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke clarified that program participants will never own the land and it would always remain 
in the trust. It there were a situation where the property was no longer affordable and it could not be 
sold to another family at 80% AMI, then they would be able to sell the land out.  
 
Council member Kvale recalled that property values have been increasing and asked how it would work 
when taxes increase too much, because they would be paying property taxes for both the structure and 
the land.  She gave the example of land value increasing significantly and reiterated her question about 
what would happen in that situation.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke stated that it would be similar to what would happen if hers or Council member Kvale’s 
taxes increased.  
 
Council member Kvale pointed out that she owns her whole parcel and can sell the whole parcel.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that typically, their home owners do not stay at this income because it is 
increasing and have been able to continue to pay their property taxes.  She noted that they have not 
had anyone default or sell their home because they could not pay their property taxes.  
 
Council member Dyvik inquired if all banks offered mortgages on structure only loans.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke answered that not all banks offered mortgages for structures only because they also 
have to approve the ground lease.  Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac both underwrite their mortgages, any 
lender that does Minnesota Housing can also be approved to do it, and she listed off a few other banks 
that offer this type of mortgage.   
 
Council member Kvale stated that someone who improved a basement, for example, would not get the 
same type of equity as someone who owned everything would get because there would be an 
affordability limit.  She asked if refinishing the basement would be considered part of the equity.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke explained that would be a capital improvement that ‘they’ (the home owner) did, so 
they would get 100% of the value of that improvement.  
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Council member Feldmann asked how the value would be determined.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke indicated that value would be determined by completing a fee-simple appraisal at the 
time of sale.   She noted that they do a lot of counseling around not over-improving.  
 
Council member Kvale asked about improvements made to land that these individuals would not own.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke stated that those improvements sort of go to an overall increase in value.  
 
Council member Kvale stated that meant that they would get about one-third of that value.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that they would get 35% of that.  
 
Weske advised that the Council had been asked if they wanted to support Homes Within Reach 
operating in Long Lake in order to allow them to be eliglble for Hennepin County funding assistance.  He 
clarified that the organization would still be in Long Lake because there is already a home that has been 
sold.  He reiterated that this was something that the Council was being asked to take a look at in order 
to see if they wanted to sign off on for the Hennepin County funds.   
 
Council member Kvale commented that she did not know why the City should sign off on this because 
Long Lake was not involved in their business.  Their organization can buy the homes and she questioned 
why they needed the City’s approval.  She added that Ms. Lano-Wolke had stated that their model was 
home ownership, but she would say that it was a place to live and not true home ownership because the 
program participants would own a structure but rent the rest of it.  She reflected that this arrangement 
does not have all the risks or rewards of home ownership.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke explained that it was a shared equity model of home ownership.  She shared a fictional 
example of a teacher who grew up in Long Lake who really wanted to stay here but could not afford an 
entry level home in the City on a teacher’s salary.  The program can give buyers a hand-up, not a hand-
out.  She clarified that the only reason they were asking for the City’s approval was because of one pot 
of funds that they are eligible to receive from Hennepin County, and this would be a way to get some of 
the taxpayer money that the Long Lake residents have paid to the County back into the community. 
State statute sets forth that if the Hennepin County HRA spends money in a community, the City has to 
sign a resolution that says they are okay with it.  She added that they were not asking Long Lake to 
provide any funding to the program, but were asking for the City to allow the program to use the money 
that can be used here.  
 
Council member Kvale reiterated that she did not understand why it was a requirement for the City to 
say that Long Lake agreed to it.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke referred back to it being a provision in state statute.  
 
Council member Kvale reflected that she understood that, but she did not feel that the City should have 
to approve it when they are not actually involved.  She observed that she did not feel comfortable with 
being told that the City had to approve this.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke clarified that the City did not have to approve it, and that would just mean that there is 
one pot of money that they will not use in the City.  
 

20

Section 5B.



City Council Minutes 
September 17, 2024 
Page 13 

 
Council member Joyce asked why this agenda item was being revisited when the Council had already 
voted not to take any action on it at their August 7 meeting.  
 
Weske replied that at that time, the Council conveyed that they had more questions than they had 
answers, and had expressed a willingness to listen to a presentation by Homes Within Reach.  
 
Moeller added that the applicant had also reapproached the City with the desire to present additional 
information and to be physically present at the meeting.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke shared that she had watched the previous Council meeting and observed that there 
were a lot of assumptions made about the land trust model that were incorrect.  Regardless of whether 
the City wants them to use money in the community or not, she wanted to come and dispel any myths 
and misinformation there may be.  
 
Moeller mentioned that one question she had was if the Council were to once again vote to deny their 
request, she wondered whether it would really change anything for Homes Within Reach.  Homes 
Within Reach already owns one property in the City and she asked if they would be acquiring others 
with the available funds through the land trust without the pot of money from Hennepin County.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke recalled that in the example from her presentation, there was someone who had asked 
them to look in Long Lake who had been seeking home ownership assistance because they already lived 
here and wanted to stay.   
 
Council member Dyvik observed that the City was in part subsidizing their ownership because the City 
would be getting less tax revenue from that property.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke admitted that was technically true, but they do have to certify, so if a community says 
that they do not want them to certify homes within the community at a lower tax rate, she would honor 
that request.   
 
Council member Kvale communicated that, fundamentally, she had a hard time with the trust’s home 
ownership model being in perpetuity because they are divorcing the land from the structure.  She felt 
that divorcing them from each other was kind of like playing a game because it is very difficult to pick up 
the structure and actually move it elsewhere.  She asked what would happen when Ms. Lano-Wolke’s 
organization was dissolved, what problems could arise, and referenced the City’s current situation with 
the Long Lake Fire Department.  She pointed out that it appears as though Homes Within Reach receives 
a lot of donations and grant money, and she believed it would be better for the home owner to be able 
to have the entire property.  She noted that she appreciated the intent to provide a hand-up, but if 
owners could purchase the entire property, the organization would be helping to create generational 
wealth for that family because they would be able to sell it and make money.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that their funders would not fund them at the level in the scenario 
described by Council member Kvale.  She explained that their operating budget is only about $400,000, 
and the money they receive from grants actually goes into the properties for rehabilitation and 
improvements.  She repeated that they only receive $30/month for the land lease at properties, which 
would not be enough to run the program.  When a property is sold, the land is never sold and they 
would just sell the structure to another family.  She emphasized that their organization never takes 
money out of the transaction or profits from it.  The value that increases in homes is often tied to the 
community and not the structure, as values go up because of the amenities and the desire to live in a 
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community. The value of Long Lake is, as mentioned earlier by a resident, that it is a small community 
that is close to everything and provides a safe and wonderful environment.  
 
Council member Joyce asked if the homes can only be sold to other participants in their program.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke indicated that homes will go to other buyers that would be at 80% AMI.  Owners can 
sell to a friend or family member if they qualify for the 80% AMI, but Homes Within Reach has first right 
of refusal.  If a home is not in good repair, they will buy it back, fix it up, and then sell it to the next 
home owner.  
 
Moeller wondered whether there was some type of deed restriction that addresses that any new home 
owners would have to enter into a ground lease with Homes Within Reach.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke confirmed that there was.  
 
Moeller asked who received the tax statements for the properties.  For example, do home owners 
receive a statement for the home only, and would Homes Within Reach receive a different statement 
for only the land value. 
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke replied that the homeowners receive the entire tax statement and pay the taxes for 
both the structure and the land as part of their ground lease, which also gives them the right to apply for 
property tax refunds. 
 
Mayor Miner noted that the Council had asked questions that interrupted Ms. Lano-Wolke’s original 
presentation and asked if she had additional slides that she wanted to present to the Council.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke indicated that she would like to go through a few more things for the Council.  She 
shared that they currently have 213 homes in their portfolio located in 16 suburban communities, and 
they had also helped 253 families via resales.  She reviewed examples of what a working family making 
80% or 60% could afford and reviewed a specific example of family interested in home ownership in 
Long Lake that had been long-time renters in the City.  She gave a very brief explanation of the resale 
formula.  
 
Council member Dyvik asked what would happen if there was a drop in the real estate market.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that the subsidy would end up taking a hit and that would not be passed on 
to the home owner.  Ms. Lano-Wolke also provided clarification on their purchasing formulas and 
calculation of returns for home owners on capital improvements at the request of Council member 
Feldmann. 
 
Mayor Miner asked if Ms. Lano-Wolke had any examples from nearby cities that have approved this 
action.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke shared that they currently have homes in Wayzata, Deephaven, Orono, Edina, 
Bloomington, Minnetonka, Maple Grove, Plymouth, St. Louis Park, Richfield, St. Bonifacius, and 
Bloomington.  They are looking to expand in the area because they were hearing from more people that 
were interested in their program that are coming from this area and do not want to move farther in to 
the metro area.   
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Council member Feldmann observed that nothing was actually in perpetuity because everything 
eventually ends, and asked how the program would ultimately terminate and how there would be a 
separation from the house/land partnership.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke explained that the trust should survive in perpetuity.  Their governing documents say 
that if they were no longer able to sustain, then they would look at another land trust organization, but 
they have been around for almost 25 years.  In Carver County, the City of Chaska had started a land trust 
right before the foreclosure crisis and their educational partner was the Carver County CDA.  When the 
City found that they could not sustain it, they reached out to the CDA and asked them to take over its 
stewardship.  She reiterated that their governing documents outline that their first endeavor would be 
to find a like-minded entity to take over the stewardship.  If that were not possible, it would require 
each organization to go back to the funding organizations that put money in and repay the loans and sell 
properties outside of the land trust.  Existing home owners at that point would have the opportunity to 
purchase the land with the caveat that all of the declarations and covenants attached are paid in full.   
 
Council member Feldmann stated that in the event there is somebody who cannot afford to buy the 
land, they could be put in a situation that they would be living in a house and would be forced to buy the 
land or move out.  He asked whether any house that is purchased and becomes part of this type of land 
grant would ever be subdivided.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke replied that their properties would not be subdividable, but in terms of meeting the 
City’s affordable housing goals, the Metropolitan Council likes the land trust model and it would count 
towards their housing goals.  
 
Council member Dyvik had noticed that the participating cities listed were all larger cities better able to 
afford to absorb the lower tax revenue that would occur for the trust’s properties.  He voiced concern 
about doing so for a small city like Long Lake. He asked if the trust had any homes in communities where 
the City had not approved the County funds.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke stated that had not happened during the time she was been with the program which 
has been three years.  
 
Moeller recalled that technically the trust has a home in Long Lake already.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke reminded the Council that the question that should be asked is whether the City would 
like to see some of Hennepin County’s money spent in the community for affordable home ownership. 
 
Council member Joyce commented that she felt that Homes Within Reach could still buy properties in 
Long Lake if they wanted to regardless of what the City decides.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke conveyed that they have one property in the City and would not plan to go out and buy 
20 other properties in Long Lake because it is a small community.  In larger communities, they end up 
acquiring more homes.  
 
Council member Dyvik appreciated the work that Homes Within Reach was doing, but there are people 
in this community that have trouble paying their property taxes as it is; in fact, the Council was having a 
conversation earlier tonight about how Long Lake receives $0 in local government aid. 
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Council member Kvale stated that she also felt what they were doing was great, but the fix of taking the 
land apart from the structure was of concern to her, and she would like to see there be a way for them 
to be rejoined.  She added that it almost feels like it is a gimmick to make something affordable without 
giving someone the entirety, and explained that she would favor a solution that would give someone the 
entire rights over their property.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke mentioned that there are a few models out there that are like what Council member 
Kvale was describing, but they only benefit limited families and take a lot of resources.  
 
Council member Kvale observed that it almost looks like a rent control scheme.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke communicated that she took offense to their program being referred to as a scheme or 
a gimmick.  She added that theirs is a proven model that has been around for many years.  Nobody is 
forced to participate in the program because they have a choice, and they make sure that individuals 
fully understand what they give up in order to gain what they would be getting.  
 
Moeller asked if the proposed resolution of consent had to be voted up on as a simple yes or no, or 
whether the Council could consider approving it subject to the land trust buying no more than a certain 
amount of homes in the community.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke stated that they could make that work.   
 
Council member Joyce stated that this was already denied on August 7, and her understanding was that 
there was no action to be taken tonight unless the Council had changed their mind since that meeting.  
 
Moeller explained that staff was not requesting any action because this was a decision that was solely 
for the Council; however, if they chose to, the Council could consider approving the resolution adding 
language about not purchasing, for example, more than 1 or 2 homes in the City.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke noted that they could also add the language that would state that they cannot reduce 
the taxes.   
 
Mayor Miner reflected that he was sensing opposition from the Council and asked if they had any 
appetite for the suggestion by City Clerk Moeller to add some stipulations.  
 
Moeller clarified that she was not advocating in any direction, but noted that she would suspect that the 
kind of home purchased by the program on Inglewood Street was exactly the kind of home that would 
be otherwise be purchased by corporations and then turned into rental housing.  She suggested that 
similar properties would more likely be invested in by the land trust than one of the rental corporations.  
She reiterated that she was not advocating in any direction for the Council and recognized this was 
completely their decision to make.  
 
Council member Dyvik asked how the program’s homes may impact the adjacent property values.   
 
Moeller replied that anytime there is a property that was improving its condition, it actually can raise 
property values.  
 
Finance Director Nowezki added that what the City is seeing right now is a change in housing because 
many of the homes are older.  Of the homes being sold each month, there have been a multitude of 
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corporations coming in to buy them as rentals, and those corporations often are not local or have any 
idea about the conditions of the properties they acquire.  She indicated that she had spoken with the 
new resident who had purchased the Homes Within Reach house, had welcomed them to the 
community, and there had not been issues with paying utilities because they set up autopay right away.  
 
Moeller observed that in the situation proposed, the City would essentially have an insurance program 
because if they don’t pay their bills or violate City Code, they are in trouble with the land trust.   
 
Council Member Dyvik asked when Ms. Lano-Wolke had gone before the Orono City Council.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke responded that the item had been placed on the Orono Council’s Consent Agenda and 
they had no questions. 
 
Council member Joyce noted that she liked the idea of putting guardrails on this program.   
 
Ms. Secord raised her hand to speak.  
 
Mayor Miner explained that the Council would not be taking public comment on this item as it was not a 
public hearing.  
 
Ms. Secord spoke from the audience and stated that the Council had heard from staff and felt that they 
should also hear from a resident.   She communicated that for her, this request was a ‘no’ because they 
bought a property already, and the City does not need to bless them because they are getting their 
grant money from her tax money.  She objected that she does not approve of this action at all and 
explained that she was a single-parent who earned her home and had improved her home.  She added 
that nobody gave her a hand out, she felt that it was not the American Dream to simply buy a structure 
without any land, and indicated she did not want to see this in her City. 
 
Mayor Miner thanked Ms. Secord for her input.  He stated that his initial concerns with this had been 
the possible tax implications so if that could be addressed as suggested he would not be as concerned 
about it.  
 
Council member Kvale stated that for her, she understood that Ms. Lano-Wolke doesn’t like the word 
‘scheme’, but there is an effect on other people who are trying to buy those properties.  She indicated 
her belief that home ownership is the American Dream and involves the home and the land, but this 
situation creates a pseudo-rental scenario.  She repeated that fundamentally she did not care for this 
approach to affordable housing, and mentioned Habitat for Humanity as an alternative.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke outlined how Habitat for Humanity worked as a shared equity model and what happens 
when the property is sold.  
 
Council member Dyvik suggested that this item be tabled and with direction given to staff to come up 
with some options.   
 
Moeller added that staff could prepare a resolution that included the guardrails that had been discussed 
as an option for review.  
 
Council member Kvale stated that she would not agree to that.  
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Council member Dyvik noted that he was not sure he would agree to it either. 
 
Moeller confirmed that she understood their positions, but was suggesting that she prepare something 
that has the language so the Council can make an informed decision on whether to adopt it or deny it.  
 
Shannon Bruce, 7500 Fielding Trail, Minnetrista, came to the podium and shared that she was a former 
Council member from Minnetrista and had also served on their Economic Development Board.  She 
recalled that they had heard affordable housing proposals such as this and she strongly urged the 
Council to reject the proposition because it is not a right to live in an upscale suburban community like 
Long Lake, but rather a privilege that was earned by hard work and sacrifice.  The organization is going 
to go to other communities and will say that Long Lake signed onto this, but would not tell them that 
the City put caveats in place, and could create a snowball effect going through other communities.  She 
stated that this scenario would not be good for the other people that worked hard, bought their 
properties, and earned their way to buy in Long Lake.  She voiced her belief that the City will have higher 
crime rates when they let affordable housing projects like this into the City, and encouraged the Council 
to think long and hard about letting a trust come in and buy land because it would end up spreading 
throughout the suburbs.   
 
City Attorney Thames mentioned that in listening to this conversation, one point he was considering was 
the fact that the status quo right now is that a property has already been purchased and there is a lease 
agreement that is held by the trust.  He commented that nothing the Council does regarding the 
approval of the resolution will change that except allow them to access some financing for the existing 
resident.  With the guardrail example, the authorization could be limited to one home, which would be 
the property already purchased so that any discouragement of having to split ownership that Council 
member Kvale had expressed concern about is accomplished, but they would be able to help the 
resident who was already here.   
 
Council member Feldmann reflected that if they approve this, they are endorsing it, but the reality is 
that the trust can come in and buy whatever they want anyway.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke communicated that she felt that the City had made their point loud and clear that they 
do not want workforce housing in the City and explained that she was worried about the current home 
owner being accepted in the community.   
 
Council member Kvale replied that was not the case and clarified that it was the model of separating the 
land from the structure that she had issues with.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke stated that Council member Kvale had made it very clear how much she disliked their 
model but noted that she did not have the ability to bring another model to the City.  She added that 
they do would not want to move forward and acquire anymore homes in Long Lake because of the fear 
of retaliation to the home owners.   
 
Council member Dyvik asked if Ms. Lano-Wolke felt that the Council had demonstrated that there would 
be retaliation.  
 
Council member Joyce felt that comment was not fair and stated that this has nothing to do with the 
individual or family that lives here.   
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Ms. Lano-Wolke indicated it is a cause for concern when a resident stands up and says that their home 
owners were going to bring crime to the City.   
 
Council member Dyvik stated that was not a statement made by the Council.   
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke noted that one Council member had made it very clear that she did not like their 
model.   
 
Council member Dyvik added that was also just one Council Member out of five.  
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke commented that if they can set this aside and the Council says that this is enough and 
will consider revisiting this years down the road after they see how it works, that would be acceptable.  
She reiterated that this is a proven model that does work, and she cannot bring the City another model 
even though this was not the only way to achieve workforce housing.  
 
Council member Dyvik shared that he needs more information and would like to see how they have 
operated across the Twin Cities. 
 
Ms. Lano-Wolke mentioned that she would be more than happy to meet someone for coffee and share 
additional information with them.  
 
Moeller suspected that what may answer some of the Council’s questions was for them to communicate 
with their counterparts in other cities and learn from them about their experiences with this 
organization.  She summarized that the consensus from the Council at the moment is that there would 
be no further direction for staff tonight.  
 
Mayor Miner thanked Ms. Lano-Wolke for her presentation, acknowledged that it had been a 
challenging situation, and indicated that the Council may talk about it again in the future.   
 
Mayor Miner recessed the meeting for a brief break at 9:09 pm and reconvened at 9:17 pm. 
 
Adoption of Preliminary 2025 Payable Levy; Establish Truth in Taxation Public Meeting Date to Discuss 
Levy and Proposed Budget 
Weske gave an overview of the 2025 Preliminary Budget and reminded the Council that the Preliminary 
Levy needed to be formally adopted by the end of the month, with the Final Levy required to be 
adopted at the end of December.  He outlined the budget factors contributing to the recommended 
levy, stated that the proposed levy increase would result in no change for the local City tax rate, and 
presented a brief history of the City’s tax levy dating back to 2017.  He outlined budget considerations 
including an allocation for Fire Department legal fees; an amount for removal of Emerald Ash Borer 
infected ash trees from the City’s parks and rights-of-way; reviewed other major general capital items 
for Council consideration; and noted that staff was looking for some feedback from the Council 
regarding the utility/rescue vehicle purchase commitment request that had been discussed at the Fire 
Advisory Board. 
 
Council member Dyvik clarified that the matter before the Council was adoption of the preliminary levy 
and budget.  He reminded the Council that the numbers can always go down from this point, but could 
not be increased once the preliminary levy is adopted.  To him, that meant that the Council didn’t need 
to tackle all the challenges that exist right now.    
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Weske agreed and added that the hope is that when certain final numbers come in, they will provide 
further clarity; for example, what the City’s health insurance premium expense will be.  He 
acknowledged that right now there are still some unknowns.   
 
Mayor Miner pointed out that the proposed Fire Department legal fees line item is money that the City 
would have to pay up front, but there is a possibility that a portion of that money would be reimbursed 
to the City following the trial.   
 
A motion was made by Feldmann, seconded by Dyvik, to adopt Resolution No. 2024-42 establishing the 
Preliminary Property Tax Levy Payable in 2025 for the City of Long Lake.  Ayes:  all.   
 
A motion was made by Feldmann, seconded by Kvale, to adopt Resolution No. 2024-43 establishing the 
Truth in Taxation public meeting date as December 3, 2024 to discuss the proposed levy and budget for 
taxes payable 2025 for the City of Long Lake.  Ayes:  all.   
 
Council member Dyvik reported that at the last Fire Advisory Board meeting, the Board had discussed 
inclusion of the utility/rescue truck on the CIP.  They had communicated with the Board that it had been 
a need for a number of years, the vehicle had already been ordered, and they had asked if all three cities 
would participate in that purchase per the contract terms.  Orono had indicated that they would 
participate if the City would commit to buying the vehicle back at the end of the contract.   
 
A motion was made by Dyvik, seconded by Miner, to communicate to the City of Orono that Long Lake 
would buy the utility/rescue truck outright at the end of the current fire services agreement/contract.  
Ayes:  all.   
 
Approve Contract Proposal from Waste Management of Minnesota, Inc. for 2025-2029 Residential and 
Organics Collection Services 
Moeller reminded the Council that the City’s recycling contract was ending at the end of 2024, and with 
that in mind, the City had issued an RFP for recycling services.  She outlined some of the key items that 
had been included in the RFP that had not been included in past contracts. She explained that staff was 
recommending moving forward with the proposal received from Waste Management of Minnesota, Inc. 
and reviewed details of the services, including organics collection, and rates that were included in their 
proposal.  She noted that Jason Hartman with Waste Management was present in the audience tonight 
if the Council had any questions.  
 
Nowezki indicated that she had worked closely with City Clerk Moeller on this from a rate perspective 
and noted that she felt that there would need to be some education component involved in order to let 
the residents know about this change, and that it should result in a savings in their garbage hauling 
services.  She noted that the inclusion of the City’s trash services at no cost will save the City a bit of 
money as well.  
 
Jason Hartman, Waste Management of Minnesota, Inc., stated that one thing that will be needed when 
they start the program is to get a list from other haulers that have organic customers.   
 
Moeller noted that the City had based their organics and solid waste ordinance in part on Maple 
Grove’s, and mentioned that Maple Grove was also making this exact same type of transition to a City-
wide contract right now.   
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Mr. Hartman noted that most cities in Hennepin County that have subscription trash with organized 
recycling are switching to a City-wide organics program because it makes more sense and is more cost 
effective for the haulers and the residents.  
 
Council member Joyce confirmed that garbage would still be separate.    
 
Moeller clarified that the City was not proposing to go to a closed hauler system for garbage, and 
explained that this would be implementation of a City-wide organics contract rather than requiring the 
garbage haulers to provide it at their own pricing choice.   
 
Mayor Miner asked if it would be done by the same truck or if two trucks would be used.    
 
Mr. Hartman explained that there would be a second truck coming through for the organics. 
 
Mayor Miner stated that he felt that this would still help reduce the overall numbers of trucks coming 
through the City.   
 
Council member Kvale asked how people would opt in for this service.  
 
Mr. Hartman responded that typically people need to call in and request service and they will deliver a 
smaller cart to them and put them on one of their routes.  
 
Moeller stated that they will start by working to obtain a list of people that were already participating 
and take care of them first, then communicate to everyone else about how they can opt in.   
 
A motion was made by Feldmann, seconded by Dyvik, to accept the Recycling Services Contract Proposal 
from Waste Management of Minnesota, Inc. for residential and organics collection services for years 
2025 through 2029, per the terms of their Recycling Services Contract Proposal Form and the Request for 
Proposals (RFP) Recycling Services & City Facility Refuse Collection approved by the City Council on 
August 7, 2024, and to authorize the City Administrator to execute any necessary documentation. Ayes:  
all. 
 
A motion was made by Feldmann, seconded by Dyvik, to direct staff to prepare an amendment to the 
City Code of Ordinances to reflect that the City will contract for residential organics collection services 
versus the service being provided by licensed residential refuse haulers.  Ayes:  all. 
 
Updates Regarding Fire Department Matters 
Mayor Miner stated that the next Fire Advisory Board meeting was scheduled for October.   
 
Council Member Feldmann recalled that a few meetings ago, Council member Dyvik had mentioned 
addressing some of the issues and comments that the Orono Mayor had made related to the Long Lake 
City Council.  Council member Feldmann had mentioned that he had planned for some time to review 
response time data he’d looked at previously, and reported that he had put together a presentation that 
brought a bunch of different information together in what he called his ‘Due Diligence Study’ related to 
Emergency Response Times/Cost Effectiveness.  He added that his goals and motivation for gathering 
the information were to address disparaging comments that have been directed at the Long Lake Fire 
Department related to response times, and also to address those comments that were directed at the 
Council for their management of the Long Lake Fire Department. He had wanted to make sure he 
understood the service performance and the cost effectiveness of the differing Long Lake Fire and 
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Orono Fire models and ensure that an informed decision was being made, but also to seek truth and 
transparency of this data.  Council member Feldmann gave a detailed presentation providing a thorough 
analysis of response time data; describing flaws in the methodology and data filters used by Orono in 
calculating LLFD Station 2 response times; highlighting discrepancies within the data set; addressing a 
wide variety of inaccurate statements and claims made by Orono’s Mayor Walsh at public meetings and 
on social media; reviewing actual call response time data to provide an accurate analysis and 
comparison of performance by the two departments, and calculating average response times; and 
provided a comparison of the cost per call between the two departments.  He concluded that the facts 
establish that the Long Lake Fire Department has demonstrated superior performance to the Orono Fire 
Department model, and also superior cost effectiveness.  He stated that he wanted to make sure he 
placed an emphasis on the word ‘model’ when discussing the Orono Fire Department, because the 
firefighters are very good and, in fact, half of them are Long Lake firefighters and Long Lake knows that 
they are trained and are excellent at what they do.  He felt that the performance issues identified in his 
study must be based on how the Orono Fire Department was modeled and how it was being managed in 
responding.  He reiterated that the potential variable of quality firefighters was off the table because 
both departments have excellent people, so any issues with the Orono Fire Department’s response must 
relate to how things are operating. The response times from the Long Lake Fire Department, in every 
single metric reviewed, had been superior in every single way.  He noted that one other thing he had 
discovered in reading through a series of Mayor Walsh’s comments had been a statement he’d made 
that ‘Orono has demonstrated the ability to better manage the budget of the Fire Department.’  Council 
member Feldmann countered that position and stated that managing a budget for a business means 
that typically you look to spend less money to get better service.  Orono is actually spending more 
money to get worse service, which he would find to be the opposite of demonstrating good business 
acumen and management skills.   He referenced the numerous social media claims about the Orono Fire 
Department providing better service and response times and indicated that all of these claims were 
completely unsubstantiated.  He shared examples of their call response times around the time that the 
posts were made where Orono Mayor Walsh claimed that the Orono Fire Department ‘had the best 
service times ever’, and indicated that there appeared to be a pretty massive disconnect between Orono 
Mayor Walsh and what the reality is with their Fire Department’s actual response times.  Council 
member Feldmann voiced that he found that concerning and would question whether this is something 
that Long Lake, as a potential contract City, would want to be exposed to.  He emphasized that every 
single one of the social media posts by Orono Mayor Walsh were based in fiction and have been proven 
to be false because the Long Lake Fire Department has demonstrated that they have superior 
performance to the Orono Fire Department.  He concluded that Orono’s analysis of response time data 
and the allegations in their needs assessment were completely invalid, and he outlined some of the 
demonstrated issues and concerns he has with this situation especially in considering becoming a 
contract City.  He reiterated that when you look at the data and provide a consistent metric, the Long 
Lake Fire Department response times and cost efficiency are superior to those of the Orono Fire 
Department, and his recommendation would be that Long Lake not pursue becoming a contract city of 
the Orono Fire Department at the end of the contract.  
 
Council member Kvale thanked Council member Feldmann for his presentation because she had found it 
to be very informative.  She noted that looking at the apparatus alone did not really look at how many 
people were responding.  
 
Council member Feldmann explained that the responding apparatus is important because, for example, 
the Command vehicle will be one person, but in an engine there are typically four.  He added that the 
Excelsior Fire District and their duty crews will run an engine with two, but that can become tough if 
they are responding to a fire.  He commented that you would want to ensure that those two people that 
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are rolling were extremely qualified and when he had talked to Chief Heiland about how they would run 
over there, he said depending on the event, the two duty crew people would hop in the truck and they 
would wait for a third or fourth person to show up.  He stated that there is a column in the data set that 
depicts the number of people responding; however, sometimes that data can get a bit funky because it 
depends on the type of event, though he agreed that it was really important information.  
 
Mayor Miner shared that he felt that Council member Feldmann’s presentation was fabulous.  He 
observed that Council member Feldmann’s PhD and his career are all about data, so he had the facts 
behind what he had just shared and portrayed.  He agreed that the information was not saying anything 
against any particular firefighters but rather was focused at looking at the model that Orono had set up, 
and he indicated that all the firefighters, including the seven from the Long Lake Fire Department, were 
doing the best they can under their circumstances.  He noted that he did not feel that the Orono Fire 
model was set up to succeed and commented that as he looked at the data and the response times they 
are experiencing, he thinks that issue most likely has a lot to do with where the Orono Fire Department 
is responding from.  He acknowledged that there have been reports about their duty crew firefighters 
driving through Long Lake, being parked at the Town Center, Caribou, or in front of the Liquor Barn, 
which he suspected had to factor into their response times because for certain calls they are responding 
from way up in the Long Lake area.  He stated that the Orono City Council had promised their citizens 
that they would build the temporary fire garage for around $200,000 in Navarre, and that Orono Fire 
Department would be responding from there.  From what he has heard thus far, the Orono Fire 
Department is very seldomly down there.   
 
Council member Dyvik asked if he could receive a copy of Council Member Feldmann’s presentation and 
information.   
 
Council member Joyce suggested that they post it on the City’s website as well.   
 
Mayor Miner confirmed that they would put it on the website and asked Council member Feldmann if 
he was open to answering any questions that people may have.  
 
Council member Feldmann encouraged anyone interested to reach out to the Council with questions.  
He stated that if anyone, including the Council, wanted him to present the analysis a different way, he 
could also do that.  He communicated that his goal was that when people were speaking on the issue, it 
would be coming from a place of fact rather than what someone ‘wants’ to be true or to feed a 
narrative, because that is not useful.  
 
Council member Kvale asked if the City may be able to parse out some of the video of tonight’s meeting 
because she felt that Council member Feldmann had explained things really well in his presentation.  
 
Moeller noted that she would be out of the office on Thursday and Friday this week, but would be 
looking into that possibility before she leaves.  
 
Council member Feldmann also offered to screen record a new presentation if that would be easier to 
post.   
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Meeting Reminders - Mayor Miner noted that there was a slight change for their next meeting on 
October 1, 2024, with the regular Council meeting beginning at 5:30 pm with the intent that they would 
be able to wrap up by 6:30 pm in order to allow Council members to attend the Orono Candidate Forum 
that evening.  He stated that there would also be an EDA meeting on October 15, 2024, followed by the 
regular Council meeting.  
 
ADJOURN 
Hearing no objection, Mayor Miner adjourned the meeting by general consent at 10:27 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Scott Weske 
City Administrator 
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City Council Agenda Report 

City of Long Lake 
450 Virginia Avenue, PO Box 606 
Long Lake, MN  55356 

MEETING DATE / October 1, 2024 

SUBJECT: Approve Vendor Claims and Payroll 

Prepared By: Amanda Nowezki, Finance Director Report Date: 9/24/2024 
  

  

Recommended City Council Action 

Staff recommends the following: 

Motion to approve vendor claims paid in the amount of $95,364.53 and electronic vendor payments in the 
amount of $1,778.36 for a total amount of $97,142.89; 3nd quarter Planning Commission payroll in the amount 
of $587.50; and gross City Employee payroll paid September 19 in the amount of $27,735.01.  

Overview / Background 

No noteworthy commentary to report regarding vendor claims to be approved. 

Supporting Information 
 

 Listing of Claims Paid 

 Electronic Vendor Payments 

 3rd Quarter Planning Commission Payroll  

 Biweekly Payroll  
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LONG LAKE, MN 09/25/24 1:30 PM

Page 1

Checks 70690-70713

Name Check Date Check Amt

10100   GENERAL FUND CASH

70690 BOUND TREE MEDICAL, LLC. 9/18/2024 $304.14 FD Medical Supplies-Tourniquet, CO Detector, 

70691 CITY OF WAYZATA 9/18/2024 $27,673.00 Police Services - Oct 2024

70692 CIVICPLUS LLC 9/18/2024 $1,750.00 Municode-Online Code Hosting 8/1/24-7/31/25

70693 COLONIAL LIFE 9/18/2024 $13.06 AD Insurance - Oct 2024

70694 CORE & MAIN LP 9/18/2024 $952.00 Pot Hole Repair - 50#Bag Cold Patch

70695 HAWKINS INC 9/18/2024 $40.00 Water Chemicals - Chlorine Cylinder

70696 KLEIN UNDERGROUND, LLC 9/18/2024 $6,511.75 Mainbreak Asphalt Patch-Daniels/Virginia

70697 LARKIN HOFFMAN 9/18/2024 $13,999.00 FD CONTRACT DISPUTE W/ORONO - Aug 2

70698 League of Minnesota Cities 9/18/2024 $774.00 LMC Annual Dues - 09/01/24-12/31/24

70699 MN VALLEY TESTING LAB 9/18/2024 $48.50 Monthly Chlorine Report

70700 NORSKE ELECTRIC, INC 9/18/2024 $2,176.78 FD1 Lot Light Repairs

70701 MN LIFE INSURANCE CO 9/18/2024 $25.60 LIFE INS - Oct 2024

70702 SUTTONS ADVANCED CLEANIN 9/18/2024 $1,152.50 CH Cleaning Services - Sept 2024

70703 TIMESAVER OFF SITE 9/18/2024 $246.00 9/3 City Council+ Worksession Mtg Minutes

70704 UnitedHealthcare 9/18/2024 $3,534.23 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024

70705 DELTA DENTAL 9/25/2024 $367.76 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024

70706 HENNEPIN CTY ENVIROMENTAL 9/25/2024 $1,080.00 Water Testing Nelson Lakeside Park 2024

70707 HENNEPIN TECHNICAL COLLEG 9/25/2024 $1,606.64 Firefighter I & II & Hazmat - M. Neubauer

70708 LONG LAKE FIRE DEPARTMENT 9/25/2024 $28,962.00 4th Qtr 2024 Fire Contract

70709 MADISON NATIONAL LIFE 9/25/2024 $131.20 STD Insurance - Oct 2024

70710 MEDIACOM 9/25/2024 $400.00 CH Internet Services - (09/26/23-10/25/24)

70711 NCS (NEW CENTURY SERVICE) 9/25/2024 $1,932.12 FD - HVAC Repairs

70712 OLSEN CHAIN & CABLE 9/25/2024 $206.25 Hoist Repair-Latch Kit

70713 SELECTIVE SITE CONSULTANTS 9/25/2024 $1,478.00 Refund Escrow - DISH 1345 W Wayzata Blvd

Total Checks $95,364.53
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Checks 70690-70713

Page 1

09/25/24 1:31 PMLONG LAKE, MN

*Check Detail Register©

Amount CommentInvoiceCheck # Check Date Vendor Name

10100   GENERAL FUND CASH

70690 09/18/24 BOUND TREE MEDICAL, LLC.

$162.07 FD Medical Supplies-Tourniquet, CO Detector, 
Face Masks

Medical Supplies 85477609E 205-42281-2190

$142.07 FD Medical Supplies-Tourniquet, CO Detector, 
Face Masks

Medical Supplies 85477609E 205-42285-2190

$304.14Total

70691 09/18/24 CITY OF WAYZATA

$27,673.00 Police Services - Oct 2024Subcontracted Police Svc 092524E 101-42110-3130

$27,673.00Total

70692 09/18/24 CIVICPLUS LLC

$1,750.00 Municode-Online Code Hosting 8/1/24-7/31/25Codification 317325E 101-41500-3550

$1,750.00Total

70693 09/18/24 COLONIAL LIFE

$13.06 AD Insurance - Oct 2024Other Deducations 43698311001G 101-21710

$13.06Total

70694 09/18/24 CORE & MAIN LP

$952.00 Pot Hole Repair - 50#Bag Cold PatchStreet Maint Materials V601836E 101-43100-2240

$952.00Total

70695 09/18/24 HAWKINS INC

$40.00 Water Chemicals - Chlorine CylinderChemicals and Chem Pro 6862732E 601-49400-2160

$40.00Total

70696 09/18/24 KLEIN UNDERGROUND, LLC

$6,511.75 Mainbreak Asphalt Patch-Daniels/VirginiaWater Main Break 58897E 601-49400-4065

$6,511.75Total

70697 09/18/24 LARKIN HOFFMAN

$13,999.00 FD CONTRACT DISPUTE W/ORONO - Aug 2024Legal Fees - Civil 845100E 101-42110-3120

$13,999.00Total

70698 09/18/24 League of Minnesota Cities

$774.00 LMC Annual Dues - 09/01/24-12/31/24Dues and Subscriptions 411211E 101-41500-4330

$774.00Total

70699 09/18/24 MN VALLEY TESTING LAB

$48.50 Monthly Chlorine ReportWater Testing Expense 1270401E 601-49400-3825

$48.50Total

70700 09/18/24 NORSKE ELECTRIC, INC

$2,176.78 FD1 Lot Light RepairsBldg Maint & Repairs 23034592E 205-42282-4010

$2,176.78Total

70701 09/18/24 MN LIFE INSURANCE CO

$9.00 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 101-41500-1310

$3.00 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 205-42280-1310

$6.00 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 101-43050-1310
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Checks 70690-70713

Page 2

09/25/24 1:31 PMLONG LAKE, MN

*Check Detail Register©

Amount CommentInvoiceCheck # Check Date Vendor Name

$2.40 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 601-49400-1310

$1.80 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 602-49450-1310

$1.80 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 42570033E 603-43150-1310

$1.60 LIFE INS - Oct 2024Other Deducations 42570033G 101-21710

$25.60Total

70702 09/18/24 SUTTONS ADVANCED CLEANING SRV

$290.00 CH Cleaning Services - Sept 2024Custodial & Waste Remov 7244E 101-41940-3840

$570.00 FD1 Cleaning Services - Sept 2024Custodial & Waste Remov 7248E 205-42282-3840

$292.50 FD2 Cleaning Services - Sept 2024Custodial & Waste Remov 7249E 205-42286-3840

$1,152.50Total

70703 09/18/24 TIMESAVER OFF SITE

$246.00 9/3 City Council+ Worksession Mtg MinutesProfessional Srvs M29488E 101-41500-3000

$246.00Total

70704 09/18/24 UnitedHealthcare

$620.55 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 38515037585E 101-41500-1310

$1,272.75 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 38515037585E 101-43050-1310

$509.10 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 38515037585E 601-49400-1310

$381.82 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 38515037585E 602-49450-1310

$381.82 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 38515037585E 603-43150-1310

$368.19 MEDICAL INS - Oct 2024FlexPlan - Ins Prem 38515037585G 101-21706

$3,534.23Total

70705 09/25/24 DELTA DENTAL

$76.57 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health RIS00060063E 101-41500-1310

$117.46 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health RIS00060063E 101-43050-1310

$46.98 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health RIS00060063E 601-49400-1310

$35.24 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health RIS00060063E 602-49450-1310

$35.24 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health RIS00060063E 603-43150-1310

$56.27 Dental Insurance - Oct 2024FlexPlan - Ins Prem RIS00060063G 101-21706

$367.76Total

70706 09/25/24 HENNEPIN CTY ENVIROMENTAL HEALTH

$1,080.00 Water Testing Nelson Lakeside Park 2024Professional Srvs 1242971E 101-45200-3000

$1,080.00Total

70707 09/25/24 HENNEPIN TECHNICAL COLLEGE

$1,606.64 Firefighter I & II & Hazmat - M. NeubauerEducation / Conferences 449265E 205-42285-3350

$1,606.64Total

70708 09/25/24 LONG LAKE FIRE DEPARTMENT

$28,962.00 4th Qtr 2024 Fire ContractFire Department Services 20240033E 101-42110-3135

$28,962.00Total

70709 09/25/24 MADISON NATIONAL LIFE

$49.20 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 101-41500-1310

$16.40 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 205-42280-1310

$32.80 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 101-43050-1310

$13.12 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 601-49400-1310
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Checks 70690-70713

Page 3

09/25/24 1:31 PMLONG LAKE, MN

*Check Detail Register©

Amount CommentInvoiceCheck # Check Date Vendor Name

$9.84 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 602-49450-1310

$9.84 STD Insurance - Oct 2024Employer Paid Health 1649448E 603-43150-1310

$131.20Total

70710 09/25/24 MEDIACOM

$250.00 CH Internet Services - (09/26/23-10/25/24)Internet Access (Mediaco 092424E 101-41940-3275

$150.00 PW Internet Services - (09/26/23-10/25/24)Internet Access (Mediaco 092424E 101-41942-3275

$400.00Total

70711 09/25/24 NCS (NEW CENTURY SERVICE)

$1,932.12 FD - HVAC RepairsBldg Maint & Repairs NC85918E 205-42282-4010

$1,932.12Total

70712 09/25/24 OLSEN CHAIN & CABLE

$26.25 Hoist Repair-Latch KitBldg & Grnds Maint Suppli 718841E 101-41942-2230

$180.00 Hoist Repair-LaborProfessional Srvs 718841E 101-41942-3000

$206.25Total

70713 09/25/24 SELECTIVE SITE CONSULTANTS, INC

$1,478.00 Refund Escrow - DISH 1345 W Wayzata Blvd1345 Wayzata Blvd-DISH 29328G 700-29328

$1,478.00Total

10100 $95,364.53

Fund Summary

10100  GENERAL FUND CASH

101 GENERAL FUND $78,955.70

205 FIRE DEPARTMENT $6,901.58

601 WATER FUND $7,171.85

602 SANITARY SEWER FUND $428.70

603 SURFACE WATER MGMT FUND $428.70

700 BUILDING PERMIT ESCROWS $1,478.00

$95,364.53
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*Check Summary Register©

LONG LAKE, MN 09/25/24 1:20 PM

Page 1

Checks 3061,3063

Name Check Date Check Amt

10100   GENERAL FUND CASH

3061e HEALTHPTNR-GROUP HLTH 9/17/2024 $63.00 FD EAP-Sept 2024

3063e SPEEDWAY LLC 9/24/2024 $1,715.36 Fuel - Sept 2024

Total Checks $1,778.36
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Checks 3061,3063

Page 1

09/25/24 1:21 PMLONG LAKE, MN

*Check Detail Register©

Amount CommentInvoiceCheck # Check Date Vendor Name

10100   GENERAL FUND CASH

3061 e 09/17/24 HEALTHPTNR-GROUP HLTH

$63.00 FD EAP-Sept 2024Employer Paid Health 7068039E 205-42280-1310

$63.00Total

3063 e 09/24/24 SPEEDWAY LLC

$626.61 FD Fuel - Sept 2024Motor Fuels 99741977E 205-42281-2120

$1,088.75 PW Fuel - Sept 2024Motor Fuels 99741977E 101-43000-2120

$1,715.36Total

10100 $1,778.36

Fund Summary

10100  GENERAL FUND CASH

101 GENERAL FUND $1,088.75

205 FIRE DEPARTMENT $689.61

$1,778.36
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Federal
Gross

Federal
Tax

State
Tax

Social 
Security

Medi-
care Retire Net

Tax 
Sheltered Voluntary

09/18/24 2:15 PM

Page 1

Payroll Summary

Pay Group: 07 Planning Commission

Check Date: 9/20/2024 per. 3

LONG LAKE, MN

Gross
Wage

Local
TaxEmployee Reimb.Tips

State
Gross

ADAMS, ROGER 187.50 11.62 2.72 173.16000000265 187.50 187.50

AXELSON, JUDD 100.00 6.20 1.45 92.35000000289 100.00 100.00

GOODSELL, LORI 100.00 6.20 1.45 92.35000000279 100.00 100.00

SECORD, ANITA L. 100.00 6.20 1.45 92.35000000103 100.00 100.00

SEE, VIRGINIA 100.00 6.20 1.45 92.35000000268 100.00 100.00

587.50

Federal Tax

36.42

8.52

542.56

RetirementGross 587.50Federal Tax None

Medicare $17.04

Social Security $72.84

Total Deposit $89.88

941 Deposit

Advanced EIC None

0.00

0.00Tips

Reimbursement

Federal Gross State Tax

Local Tax

FICA Ded/Ben

Medicare Ded/Ben

Tax-Sheltered

Voluntary

Net

Pay Summary Tax Summary Others

36.42587.50FICA Gross

8.52

587.50State Gross
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Gross

Federal
Tax

State
Tax

Social 
Security

Medi-
care Retire Net

Tax 
Sheltered Voluntary

09/17/24 1:10 PM

Page 1

Payroll Summary

Pay Group: 01 Bi-Weekly

Check Date: 9/19/2024 per. 19

LONG LAKE, MN

Gross
Wage

Local
TaxEmployee Reimb.Tips

State
Gross

DECKER JR, MICHAEL 2,422.11 218.63 135.33 160.53 37.54 0.80 1,870.08167.05000000287 2,589.96 2,422.11

DIERCKS, SEAN 3,711.03 575.39 222.97 245.99 57.53 2,609.15256.60000000243 3,967.63 3,711.03

FAHRMAN, MATTHEW 1,880.90 132.63 71.82 125.43 29.33 184.13 1,521.69142.17000000295 2,207.20 1,880.90

HEILAND, MICHAEL 4,413.76 452.57 237.68 71.41 3,652.10511.29000000286 4,925.05 4,413.76

MACKEY, NOAH 2,102.73 175.79 113.61 139.35 32.59 1,641.39144.79000000292 2,247.52 2,102.73

MOELLER, JEANETTE 2,976.99 242.47 127.43 197.46 46.18 11.78 2,363.45207.78000000091 3,196.55 2,976.99

NOWEZKI, AMANDA 2,999.81 242.13 209.70 200.98 47.00 2,300.00241.84000000252 3,241.65 2,999.81

SKJARET, THOMAS G. 453.20 28.10 6.57 418.53000000187 453.20 453.20

WESKE, SCOTT 4,599.97 787.23 287.88 303.81 71.05 6.07 3,150.00300.21000000214 4,906.25 4,599.97

25,560.50

Federal Tax 2,826.84

1,406.42

1,401.65

399.20

202.78

19,526.39

Retirement 1,971.73Gross 27,735.01Federal Tax $2,826.84

Medicare $798.40

Social Security $2,803.30

Total Deposit $6,428.54

941 Deposit

Advanced EIC None

0.00

0.00Tips

Reimbursement

Federal Gross State Tax

Local Tax

FICA Ded/Ben

Medicare Ded/Ben

Tax-Sheltered

Voluntary

Net

Pay Summary Tax Summary Others

1,401.6522,607.18FICA Gross

399.20

25,560.50State Gross
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City Council Agenda Report 

City of Long Lake 
450 Virginia Avenue, PO Box 606 
Long Lake, MN  55356 

MEETING DATE / October 1, 2024 

SUBJECT: Approval of Developer Improvements at The Stax and Commencement of 
Warranty Period 

Prepared By: Jeff Oliver PE, City Engineer Report Date: 09/24/2024 
  
  

Recommended City Council Action 

Staff recommends the following: 

Motion to adopt Resolution No. 2024-45 approving site improvements for The Stax development and 
authorizing commencement of the warranty period.  

Overview / Background 

The City of Long Lake entered into a Site Development Agreement with The Borough, LLC on July 12, 2021. A 
change of ownership of the project in 2022 resulted in the Site Development Agreement transferring to LL 
Townhomes for a development called The Stax located at the intersection of Wayzata Boulevard W and Brown 
Road, immediately adjacent to City Hall. The Development Agreement required that the developer install public 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, watermain and pedestrian facilities. 

The Developer has requested that the City determine that they have installed the project in compliance with the 
terms of the Development Agreement. The City Engineer has reviewed the terms of the Development 
Agreement, and inspected the required public improvements. The review has determined that improvements 
have been installed in accordance with the plans and specifications and meet the City’s standards and 
specifications.  The City Engineer therefore finds that it is appropriate to commence the warranty period for the 
project. 

Per the terms of the Development Agreement, the City Engineer further recommends that the developer post a 
24-month Maintenance Security in the form of a Maintenance Bond, cash deposit, or an irrevocable letter of 
credit in the amount of $66,750.00, which is ten percent of the cost of constructing the public improvements. 
The Maintenance Security is to insure repair of the improvements during the two-year warranty period. When 
the security is received and the City Council authorizes acceptance of the improvements, the developer’s 
existing letter of credit will be returned and the warranty period will begin. 

Supporting Information 
 

 Resolution No. 2024-45 
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City Council 
Resolution No. 2024-45 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING SITE IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE STAX DEVELOPMENT AND AUTHORIZING 

COMMENCEMENT OF THE WARRANTY PERIOD 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Long Lake (“City”); entered a Site Development Agreement (“Contract”), 
with LL Townhomes (“Developer”) for a private development known as The Stax (“Property”) in the City 
of Long Lake, Minnesota, and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Developer completed on the subject Property the construction of apartments 
and public improvements in conformance with the final plans and specifications approved by the City, 
and requests that the public improvements related thereto be accepted by the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Developer requests that the City Council of Long Lake determine that the 
Developer is in compliance with the terms of the Contract and that it is appropriate to commence the 
warranty period; and 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Long Lake hereby finds 
that the project work has been completed in compliance with the terms of the Contract, and that it is 
appropriate to commence the warranty period contemplated therein, with the following findings: 

 
The City Engineer has reviewed the terms of the Development Agreement and has determined 

that the improvements have been installed and meet the City’ standards and specifications. 
 

The responsibility of ongoing maintenance for Developer Improvements that were not identified 
to benefit the public shall be assigned to the property owner. 
 

The City shall not be responsible for any ongoing maintenance of private Developer 
Improvements; including stormwater that are not expressly dedicated to the public through final plat or 
other executed agreements or easements. 
 

The Developer shall post a $66,750.00 Maintenance Security for a period of 24 months after the 
acceptance of the improvements to insure repair of the improvements during the warranty period. 
 

The Contract shall remain in force until it is released after the conclusion of the warranty period 
and in compliance with Section 22 of the Contract. 

 
Adopted by the City Council of the City of Long Lake this 1st day of October 2024. 
 
ATTEST: BY: 
        

 
________________________________            _________________________________ 
Jeanette Moeller, City Clerk             Charlie Miner, Mayor 
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City Council Agenda Report 

City of Long Lake 
450 Virginia Avenue, PO Box 606 
Long Lake, MN  55356 

MEETING DATE / October 1, 2024 

SUBJECT: Special Event Permit Request for the Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K 

Prepared By: Jeanette Moeller, City Clerk Report Date: 9/26/2024 
  
  

Recommended City Council Action 

Staff recommends the following: 

Motion to adopt Resolution No. 2024-46 approving issuance of Special Event Permit #S2024-08 for the Gear 
Western Half Marathon and 5K event to be held October 19, 2024; and approve the issuance of a Noise Variance 
Permit authorizing the use of sound amplification equipment during the races and after-race party.  

Overview / Background 

Brian McCollor, on behalf of Gear West, has requested a Special Event Permit to hold their annual half marathon 
and 5K followed by an outdoor race party on Saturday, October 19.  The races start at 8:30 am and 9:00 am, 
with after-race festivities (located at Gear West) anticipated to end around 12:00 noon.  Race cleanup along the 
course and at the start/finish areas would be completed by 1:00 pm. 

The races would take place on streets in both Long Lake and Orono, and on portions of the Dakota Trail, Luce 
Line Trail, Wurzer Trail, and Wayzata Boulevard W trail.  The applicant will be required to obtain permission 
from the Hennepin County Transportation Department for use Brown Road (County Road 146) and for crossing 
Wayzata Boulevard W (County Road 112).  The event organizer will work with the Police Department regarding 
traffic control planning along race routes.  As in past years, to allow some flexibility in addressing any additional 
route related concerns that may arise due to unforeseen circumstances, staff is recommending approval of 
Special Event Permit #S2024-08 for the Gear Western Country Half Marathon and 5K with a condition that any 
changes to final race routes through Long Lake be as agreed to in writing by the Wayzata Police Chief or his 
designee. 

Gear West also proposes to host an outdoor race party with refreshments, amplified music, and race awards 
following the half marathon and 5K for event participants on their property.  No alcoholic beverages will be sold 
or distributed.  The event organizer will be obtaining permission from nearby businesses (Lake Community Bank, 
Lakeside Wine + Spirits, and Chiro Center) for use of their sites to accommodate overflow parking.  

Supporting Information 
 

 Resolution No. 2024-46 

 Special Event Permit application for the Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K 

 Event narrative and race route maps 

 Noise Variance Permit application 

 Application for Exempt Permit form 
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City Council 

Resolution No. 2024-46 
 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL EVENT PERMIT #S2024-08 FOR THE GEAR 

WESTERN HALF MARATHON AND 5K TO BE HELD OCTOBER 19, 2024 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has received a Special Event Permit application from Brian McCollor of Gear 
West to hold the Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K race competitions and after-race gathering on 
Saturday, October 19, 2024 from 8:00 am to 12:00 noon; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the races would take place on streets and regional trails in both Long Lake and 
Orono, followed by an outdoor race party on the Gear West property featuring refreshments, amplified 
music and awards, to be attended by up to 300 participants; and  
 

WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed the event application and identified conditions to permit 
issuance outlined on the Special Event Permit attached hereto and made a part of this Resolution; and 

 
 WHEREAS, by accepting this permit the applicant agrees to comply with the conditions outlined 
on the Special Event Permit attached hereto and made a part of this Resolution. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Long Lake hereby 
approves issuance of Special Event Permit #S2024-08 for the Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K races 
and race party to be held October 19, 2024 contingent on receipt of documentation, agency approvals, 
and satisfaction of all applicable conditions outlined by the Special Event Permit. 
 
 
Adopted by the City Council of the City of Long Lake this 1st day of October 2024. 
 
 
 BY: 
        

 
 ________________________________ 

 Charlie Miner, Mayor 
ATTEST:  
 
 
_______________________________ 
Jeanette Moeller, City Clerk 
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City Council Agenda Report 

City of Long Lake 
450 Virginia Avenue, PO Box 606 
Long Lake, MN  55356 

MEETING DATE / October 1, 2024 

SUBJECT: Approve Agreement With WSB for Professional Services for the 2025 
Pavement Management Improvement Project 

Prepared By: Jeff Oliver PE, City Engineer Report Date: 10/01/2024 
  
  

Recommended City Council Action 

Staff recommends the following: 

Motion to approve a Professional Services Agreement with WSB for the 2025 Pavement Management 
Improvement Project. 

Overview / Background 

Staff has identified Lindawood Lane, south of Wayzata Boulevard (CSAH 112), for rehabilitation as part of the 
City’s 2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project, as shown on the attached Project Location Map. 
Lindawood Lane was selected due to the deteriorated pavement conditions on the roadway and existing 
drainage issues at the low point in the roadway near the City’s sanitary sewer lift station. It is anticipated that 
pavement reclamation will be the pavement rehabilitation method for this project. The street was originally 
identified for rehabilitation as part of the 2024 Pavement Management Project which the City decided not to 
proceed with.  

The attached Proposal for Professional Services for the 2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project, 
dated September 4, 2024, outlines limited survey work and soil/pavement core sampling to supplement 
information previously gathered. The soils information will be utilized to determine if the existing soils will 
support installation of storm sewer, as well as curb and gutter in the low point to aid in resolving the existing 
drainage conditions in that portion of the project. 

The estimated cost of construction for the proposed project is $246,074.40, which includes a ten percent (10%) 
contingency. The estimated cost for professional services, including design, bidding, construction observation 
and project close out are estimated to be $53,608.00, which is approximately 22% of the estimated construction 
costs. 

Franchise fees have been identified as the financing source for the proposed project. It is expected that the 
project will be bid in January or February of 2025, with construction being completed in the summer or fall, 
depending upon the start date of the work. 

Supporting Information: 
 

 Proposal for Professional Services dated September 4, 2024 

 Project Location Map 

 Opinion of Probable Cost 
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LTR 2025 Pavement Management Improvement PSA   

September 4, 2024 
 
Mr. Scott Weske 
City of Long Lake 
450 Virginia Ave 
Long Lake, MN 55356 
 
Re: Proposal for Professional Services 

2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project 
 
Dear Mr. Weske: 
 
WSB is pleased to provide you with our proposal for design and construction services for the 
2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project (PMP). The proposed 2025 PMP includes 
Lindawood Lane south of Wayzata Boulevard (CSAH 112). Lindawood Lane was included in the 
proposed 2024 Pavement Management Project, which the city opted not to proceed with. 
 
As part of the 2024 PMP project, WSB worked with its pavement forensics team to collect 
information regarding the existing pavement and subgrade sections of Lindawood Lane to help 
determine the appropriate method of pavement rehabilitation. The rehabilitation technique 
anticipated for the 2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project is full depth reclamation 
(FDR).  
 
Preliminary discussions for the proposed 2025 PMP included identification of drainage issues in 
the low point of Lindawood Lane. This low point is near 250 Lindawood Lane where a home is 
currently being constructed and is the location of the city’s sanitary sewer lift station. One of the 
goals of this proposed project is to improve the existing drainage issue, which would include 
limited concrete curb and gutter, and modification of the existing storm sewer. Due to potential for 
increase excavation in the low point, one additional soil boring and limited additional topographic 
survey are recommended at this time. 
 
WSB will work with Public Works staff to determine any additional utility or drainage issues and 
address these issues during the design process to ensure accurate quantities and cost estimates 
are included with the plans and specifications. WSB will seek authorization from the City Council 
to bid the project once the plans are completed and final costs are estimated. If there are any 
unknowns discovered during the design process with significant cost implication, they will be 
shared and discussed with City staff and the Council prior to getting authorization to bid the 
project. 
 
WSB’s initial opinion of probable construction cost is $246,075,  which includes an assumed ten 
percent construction contingency. Engineering fees as stated below are estimated at $53,608 and 
are estimated at twenty percent (21.7%) of the opinion of probable construction cost discussed 
above.  Funding will be provided by available city street maintenance franchise fees.   
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES  
 
Task 1 - Design: 
 
WSB will prepare construction documents (plans and specifications) for use in soliciting bids and 
construction of the proposed project improvements. 

 
1 . 1  The plans and specifications are to be prepared in the general format used by the 

City of Long Lake and are anticipated to include the following:  
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Mr. Scott Weske 
September 4, 2024 
Page 2 

 
Plans:  Title Sheet  
   Statement of Estimated Quantities 
   Typical Section and Standard Details 

    Street Construction 
  
 
Specifications: Project Bid Form  
   Contractor Requirements 
   Contract for Construction 
   Insurance Requirements 
   Performance and Payment Bonds 
   Special Provisions 
    
Plans will be transmitted to the city for review at approximately 90% completion 
stage of production for staff comments. 

 
1 . 2  Preparation of contract pay items, estimation of bid quantities, and preparation of an 

engineer’s opinion of probable construction cost for review by the City. 
 

1 . 3  Perform one (1) additional pavement core at the low point of Lindawood Lane to 
determine the need for and extent of the subcut needed for curb and gutter. 
 

1.4 Limited topographic survey to supplement survey work previously performed to 
include pavement edges, roadway centerline, ditches and existing storm sewer as 
required. 

 
1 . 5  Coordinate the project advertisement for bids, including addressing questions from 

contractors, preparation of any necessary addendums, evaluation and tabulation of 
bids, preparation of bid results letter for consideration of award of the contract, and 
presentation of the bid results to the City Council.  Following a successful award of 
contract, WSB will prepare a notice of award. 

 
Task 2 – Construction Services: 
 
WSB will provide construction services for the construction phase of the project.  Construction 
services consist of construction administration, staking and observation of the work done by the 
Contractor, material testing, preparation of payment vouchers, documentation and reporting of 
the construction process, progress meetings, preparation of record plans, and executing project 
close-out.   

 
The construction services fee is dependent upon the construction timelines and the level of on-
site representation necessary for the completion of the work.  For the purpose of this proposal, 
we have based our estimate of construction services on sixty hours of on-site construction 
representation while the contractor is working. 
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Mr. Scott Weske 
September 4, 2024 
Page 3 

PROPOSED SCHEDULE 
 
We are available to start the design immediately upon your approval.  WSB proposes the 
following work schedule: 
 
 Approve Professional Services Agreement ......................................... September 17, 2024 
 Approve Plans and Specifications ............................................................ January 21, 2025 
 Bid Opening ............................................................................................. February 20, 2025 
 Award Contract .............................................................................................. March 4, 2025 
 Begin Construction ....................................................................................... May/June 2025 
 Complete Construction .................................................................  August/September 2025 
 
PROPOSED FEE 
 
We are proposing to complete the work on a cost-reimbursable basis in accordance with our 
2024 fee schedule.  Design is a not-to-exceed fee without prior Council authorization.  
Construction services is an estimated fee based on the anticipated hours required for 
administering and observing construction and is dependent on the contractor’s ability to complete 
the work on schedule. 
 
Estimated fees for design and construction services are itemized below: 
 
Task  Description      Fee 
1  Design       $  25,640 
2  Construction Services     $  20,718 
3  Core Sample and Material Testing   $    7,250 
 
Total Proposed Fee       $  53,608 
 
We will review our progress monthly and will not exceed the amounts indicated without prior 
Council approval should the scope of the project change or the construction schedule be 
extended beyond six weeks.  
 
WSB will start upon work as proposed immediately upon receipt of a signed contract. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with this proposal and we are looking forward to 
working with you and your staff toward the completion of this project.  Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
WSB 

 
Jeff Oliver, PE Monica Heil, PE 
Project Manager Vice President of Municipal Services 
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Mr. Scott Weske 
September 4, 2024 
Page 4 

AUTHORIZATION 
 
Upon authorization and execution of this proposal below, all work will be performed as described 
above in accordance with the terms and conditions stated in the Master Service Agreement with 
the City. 
 
City of Long Lake 
 
       
Authorized Signature 
 
       
Title 
 
       
Date 
 
 
Attachments – WSB Fee Estimate, Opinion of Probable Cost, Preliminary Improvement Map 
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WSB Project: 2024 PAVEMENT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT Design By: JAO

Project Location: CITY OF LONG LAKES, MN Checked By: RJS

City Project No.:

WSB Project No: Date: 9/23/2024

Item 

No.

MnDOT 

Specification 

No.

Description Unit
Estimated Total 

Quantity

Estimated Unit 

Price

Estimated Total 

Cost

1 2021.501 MOBILIZATION LS 1 10,100.00$       10,100.00$            

2 2104.502 SALVAGE SIGN EACH 4 250.00$            1,000.00$              

3 2104.502 REMOVE CASTING EACH 4 500.00$            2,000.00$              

4 2104.503 SAWING BIT PAVEMENT (FULL DEPTH) L F 300 6.00$                1,800.00$              

5 2104.503 REMOVE CURB & GUTTER L F 340 15.00$              5,100.00$              

6 2104.504 REMOVE BITUMINOUS DRIVEWAY PAVEMENT S Y 120 50.00$              6,000.00$              

7 2104.601 SALVAGE AND REINSTALL LANDSCAPE STRUCTURES L S 1 5,000.00$         5,000.00$              

8 2105.507 EXCAVATION - COMMON C Y 65 60.00$              3,900.00$              

9 2112.519 SUBGRADE PREPARATION RDST 14 400.00$            5,600.00$              

10 2123.610 STREET SWEEPER (WITH PICKUP BROOM) HOUR 15 250.00$            3,750.00$              

11 2130.523 WATER MGAL 20 50.00$              1,000.00$              

12 2211.507 AGGREGATE BASE (CV) CLASS 5 C Y 200 70.00$              14,000.00$            

13 2215.504 FULL DEPTH RECLAMATION S Y 5080 5.50$                27,940.00$            

14 2360.504 TYPE SP 9.5 WEAR CRS MIX(2,B) 3.0" THICK S Y 120 60.00$              7,200.00$              

15 2360.509 TYPE SP 9.5 WEAR CRS MIX(2,B)2.0" THICK TON 527 85.00$              44,795.00$            

16 2360.509 TYPE SP 12.5 NON WR CRS MIX(3;C)2" THICK TON 527 80.00$              42,160.00$            

17 2504.602 ADJUST GATE VALVE EACH 3 300.00$            900.00$                 

18 2506.502 CASTING ASSEMBLY EACH 1 1,250.00$         1,250.00$              

19 2506.502 ADJUST CASTING ASSEMBLY EACH 4 500.00$            2,000.00$              

20 2531.503 CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER DESIGN B612 L F 400 35.00$              14,000.00$            

21 2563.601 TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 1 2,000.00$         2,000.00$              

22 2564.502 INSTALL SIGN EACH 4 150.00$            600.00$                 

23 2573.502 STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION EACH 4 200.00$            800.00$                 

24 2573.503 SILT FENCE; TYPE MS L F 150 5.00$                750.00$                 

25 2573.503 SEDIMENT CONTROL LOG TYPE WOOD FIBER L F 300 4.50$                1,350.00$              

26 2574.507 COMMON TOPSOIL BORROW C Y 24 90.00$              2,160.00$              

27 2574.508 FERTILIZER TYPE 3 LB 11 5.00$                55.00$                   

28 2575.504 ROLLED EROSION PREVENTION CATEGORY 25 S Y 180 15.00$              2,700.00$              

29 2575.508 SEED MIXTURE 25-151 LB 6 25.00$              150.00$                 

30 2575.508 HYDRAULIC MULCH MATRIX LB 72 2.00$                144.00$                 

31 2575.523 WATER MGAL 4 50.00$              200.00$                 

32 2506.502    CASTING ASSEMBLY EACH 2 1,250.00$         2,500.00$              

33 2506.602    INSTALL CATCH BASIN EACH 2 4,500$              9,000$                   

34 2506.502    INSTALL CASTING EACH 2 900$                 1,800$                   

35 2501.503    12" RC PIPE CULVERT LF 40 150$                 6,000$                   

36 2511.509    RANDOM RIPRAP CLASS III CY 2 175$                 350$                      

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 223,704.00$          

CONTINGENCY TOTAL (10%) 22,370.40$            

SCHEDULE A TOTAL 246,074.40$          

OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

STREET IMPROVEMENTS
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Task Description

1

1.1 Project Management 1 8 9 $1,433.00

1.2 Meetings with City (1) 1 4 5 $833.00

1.3 Topographic Survey 5 4 9 $1,998.00

1.5 Design 10 62 8 80 $12,210.00

1.6 Specifications 8 8 16 $2,432.00

1.7 Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost 8 8 16 $2,424.00

1.8 Bidding 1 2 2 4 9 $1,455.00

1.9 QA / QC 1 6 2 8 17 $2,855.00

Task 1 Total Estimated Hours and Fee 4 46 72 2 8 5 4 12 8 161 $25,640.00

2

2.1 Project Management 2 8 10 $1,666.00

2.2 Meetings (2) 2 4 4 4 14 $2,290.00

2.3 Construction Observation* 80 80 $12,240.00

2.4 Pay Vouchers (3) 4 2 6 $908.00

2.5 Construction Staking 4 3 7 $1,561.00

2.6 Project Closeout 1 6 2 4 13 $2,053.00

Task 2 Total Estimated Hours and Fee 5 22 4 4 3 4 88 130 $20,718.00

Total Estimated Hours 9 68 76 2 8 9 7 16 96 291

Hourly Billing Rate 233.00 150.00 153.00 249.00 153.00 250.00 187.00 154.00 153.00

Total Fee by Labor Classification (hourly not to exceed) $2,097.00 $10,200.00 $11,628.00 $498.00 $1,224.00 $2,250.00 $1,309.00 $2,464.00 $14,688.00  $46,358.00

One Additional Soil Boring and Anaysis (not to exceed) $1,250.00

Material Testing $6,000.00

TOTAL PROPOSED FEE  $53,608.00
*Construction observation assumes the following schedule: three weeks of 50-hours per week inspection. 

upon the Contractor's ability to complete the work on schedule.

Construction Services

Administrative 

Assistant

Sue Buckley

Survey Crew

TBD

Final Design

2-personJeff Oliver

 Project Manager 

/ Design 

Engineer

City Engineer

TBD

Graduate Engineer

TBD

Survey Office

Cost

Estimate of Fee
City of Long Lake

Professional Engineering Services

2025 Pavement Management Improvement Project

Labor Category and Estimated Hours Per Task

Total Hours

Construction 

Specialist

TBDJake Newhall

Water Resources Water Resources Grad

TBD

65

Section 7A.


	Top
	Section 5A.	Approve 9/17 CC WK Minutes
	2024-09-17 CC WK Minutes

	Section 5B.	Approve 9/17 CC Minutes
	2024-09-17 CC Minutes

	Section 5C.	Approve Vendor Claims and Payroll
	REPT - 10-01-2024 Approve Claims and Payroll
	10-01-24_Check Summary Register
	10-01-24_Check Detail Register
	10-01-24_Electronic Check Summary Register
	10-01-24_Electronic Check Detail Register
	09-20-24_ PC Payroll Summary
	09-19-24_ CH Payroll Summary

	Section 5D.	Final Acceptance of Site Improvements for The Stax Development
	REPT - Stax Final Acceptance 20240916 - Revisd 9-24-24
	RES - Stax Acceptance Resolution - Revised 9-24-24

	Section 5E.	Approve Special Event Permit for Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K
	REPT - Gear Western 2024
	RES - Special Event Permit, Gear West Half Marathon and 5K
	SEP_Gear Western Half Marathon and 5K

	Section 7A.	WSB Lindawood Lane Design Services Proposal
	REPT - Authorize 2025 PMP DesignSrvcs 20240110
	LTR 2025 Pavement Management Improvement PSA 

	Bottom

