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M I N U T E S 

COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE WORK SESSION 

 June 18, 2012 

City Hall Conference Room  

 

 
PRESENT:    Mayor Stiehm, Council Member-at-Large Janet Anderson, Council 

Members Jeff Austin, Roger Boughton, Brian McAlister, Steve King, Judy 

Enright, and Marian Clennon. 

   

ABSENT:  None. 

 

STAFF PRESENT: Police Chief Brian Krueger, Fire Chief Mickey Healey, Public Works 

Director Jon Erichson, Assistant City Attorney Steve Hovey, Community 

Development Director Craig Hoium, Director of Administrative Services 

Tom Dankert, and City Administrator Jim Hurm. 

  

ALSO PRESENT:   Jay Lutz and Kelly Rush from the Humane Society, Malcom McDonald, 

Public, Austin Post Bulletin, and Austin Daily Herald. 

 

Mayor Stiehm opened the meeting at 6:35 p.m.   

 

Item No. 5. Freeborn County Mutual Aid– Fire Chief Healey noted Freeborn County is 

updating all of their mutual aid agreements, so they would like Austin to approve a new 

agreement as well.  Chief Healey stated the only difference from the last agreement is that 

Freeborn County will only reimburse us for our costs if we are in their service area for more than 

five hours.  Chief Healey recommends approval to have the Mayor and Fire Chief sign the 

document. 

 

Council Member Enright questioned if Austin had any mutual aid agreements.  Chief Healey 

stated we signed one with the townships in 2006 that expires in 10 years (2016), but we are 

starting to explore the drafting of a new agreement that renews more frequently. 

 

Moved by Council Member King, seconded by Council Member-at-Large Anderson to 

recommend to council the approval of the updated mutual aid agreement with Freeborn County.  

Carried 7-0.  Item will be added to the next council agenda. 

 

Item No. 1.  Humane Society - Mr. Erichson noted a number of staff have been involved on 

reviewing a joint facility with the Humane Society to house our animals.  Mr. Erichson stated we 

have reviewed site costs, building estimates, etc. and have narrowed our focus down from 10 

sites to 2 sites.  The first site, the existing location at the Wastewater Treatment Plant would only 

have enough room to create a new animal shelter for the Police Department needs.  This site 

would be cheaper as the infrastructure is already in place.  The second site is just south of the 

Hormel airport hangar and would be able to accommodate both facilities.  However, the land has 

to be purchased and infrastructure installed all the way to the south border of the property, which 

will then increase the price of the project for the City. 
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Police Chief Krueger discussed the goal of having a cooperative venture between the two 

entities, as there is some sharing of services that each can and has been doing for each other.  If 

both entities were on the same site, more efficiencies could be gained.  Though two separate 

buildings would be created on the same site, one for us and one for the Humane Society.  Chief 

Krueger noted he was still confident that all of the City project could be accomplished within the 

earmarked $250,000 building budget. 

 

Council Member Enright questioned why we could not just build one facility, instead of two.  

Jay Lutz stated there are a few reasons including the city is required to bid the project out and 

take the low bidder, no matter where they are from.  The Humane Society wants to use only local 

contractors for our building project.  Additionally, Mr. Lutz stated the Humane Society is a no-

kill facility and we receive significant funding by being such.  By law, the City may have to put 

some dangerous dogs down and they have no option but to do that.   

 

Council Member Boughton questioned why we do not let the Humane Society build both 

facilities and then they bill us for service.  Chief Krueger stated we looked into that feature, but 

entities are charging a per animal fee, which costs many communities a significant amount of 

funds every year.  Long-term, having their own facility would reduce those operational costs.  

Kelly Rush also noted things happen, and if there is a falling out between the two entities then 

the City would have to start over.  Mr. Hurm added that if the Humane Society is a no-kill 

facility then we would still have a problem here. 

 

Council Member Enright questioned who would be the land owner.  Mr. Erichson stated we are 

still working out the details of that, but it might involve the City leasing the land for a few years 

such that the land seller may take a portion of the land value as a charitable contribution.  After 

three years or so then the City would own the land where their building and parking lot are.  This 

is still being explored. 

 

Motion by Council Member King, seconded by Council Member Boughton to recommend to 

council the moving ahead of the proposal to build a joint facility at the airport site.  Carried 7-0.  

Item will be added to the next council agenda. 

 

Item #2. NE area sanitary sewer update – Mr. Erichson noted there is a public hearing set for 

July 16 on the objectors for the sanitary sewer installation that went in at the recently annexed 

Lansing Township area.  Mr. Erichson stated approximately 50 parcels objected to the original 

$15,590.17 assessment ($17,090.17 for a low pressure system).  Mr. Erichson noted last Monday 

staff had a two hour meeting with those affected residents and discussed the results of the 

appraisal process. 

 

Mr. Erichson stated there is one objector with the low pressure system (higher assessment). 

 

 

Mr. Erichson stated originally we had assessed 204 parcels, with 75% not objecting to the 

assessment.  Our policy is to assess this cost 100% over 15 years.  Robinson Appraisals did 

appraisals on six properties within three different categories, as follows: 
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 Undeveloped property 

 Developed property with compliant systems 

 Developed property with non-compliant systems 

 

Robinson Appraisals came back after reviewing the property and stated the value is $15,000 no 

matter what the type of property is.  This leaves council with three options: 

1. Assess the original amount of $15,590.17 

2. Council to assess $15,000 based on the new appraisal process 

3. Council to determine a new amount 

 

Mayor Stiehm noted this has happened before to us. 

 

Council Member-at-Large Anderson quested if the resident did not have a compliant system then 

they cannot legally sell the property.  Mr. Hovey noted that was correct, however the statute 

states you cannot assess more than the benefit to the property.  Mr. Hovey stated some of the 

objectors live in low value homes, let’s say $30,000.  Those objectors question how this can 

increase the value of their property by 50%, Mr. Hovey noted his response is that the property is 

worth nothing now as you cannot sell it without a compliant system.  Mayor Stiehm noted we 

have a much better case if we go to court by lowering the assessment to $15,000. 

 

Council Member Boughton noted some paid the assessment without arguing about it, then 

questioned if we should pay those people back.  Mr. Hovey stated no, you would not pay them 

back as this is consistent with your past practice.  Council Member Boughton questioned why 

anybody would ever agree to paying an assessment then.  Mr. Hovey stated that paying your fair 

share is part of being a resident within a city.  The residents also know it will cost them money to 

fight us, real dollars.  The next step after council passes the assessment would be for the resident 

to go down to the courthouse within 30 days of us passing the assessment and write a check out 

for between $300 and $400 to file a claim against us.  The resident will then have to hire their 

own appraiser and attorney to proceed with a court process.  These are now real dollars the 

resident will have to start paying out of their own pocket on.   Additionally, in the past when we 

won the last assessment battle in court, the judge added some of our costs onto the judgment 

(around $800 per parcel). 

 

Mayor Stiehm questioned what the cost is for the city by reducing the assessments.  Mr. Erichson 

stated the quick math is $500 per parcel times 50 parcels, or around $25,000. 

 

Council Member-at-Large Anderson stated at the last meeting there were more questions from 

the affected residents about their fire and police protection.   

 

Council Member Austin questioned if the appraisal process affirmed our rationale for the lot 

splits.  Mr. Erichson stated it did not, but we did not ask the appraisal company to do this either. 

 

After further discussion motion by Council Member King, seconded by Council Member Austin 

to recommend to council an assessment amount of $15,000 to the remaining objectors in the 

recently annexed Lansing Township area.  Carried 6-1 (Council Member Clennon – Nay).   
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Item No. 3.  TH 218 pedestrian trail update– Mr. Erichson noted the Minnesota Department of 

Transportation (MnDOT) has finally given us approval to extend a trail to the Target 

development by issuing us a permit.  With this in mind, the City will need to re-authorize (carry-

over) funding that started in the 2010 budget to pay for the trail.  Mr. Erichson stated the city will 

have to maintain the trail (including snow removal, etc.) but we could signage the trail with no 

winter maintenance or ask the affected retail properties to contribute to the maintenance of such 

trails since it benefits their businesses. 

 

No further action necessary as this is for informational purposes only. 

 

Item No. 4. – Turtle Creek Corridor trail system – Mr. Erichson reviewed our trail system 

and the grants we have been awarded for projects in future years.  We are now looking at 

funding for the 2016-2017 state process and have developed a trail link at an estimated cost of 

$700,000, 80% of which would then come from the state grant if approved.  Mr. Erichson 

reviewed the proposed trail location over by Bustad Park, and noted this system is supported by 

the local city engineers in our district.  Mr. Erichson stated these enhancement projects are 

actually five years out, which is why we need to start the process now for a trail expansion in 

2016/2017. 

 

Council Member Enright questioned how segments were determined.  Mr. Erichson stated we 

take a look at which ones are most viable.  Additionally, Mr. Erichson stated that he is on the 

trail committee for Vision 2020 and he has given out the trail maps to the committee members 

and has asked them for their input as well. 

 

Council Member Clennon questioned the proposed location of the trail and asked if it could be 

located on the other side of Turtle Creek.  Mr. Erichson noted the location is just proposed and 

could change as this is also part of some flood mitigation efforts that will be undertaken in the 

area (and we would not put a trail system through the ball fields as is currently listed on the 

map). 

 

Mr. Erichson stated the enhancement grant will cover 80% of the cost, but this cost does not 

include engineering or land acquisition costs.  Mr. Erichson stated he hopes for some Hormel 

Foundation grant dollars and some of the flood acquisition grants could be used to help offset 

some of these costs that are not covered by the grant. 

 

This is for informational purposes only and will be submitted to MnDOT for their review and 

hopefully it makes it into the enhancement grant. 

 

Item No. 6. – Charge off accounts – Mr. Dankert noted we have four accounts we would like to 

charge off and turn over to the State of Minnesota under Revenue Recapture to collect from them 

in the future if tax returns are filed for state refunds.  Mr. Dankert noted two of the individuals 

damaged street lights (Dampha and Nash), one did not take out a building permit (Milton), and 

one wrote us a bad check and has not reimbursed us the full amount for his arena rental (De La 

Riva Larios). 
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Motion by Council Member Austin, seconded by Council Member Boughton to recommend to 

council the charging off of the four accounts and to file them with Minnesota Revenue 

Recapture.  Carried 7-0.  Item will be added to the next council agenda. 

 

Item No. 7. – Administrative Report – Mr. Hurm asked if council had any questions from the 

latest Coffee with the Council that needed to be discussed or researched.  Council Member-at-

Large Anderson stated she got back to Mr. Novak on his question and Council Member Enright 

stated she got the information she needed for the Street Department and got that out to the 

citizens that asked the question. 

 

No other unresolved issues noted. 

 

Item No. 8a.  Open Discussion – Coffees with the Council – Council Member McAlister 

requested that the City Council suspend the Coffees with the Council until after the election 

process is over.  Council Member McAlister stated in his opinion they are not doing any good 

anyway, but at the last Coffee with the Council three mayoral candidates were there and the two 

current elected officials answered the questions, while another mayoral candidate used it as a 

campaign forum, which is not the intent of these.  Additionally, one person took up most of the 

discussion time and detracted from others.  Finally, there was attempt to have discussion on 

school and county issues, and these issues do not even involve the City of Austin. 

 

Council Members Austin and Boughton noted their agreement with Council Member McAlister. 

 

Council Member Clennon agreed that one mayoral candidate made this into his personal forum, 

however we should not stop these just because of that.  We may need to have rules to ensure we 

have an open discussion and not a political forum, stated Council Member Clennon. 

 

Council Member-at-Large Anderson stated we have already advertised the next two meetings 

through August.  Maybe we should look at tighter control and moderation of the issues, but since 

we have advertised for them we should continue with the meetings. 

 

After further discussion, motion by Council Member Boughton, seconded by Council Member 

Austin to suspend Coffee with the Council meetings until the first part of 2013.  Carried 5-2 

(Council Member-at-Large Anderson, Council Member Clennon – Nay).   

 

Item No. 9.  Matters In Hand – Motion by Council Member Austin, seconded by Council 

Member King to remove the Humane Society discussion from Matters In Hand.  Carried 7-0. 

 

Item No. 8.  Open Discussion – Council Member-at-Large Anderson noted the other item in 

Matters In Hand is the flood wall of recognition, further noting that Laura Helle and Dustin 

Heckman are perfect fits for this committee.  Council Member King stated we just reviewed this 

a few meetings ago and decided it was still premature to create a committee for this until the 

wall/project is closer to fruition.  Mayor Stiehm stated he would like to work with Anderson 

Memorials to create plaques around the trail also for historic Austin figures.  Council Member 

McAlister agreed that once a committee is set up for this, clear criteria needs to be established 
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for the memorials.  Council Member King noted we have enough vandalism in town already, and 

that more memorials will invite more damage.  

 

Motion by Council Member Austin, seconded by Council Member King to adjourn the meeting 

at 7:50 p.m.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       

Tom Dankert 


