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SPECIAL JOINT COUNCIL MEETING
WITH PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION
CITY OF CROSSLAKE
MONDAY, JANUARY 4, 2016
4:00 P.M. - CITY HALL

City Council Call to Order
a. Pledge of Allegiance

Planning and Zoning (Council Action-Motion)

a. Metes and Bounds Subdivision, 120081100BA0009, Anthony and Mary Fraser,
Involving 24 Acres Into 3 Tracts

b. Park Dedication Recommendation

Public Safety (Council Action-Motion)

a. Memo dated 1/4/16 from Chief Hartman Re: Hiring Part-Time Officer

b. Resolution Authorizing Participation in the PERA Police and Fire Plan for New Officer

c. Resolution Accepting Donation

d. Memo dated 1/4/16 from Chief Lohmiller Re: LAMDA Donation and Approval to
Purchase 4-AED’s

Public Works Commission Call to Order

Dream Island Bridge Project

a. Dave Reese - Review Feasibility Study

1. Arch-Span Option D Supplement

Heidi Lindgren of DNR — Review State Requirements and Comments on Construction
Council and Commission Questions and Discussions

Public Comment (limited to three minutes per person)

Resolution Receiving Feasibility Report and Calling Hearing on Improvement (Motion)

0o

City Council Adjourn
Public Works Commission Approval of December 7, 2015 Meeting Minutes (Motion)
Discussion of 2016 Commission Appointments

Other Business

10. Public Works Commission Adjourn



s

December 23, 2015 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting CA_ .

Anthony R & Mary L Fraser
120081100BA0009

Herzog invited McCormick of Land Design Solutions, the applicant’s representative to step up to
the podium. Kolstad read the metes and bounds subdivision request, the history of the parcel and
the surrounding parcel sizes in comparison to the proposed parcels into the record. Herzog asked
if any of the commissioners had additional questions, but none were forthcoming. It was stated
that it was a straight forward request by the applicant. Herzog opened the public hearing with no
response, so the public hearing was closed. Nevin requested clarification on the metes and
bounds process versus the plat process. Pence explained the differences in the procedural needs
and process. Herzog requested Kolstad to initiate the findings of fact procedure with the board
members deliberating and responding to each question.

December 23, 2015 Action:
Motion by Lafon; supported by Nevin to approve a recommendation to the city council to:

1. Subdivide parcel 120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts
Per the findings of fact as discussed, the on-sites conducted on 12-22-15 and as shown on

the certificate of survey received at the Planning & Zoning office dated 12-8-15 located at
37754 County Road 66, Crosslake, MIN 56442

Conditions:
1. Work with the county highway department to obtain an access off of County Road
66
2. Park dedication fee submitted to Planning & Zoning office prior to City Council
meeting on January 4, 2016

Findings: See attached

All members voting “Aye”, Motion carried.
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Summary of Record

Anthony R & Mary L Fraser -Part of NE 1/4 of the NE 1/4, Sec 8, City of Crosslake,
120081100BA0009 at 37754 County Road 66, Crosslake, MN 56442

Request:
e To subdivide parcel #120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts

Chronology of events:
e November 24, 2015 -Application submitted
e December 8, 2015 -Published in local newspaper
e December 8, 2015 -Notices sent out
e December 22, 2015 —Planning Commission/Board of Adjust on-site
e December 23,2015 —Planning Commission/Board of Adjust meeting -Decision made
to recommend approval for the subdivision of property
e January 4, 2016 -Crosslake City Council Meeting - Decision to approve the
subdivision ofparcel 120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts
Packet Information:
e Public Hearing Notice
Staff Report
Development Review Team Minutes
Certificate of Survey
Subdivision application
e Quit Claim Deed
e Site Suitability
e Authorized Agent Form
Correspondence:
e There was no correspondence



December 23, 2015
Findings of Fact

Supporting/Denying a Metes and Bounds Subdivision

Findings should be made in either recommending for or against a metes and bounds subdivision, and
should reference Chapter 44 of the City Ordinance. The following questions are to be considered, but are
not limited to:

1. Does the proposed metes and bounds subdivision conform to the City’s Comprehensive Plan?

Yes X No

e Continue to guide residential growth in an orderly and compact manner so that new
developments can be effectively served by public improvements and that the
character and quality of the City’s existing neighborhoods can be maintained and
enhanced. Encourage well-designed residential subdivisions at urban densities in the
planned growth areas of the City. Locate higher density residential developments in
areas adjacent to moderate density developments and outside of the shoreland
district. '

2. Isthe proposed metes and bounds subd1v1smn consistent with the ex1st1ng City Ordinance?
Specify the applicable sections of the ordlnance
YesX No .
e The current land use classification is shoreland dlstrlct and the proposed
subdivision meet or exceed the mlmmum requirements for lot width and lot area

must meet? -
Yes X No . Specity other required standards.

e The proposed lots have adeqilate area for septic systems

4. Is the proposed metes and bounds subdivision compatible with the present land uses in the

area of the proposal?

Yes X No ' Zoning District Shoreland

o It is consistent with the surrounding zoning and uses in the area

e As observed at the Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment on-site on December
22,2015 the proposed tract sizes are consistent with the neighborhood and other
residential uses.

e Adjacent to Limited Commercial on the south




5. Does the proposed metes and bounds subdivision conform to all applicable performance
standards in Article 4 of the Subdivision Ordinance?

YesX No
e The proposed lots meet or exceed the minimum lot size requirements for Shoreland
District

e There is adequate ingress/egress onto County Road 66
o The proposed lots have adequate area for septic system

6. Other issues pertinent to this matter. -
e  Work with the County Highway Department on any access. needs
e Pay the park dedication fee before the city councﬂ meeting

Decision: Motion by Lafon; supported by Nevin to approve a recommendatlon to the city
council to:

1. Subdivide parcel 120081 100BA0009 mvolvmg 24 acres mto 3 tracts

Per the findings of fact as discussed, the 0n—s1tes con:” ucted on 12-22 15 and as shown on
the certificate of survey received at the Planning & Zoning office dated 12-8-15 located at
37754 County Road 66,fCr0sslake, MN 56442

Conditions: :
1. Work with the county hlghway department to obtain an access off of County Road
66 =

2. Park dedication fee submltted to Plannmg & Zoning office prior to City Council
meeting on January 4, 2016§‘ o

All members voting “Aye”n,*Motion carried.

Date: 1-22-16 - Signature:
Chairman




City Hall: 218-692-2688
Planning & Zoning: 218-692-2689
Fax: 218-692-2687

37028 County Road 66
Crosslake, Minnesota 56442
http://crosslake.govoffice.com

CITY OF CROSSLAKE

PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
December 23, 2015
. 9:00 A.M.

Crosslake City Hall
37028 County Road 66, Crosslake MIN 56442
(218) 692-2689

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Applicant: Anthony R & Mary L Fraser
Site Location: 37754 County Road 66, Crosslake, MN 56442

Request:
e Subdivision of property

To:
e To subdivide parcel #120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts

Notification: Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 462 and the City of Crosslake Zoning
Ordinance, you are hereby notified of a public hearing before the City of Crosslake Planning
Commission/Board of Adjustment. Property owners have been notified according to MIN State
Statute 462 and has been published in the Northland Press. Please share this notice with any of
your neighbors who may not have been notified by mail.

Information: Copies of the application and all maps, diagrams or documents are available at
Crosslake City Hall or by contacting the Crosslake Planning & Zoning staff at 218-692-2689.
Please submit your comments in writing including your name and mailing address to Crosslake
City Hall or (crosslakepz@crosslake.net).




STAFF REPORT

Property Owner/Applicant: Anthony R & Mary L Fraser

Parcel Number(s): 120081100BA0009

Application Submitted: November 24, 2015

Action Deadline: January 22, 2016

60 Day Extension Letter sent: N/A

City Council Date: January 11, 2016

" Authorized Agent: Kevin McCormick

Request: To subdivide parcel #120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts

Current Zoning: Shoreland District

Adjacent Land Use/Zoning:

North — Shoreland District

South — Limited Commercial District
. East — Shoreland District

‘West — Shoreland District

Development Review Team Minutes held on 11-10-15:

Property is located at 37754 County Road 66, Crosslake, MN 56442

Proposed to subdivide the 24.45 acre parcel into two approximately 5 + acres and one
into approximately 14 +/- acres totaling three parcels

A compliance inspection is filed and compliant dated October 26, 2015

Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment will make a recommendation to the
Crosslake City Council

Property owner was informed that before they could be placed on a public hearing agenda the
following information is required:

1.

bl o

A certificate of survey meeting the requirements outlined in Chapter 44 of the Code of
Ordinances of the City of Crosslake

No septic site suitability’s per parcel will be required due to parcels being over 5 acres
A complete Metes and Bounds application with all required paperwork

The public hearing fee of $100.00 + $75.00 per new lot

Upon recommendation from the Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment to the City
Council and before the city council meeting a park dedication fee of $1,500.00 or 10%
of land per new lot or a combination thereof as outlined in Chapter 44, Sec. 44-402 is
required




Parcel History:
o November 2007 — Permit to construct a fence
o October 2015 — Compliance Inspection

City Ordinance:

Land subdivision must be accomplished in a manner that contributes to an attractive, orderly,
stable and wholesome community environment with adequate public services and safe streets.
All land subdivisions, including plats, shall fully comply with the regulations in this chapter and
as may be addressed in other chapters of this Code. (Sec. 44.1)

City Community Plan:

Continue to guide residential growth in an orderly and compact manner so that new developments
can be effectively served by public improvements and that the character and quality of the City’s
existing neighborhoods can be maintained and enhanced. Encourage well-designed residential
subdivisions at urban densities in the planned growth areas of the City. Locate higher density
residential developments in areas adjacent to moderate density developments and outside of the
shoreland district.

Agencies Notified and Responses Received:

County Highway: No comments were received as of 12-15-15

DNR: No comments were received as of 12-15-15

City Engineer:

City Attorney:

Lake Association: No comments were received as of 12-15-15

Crosslake Public Works: No comments were received as of 12-15-15

Crosslake Park, Recreation & Library: No comments were received as of 12-15-15
Concerned Parties: No comments were received as of 12-15-15

POSSIBLE MOTION:

To make a recommendation to the Crosslake City Council to approve/table/deny the subdivision
of parcel #120081100BA0009 involving 24 acres into 3 tracts located at 37754 County Road
66, Sec 8, City of Crosslake
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Meister Environmental Services

Certificate of Survey
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Section 8 Township 137 North Range 27 West

Survey Prepared for Tony & Mary Fraser
Parcel ID 120081100BA0009
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Tract A S

That part of the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 137, Range 27, Crow Wing County, Minnesota which lies
northerly of the centerline of County State Aid Highway Number 66 as now laid out and traveled, and which lies West of a line drawn parallel with
and distant 427.05 feet West of the East line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, as measured at right angles from said East line, more

particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Northeast comer of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, thence North 89 degrees 16 minutes 06 seconds West, along
the North line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, a distance of 427.37 feet; thence South 02 degrees 56 minutes 12 seconds West
375.80 feet, along the West line of the East 427.05 feet of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter to the point of beginning; thence South 49
degrees 26 minutes 13 seconds West 1045.57 feet; thence South 40 degrees 29 minutes 42 seconds West 111.69 feet, more or less to the Centerline of
County Road 66; thence South 48 degrees 43 minutes 18 seconds East 240.56 feet; thence North 46 degrees 00 minutes 44 seconds East 933.93 feet;

thence North 02 degrees 56 minutes 12 seconds West 273.30 feet, to the point of beginning.

Said Tract contains 5.3 Acres, more or less
Subject to the right of way of said CSAH 66

Subject to easement , restrictions and reservations of record

Tract B
That part of the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 137, Range 27, Crow Wing County, Minnesota which lies

northerly of the centerline of County State Aid Highway Number 66 as now laid out and traveled, and which lies West of a line drawn parallel with
and distant 427.05 feet West of the East line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, as measured at right angles from said East line, and

lying northerly of the following described line:
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, thence North 89 degrees 16 minutes 06 seconds West, along

the North line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, a distance of 427.37 feet; thence South 02 degrees 56 minutes 12 seconds West
375.80 feet, along the West line of the Bast 427.05 feet of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter to the point of beginning of the line to be
described; thence South 49 degrees 26 minutes 13 seconds West 1045.57 feet; thence South 40 degrees 29 minutes 42 seconds West 111.69 feet,
more or less to the Centerline of County Road 66; thence North 48 degrees 43 minutes 18 seconds West 64.35 feet, more or less, to the West line of

said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, and said line there terminating.

And
Except the North 600.00 feet of the West 100.00 feet of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter.

Said Tract contains 14.2 Acres, more or less.
Subject to the right of way of said CSAH 66

Subject to easement, restrictions and reservations of record

Tract C

That part of the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 137, Range 27, Crow Wing County, Minnesota which lies
northerly of the centerline of County State Aid Highway Number 66 as now laid out and traveled, and which lies West of a line drawn parallel with
and distant 427.05 feet West of the East line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, as measured at right angles from said East line, more
particularly described as follows:
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, thence North 89 degrees 16 minutes 06 seconds West, along
the North line of said Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, a distance of 427,37 feet; thence South 02 degrees 56 minutes 12 seconds West
651.10 feet, to the point of beginning; Thence South 46 degrees 00 minutes 44 seconds West 933.93 feet; more or less, to the Centerline of County
Road 66; thence South 48 degrees 43 minutes 18 seconds East 14.26 feet; thence South 89 Degrees 18 minutes 24 seconds East 627.13 feet; thence
North 02 degrees 56 minutes 12 seconds East 666.49 feet, to the point of beginning.

- ~

Tract A Existing Impervious Surface Calculations

Said Tract contains 4.9 Acres, more or less
Existing Structures = 2,164 Sq. Ft. +/-
Existing Drive = 2,107 Sq. Ft. +/-
Existing Concrete = 969 Sq. Ft. +/-

Subject to the right of way of said CSAH 66

Subject to easement , restrictions and reservations of record

Total Impervious Surface Area = 5330 Sq. Ft. +/~- =2%
\Total Lot Area= 237,688 Sq. Ft. +/-

Revised 12/08/2015

I hereby certify thatthis surv completed by or under my direct
supervision and/tﬁat I :Kfﬁ:hﬂy Wr of the state of
\ {

Minnesota. | }
Signature «ﬁ Date 12/08/15
/[ John J. Hilimann Jr, Registration No. 15294 Comgliete Land )X Conudlation Sewices
[ ]
U 218-562-4202 PO Box 814 Nisswa MN 56468
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Nl Subdivisions Application : Lo
S Planning and Zoning Department ) [ Bl R e
e muty ) 37028 County Rd 66, Crosslake, MN 56442- .
Lgwddicetce 218.692.2689 (Phone) 218.692.2687 (Fax) www.cityoferossTake org

Permit Number: <> 1510191

, Receipt Number: 7, 45 §3
Property Ownet(s): ,::‘ZZJ;; o Wil t e

Mailing Address: &7 75":9 ﬁp-—.;’Z’v Bu fe lo  Obrssd

Site Address: BT T7E= @JJZ;, B (ol Oz =limil

Phone Number: 55§ — & 70—

Subdivision Type
(Check applicable request)
E Metes and Bounds
[] Residential Preliminary Plat
[0 Residential Final Plat
[] Commercial Preliminary Plat
[ Commercial Final Plat

E-Mail Address:

Parcel Number(s):__/ 22252 1] c20 B 2Y it i )

Legal Description: __ =2 2 Zic/iera?

Development

7 neus Number of proposed lots

Number of proposed outlots

Sec & Twp 137 Rge 26 /Z71>1 28 Access

Land Involved: Width:_;____ Length:  Acres; &% ______ PublicRoad

Lake/River Name;_ /}f—’* R wsh Easement

Do you own land adj aéent to this parcel(s)? _ Yes {’/_/; No - Fasementrecorded:  Yes = No
If yes, list Parcel Number(s) *"%4' Septic

Authorized Agent: Syt e Lo Compliance '.

Agent Address: S0 oty §4Y  ay<ssdo ”3”%’ o ' SSTS Design

Agent Phone Number:  Zi§ ~ ‘%‘20 42 £ 5 St Site Suitability

Signature of Property Owner(s) W l ,}/ o Date /{ /2 ':[‘ i[5

Signature of Authorized Agent(s) // ,4______,

‘Date 2,2~ i

[1 All applications must be accompanied by signed Certificate of Survey

[] Residential Fee: Preliminary $500 + $100 per lot; Final $500 + $25 per lot Payable to “City of Crosslake”

[1 Commercial Fee: Preliminary $750 + $150 per lot; Final $750 + $50 per lot Payable to “Clty of Crosslake”
Metes & Bounds: $100 + $75 per lot Payable to “City of Crosslake” % M5 % 5= #/50 +700 = Fo<D

[T Above Fees will require additional Park Dedication Fees of $1,500 per unit/lot or 10% of buildable land as
measured pre-plat for park purposes or a combination of both Payable to “City of Crosslake”

[] No decisions were made on an applicant’s request at the DRT meeting. Submittal of an application after DRT

does not constitute approval. Approval or denial of application is d

etermined at a public meeting by the City

Council aftera recommendation from the Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment per Minnesota Statute

‘462 and the City of Crosslake Land Use Ordinance.
For Office Use:

Application accepted by &5  Date jl-pss Land Use District =i Lake Class &b Park, Rec, Lib
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City of Crosslake Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment
Findings of Fact

Supporting/Denying a Metes and Bounds Subdivision

Findings should be made in either recommending for or against a metes and bounds subdivision, and

should reference Chapter 44 of the City Ordinance. The following questions are to be considered, but are
not limited to:

1. Does the proposed metes and bounds subdivision conform to the City’s Comprehensive Plan?
Yes No

2. Isthe proposed metes and bounds subdivision consistent with the existing City Ordinance?
Specify the applicable sections of the ordinance. '
Yes No

3. Are there any other standards, rules or requirements that this metes and bounds subdivision
must meet? .

Yes No Specify other required standards.




4. Isthe proposed metes and bounds subdivision compatible with the present land uses in the
area of the proposal?
Yes No Zoning District

5. Does the proposed metes and bounds subdivision conform to all applicable performance
standards in Article 4 of the Subdivision Ordinance?
Yes No

6. Other issues pertinent to this matter.




Staff Report
Crosslake Parks, Recreation and Library

Date: December 29, 2015

To: Crosslake City Council
From: Jon Henke, Director

Subject: Fraser Park Dedication Recommendation
The Park/Library Commission will review the subdivision request the first week of January. The
Park Department recommends cash in lieu of land for the Fraser Subdivision.

Jon Henke, Director
Crosslake Parks, Recreation and Library
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Office - 692-2222

HOBERT HARTMAN, Chief Emergency - Dial 911

CROSSLAKE, MN 5644

MEMO:
01/04/2016
TO: Crosslake City Council
FROM: Crosslake Police Chief
Robert G. Hartman
REFERENCE: Hiring part time officer

At this time I am requesting permission to hire Damien Stalker, as a part time police
officer with the Crosslake Police Department.

Over the past few weeks I have lost two part time officers, One quit and the other was
hired as a full time officer with another department and will not be allowed to work part
time else ware.

Th /you,
Chief Robert G. Hartman




CITY OF CROSSLAKE
RESOLUTION NO. 16-

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PARTICIPATION IN THE
PERA POLICE AND FIRE PLAN

WHEREAS, the policy of the State of Minnesota as declared in Minnesota Statutes 353.63 is
to give special consideration to employees who perform hazardous work and devote their time and
skills to protecting the property and personal safety of others; and

WHEREAS, Minnesota Statutes Section 353.64 permits governmental subdivisions to
request coverage in the Public Employees Police and Fire plan for eligible employees of police
departments whose position duties meet the requirements stated therein and listed below.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CROSSLAKE, MINNESOTA hereby declares that the position titled Part-Time Police Officer,
currently held by DAMIEN STALKER meets all of the following Police and Fire membership

requirements:
1.
2.
3.

4,
3.

Said position requires a license by the Minnesota peace officer standards and training
board under sections 626.84 to 626.863 and this employee is so licensed;

Said position’s primary (over 50%) duty is to enforce the general criminal laws of the
state;

Said position charges this employee with the prevention and detection of crime;
Said position gives this employee the full power of arrest, and

Said position is assigned to a designated police or sheriff’s department.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this governing body hereby requests that the above-
named employee be accepted as a member of the Public Employees Police and Fire Plan effective the
date of this employee’s initial Police and Fire salary deduction by the governmental subdivision.

Michael Lyonais, Finance Director Steve Roe, Mayor

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY OF CROW WING

I, Charlene Nelson, Clerk of the City of Crosslake, Minnesota, do hereby certify that this is a true
and correct transcript of the resolution that was adopted at a meeting held on the 4th day of
January, 2016; the original of which is on file in this office. I further certify that five members
voted in favor of this resolution and that five members were present and voting,

Signed:

Date:




City of Crosslake .,
RESOLUTION 16-
RESOLUTION ACCEPTING DONATION(S)

WHEREAS, the City of Crosslake encourages public donations to help defray costs to the general
public of providing services and improving the quality of life in Crosslake; and

WHEREAS, the City of Crosslake is generally authorized to accept donations of real and
personal property pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 465.03 for the benefit of citizens; and

WHEREAS, said Statute 465.03 requires that all gifts and donations of real or personal property
be accepted only with the adoption of a resolution approved by two-thirds of the members of the
City Council; and

WHEREAS, the following person/persons and/or entity/entities has/have donated real and/or
personal property as follows:

FROM DONATION INTENDED PURPOSE
Lakes Area Medical $5,000.00 Fire Department purchase of 4-Automated
Development Assn External Defibrillators (AED’s)

; and
WHEREAS, the City of Crosslake will strive to use the donation as intended by the donor; and
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to accept said donation(s) as offered.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Crosslake that the
donation(s) as described above are accepted as allowed by law.

Passed this 4th day of January, 2016.

Steve Roe
Mayor
ATTEST:
Charlene Nelson
City Clerk

(SEAL)
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Monday January 4, 2016

City Council Meeting

Subject: LAMDA Donation to the Crossiake Fire Department.

Chief Lohmiller is looking for a motion and approval of a $5,000 donation from
the Lakes Area Medical Development Association (LAMDA). Donation Letter
and Thank You letter attached.

Chief Lohmiller is looking for a motion to purchase 4 — Automated External

Defibrillators (AED’s) for the Crosslake Fire Department not to exceed $5,000.
The balance of the monies donated will go for EMS supplies.

Chlp Lohmiller

4
Chief
Crosslake Fire Department




ES AREA MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 171
Pequot Lakes, MIN 56472

City of Crosslake
December 10, 2015

Dear Sirs:

Lakes Area Medical Development Association (LAMDA), a 501(c)(3) organization, will be liquidating
assets by making donations to other 501(c)(3) organizations in Crow Wing and Southern Cass counties
as part of the dissolution process, as well as to city and township Fire and Rescue programs.

LAMDA was organized on November 15, 1977 by Donald Engen and other incorporators. Don Engen
was appointed President at that time. The purpose of the organization was to raise funds to build a
medical clinic and hire a doctor in Pequot Lakes and to promote health and wellness to Northern Crow
Wing County. Key community members Chuck Griffin, Barbara Uppgaard, Dene Carney, David
Kolesar, and Glenn Birkeland, the early Board members, were a major part of the incorporation to
oversee fundraising and support the efforts of President Don Engen. A second clinic was eventually built
by LAMDA in Crosslake. LAMDA owned the clinics and leased them to Essentia Health of Brainerd.
Essentia Health managed all internal clinic operations and hired the doctors and support staff. This
process has been very successful over the years and served as a model for clinics in other communities.

Don Engen has served as president since 1977 and present Board members Karen Christofferson, Mark
Jurchen, Jim Oraskovich, Roger Schwieters and Sharon Thurlow assisted Don with the sale of the clinics
to Essentia Health of Brainerd in February 2015.

Your government entity has been selected by the Board of Directors to receive 5,000 to assist your
organization with services you offer to the residents of your area. The Board selected your organization
as one of several whose activities we feel promote and encourage fire and relief worthwhile programs.
We congratulate you on your fine work and wish you continued success.

Sincerely

z{:\)l:'ﬁ (_{/7’7 s

Don Engen, Director

Jim Oraskovich, Director

[y

Karen Christofferson, Director

Mark Jurchen, Director
PHONE: 218-692-4836

. . FAX: 218-692-4837
Roger Schwieters, Director EMAIL: danddengen@crosslake.net

DONALD H. ENGEN
GERTIFIED PUBLIC AGCOUNTANT
37512 FOREST LODGE RD, - CROSSLAKE, MN 56442

Sharon Thurlow, Director

MEMBER MEMBER
MINNESOTA SOCIETY AMERICAN INSTITUTE
OF CERTIFIED OF CERTIFIED

PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS PUBLIC AGCOUNTANTS
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Crosslake Fire Department
37028 County Rd 66
Crosslake, MN 56442

December 17, 2015

LAMDA

Director: Don Engen
P.0.Box 171

Pequot Lakes, MN 56472

The Crosslake Fire Department and the City of Crosslake would like to thank the
Lakes Area Medical Development Association for the donation of $5,000 to our
organization.

The Crosslake Fire Department responds to both Fire and Emergency Medical calls
covering a jurisdiction of 37 square miles and responds to an increasing amount of
calls each year. On average we respond to 225 medical calls and 80 fire emergency
calls annually. Our staff consists of 21 members including 1 Paramedic, 4 Emergency
Medical Technicians and 12 Emergency Medical Responders. This donation will be
used to purchase 4 - Automated External Defibrillators (AED’s) for our medical
response staff.

We sincerely thank the LAMDA for all of the hard work the association has done to
bring medical care to our area.

(bl C—

S d ‘

hip Lohmiller

Chief

Crosslake Fire Department
612-868-6744 Cell
218-692-2688 Work
Chiefl@crosslake.net
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Professional Engineer
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The City of Crosslake, in accordance with its special assessment policy, State of
Minnesota requirements, and Ch. 429 Special Assessments procedures, has initiated
a feasibility study for replacement of Bridge L6376 on Dream Island Road. The
bridge provides the sole access to island properties on Dream Island over the
channel to Little Pine Lake. The study area is shown on the location map provided
as EXHIBIT 1.

The purpose of this report is the following:

Summarize existing bridge conditions and determination of need,

e Outline feasible bridge replacement options; type of structure, size, aesthetics,

potential environmental impacts, and future maintenance anticipated,

e Gather public, permitting authority, and funding agency input,

e Prepare cost estimates for the options considered, and approximate State and

local share of the costs,

e Describe the method of assessment proposed for local (non-participating) project
costs and provide an estimate of the potential assessments to benefited property

OwWners.

0107B0147.000
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Exhibit 1 — Study Area/Existing Conditions
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

In 1957, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) issued a permit allowing
construction of an earthen fill causeway between Dream Island and the main
shoreline. A bridge was required to be included within the causeway per the
permit. In 1960, the causeway and road were completed; however, a bridge was not
constructed. In 1961, a culvert was installed by the road developer. The current
Dream Island Bridge (Bridge L6376) was constructed in 1968, replacing the
culvert. This bridge was refurbished in 1988, and remains in service today. This
historical record was provided by the DNR and bridge records on file at Crosslake

City Hall and Crow Wing County Highway Department.

Bridge L6376 is a single span timber slab supported on timber pile bent piers.
Timber backing planks span between the piles to retain the approach fills. The
bridge is 18 feet long with a clear roadway width of 14.7 feet. The bridge is
considered structurally deficient with a sufficiency rating of 46.3 out of 100. The
bridge substructure timbers are deteriorating and have little salvage value
remaining. Recent damage to a timber pile has required the bridge to be posted for
reduced loading. The 2014 County Bridge Inspection Report is included as
EXHIBIT 2; the report identifies many of the substructure elements that are
deteriorated, hollow, tipping piling and retaining members, and settlement. The
bridge is located on Dream Island Road and is the only access to Dream Island; the
average daily traffic (ADT) is estimated at less than 50. The bridge spans over a
narrow channel between parts of Little Pine Lake; the channel width below the

bridge is approximately 12 feet. Due to shallow water depth at the bridge (ranging

0107B0147.000
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from 0-12 inches depending on the reservoir pool elevation), passage of watercraft
is very limited. The City has not maintained watercraft channels, and continues this
policy to date. Dream Island Road has a bituminous surface and a current roadway

width of 22 feet near the bridge.
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Exhibit 2 — Crow Wing County Bridge Inspection Report (February 2, 2015)
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iz CROW WING

- COUNTY
T. MINNESOTA \
] — : —t
February 2, 2015
City of Crosslake

Clerk Char Nelson
37028 County Road 66
Crosslake, MN 56442

Re: Annual Bridge Inspections
Dear Char Nelson,

The annual bridge inspections for 2014 have been completed in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, .
Chapter 165. A bridge is defined as a drainage structure with a span of 10-feet'or more; therefore, large
culverts are considered bridges for inspection purposes as well as the more conventional bridge
structures. A copy of the inspection report for bridges inspected in 2014 under your jurisdiction is
enclosed. Please note that all bridges are not necessarily inspected each year. Depending on the type
and condition of a'structure the inspection frequency may be as high a 48- month interval.

The key information to look at on the inspection report may be the comments made by the Inspector
and any change in an element condition from years prior printed in red. On the structure inventory
report, the “Sufficiency Rating” is of some inferest; which is located in the upper right corner of the
report. ’

Since bridges represent a considerable investment of taxpayer dollars, you are encouraged to seriously
review each report as well as conduct an on-site review of your bridges to confirm existing conditions °
and take appropriate action. This office is available to provide advice as to maintenance procedures and
answer any questions related to bridges. You may contact the following: Wayne Dosh, Senior
Engineering Technician and Certified Bridge Inspector; Rob Hall, Assistant County Highway Engineer and
Tim Bray, County Highway Engineer.

Sincerely,
Tim Bray
County Highway Engineer
b C -
Timothy Bray -
. 1 County Engineer
By: £ - Highway Depariment
Wafne Dosh 15589 County Road 142
Senior Engineering Technician Brainerd, MN 54401
Office: (218) 824-1110
Our Vision: Fax: (218824-11710
Our Mission: S¢ WWwWWw,Crowwing.us

Qur Volues: £#



2014 ROUTINE
BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT

BRIDGE # L6376
DREAM ISLAND RD over CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK

DISTRICT: District3 COUNTY: Crow Wing CITY/TOWNSHIP: Cross Lake

Date(s) of Inspection: 10/29/2014

Equipment Used: Boat, Other - hammer, tape measure (25' or longer),
waders

Owner: City or Municipal Highway Agency

Inspected By: Dosh, Wayne

Report Written By: Wayne Dosh
Report Reviewed By: Timothy Bray
Final Report Date: 02/12/2015

MnDOT Bridge Office
3485 Hadley Avenue North
Oakdale, MN 55128




MnDOT Structure Inventory Report

Bridge ID: 16376 DREAM ISLAND RD over CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK Date: 02/12/2015
[ ~ GENERAL | ~ ROADWAY I INSPECTION
Agency Br. No. Bridge Match ID (TIS) 0 Userkey 58
District District 3 Roadway O/U Key Route On Structure Unofficial Structurally Deficient Y
Maint. Area Crew Route Sys 10 - MUN Number 24 Unofficial Functionally Obsolete N
County 018 - Crow Wing Roadway Name or Description Unofficial Sufficiency Rating 46.3
City Cross Lake DREAM ISLAND RD (MUN 24) Routine Inspaction Date 10/29/2014
Township Level of Service 1 - MAINLINE Routine Inspection Frequency 24
Desc.Loc. 1.7 MIE OF JCT CSAH 6 Roadway Type 3 - One lane bridge for 2-way trafi Inspector Name County, Crow Wing
Sect., Twp., Range 10 - 137N - 27W Control Section (TH Only) Status A -Open
D :

Latitude  Deg 46 Min 42 :Sec 2.9 o terence Polnt.002+00.070 NBI CONDITION RATINGS
Longltude Deg 84, - [MIni4 Eipee 29452 natour L et 211000 mi Deck 8 - Very Good Condition
Custodian 04 - City or Municipal Highway Agenc! s on 1 Under 0 Unsound Deck %
Owner 04 - City or Municipal Highway Agenc: ADT 30 Year 1989 Superstructure 7 - Good Condition
BMU Agreement HCADT 0 ADTT 0 % Substructure 4 - Poor Condition
Year Bulit 1960 Functional Class 09 - Rural - Local Channel 5 - Bank eroded; Major damage
MN Year Reconstructed 1988 .
FHWA Year Reconstructed ROWY DIMERSIONS S L e
il 22 If Divided NB-EB SB.WE |_ NBI APPRAISAL RATINGS

empora s ;

Sxped - Roadway Width 1470 B! ShuciiioiEvatintion 4
Bridge Plan Locatlion 3 - COUNTY Deck Geomet 6

Vortical Clearance fi. ft. ry
Date Opened to Traffic i ‘Underclearances N
On-Off System 0 - OFF Max. Vert. Cloar. fi. .

y ‘Horizontal Clear 2 Water Adequacy 7 - Slight Chance of Overtop
Legislative District 048 | ! Approach Alignment 5 - Somewhat better than m
[ STRUCTURE ] ‘Lateral Clearance ft. ft
e Appr. Surface Width 170 SAFETY FEATURES

ervice On - Hi - =
ighway Bridge Roadway Width 147 o Bridge Railing 1 -MEETS STANDARDS

Service Under 5 - Waterway

Main Span Type
7 - Timber

Main Span Detail

Appr. Span Type

09 - Slab Span

Culvert Type
Barrel Length
Cantilever ID

NUMBER OF SPANS

MAIN: 1 APPR: O TOTAL: 1
Main Span Length 16.0 ft.
Structure Length 18.0 ft.

Deck Width (Out-to-Out) 16.0
Deck Material

ft.
8 - Wood or Timber

Wear Surf Type 6 - Bituminous

Wear Surf Install Year 2012

Wear Course/Fill Depth 0.00 ft.

Deck Membrane 0 - None

Deck Rebars N - Not Applicable (no deck})

Deck Rebars Install Year

Structure Area (Out-to-Out) 288
Roadway Area {Curb-to-Curb) 269
Sidewalk Width  Lt0.00  # Rt 0.00
Curb Height Lt0.92 ft. Rt 0.92
Rall Type LtC6 Rt 08

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
ft.
ft.

N - NOT REQUIRED
N - NOT REQUIRED

GR Transition

Median Width On Brid:
edian norcos Appr. Guardrail

| MISC. BRIDGE DATA |

GR Termini N -NOT REQUIRED
Structure Flared 0 - No flare l IN DEPTH INSP.
Parallel Structure N - No parallel structure YIN Frag Date
Field Conn. ID Frac. Critical
Abutment Foundation 2 - TIMBER Underwater
(MaterialType) 4 - PILE BENT Pinned Asbly.
Pier Foundation N - N/A Spec. Feat.
(MaterialType) N - NA | WATERWAY
Historic Status 5 - Not eligible Drainage Area (sq. mi.)
‘ T | Waterway Opening 100 sq. ft.
Navigation Control 0 - No nav. control on waterw
Year Painted Pier Protection
Unsound Paint % Nav. Clr. (ft.) Vert. f. Horiz. ft.
Painted Area sq. ft. Nav. Vert. Lift Bridge Clear. (ft.)
Primer Type MN Scour Code J- SCOUR SUSC Year 1992
Finish Type | CAPACITY RATINGS
l BRIDGE SIGNS ] Design Load 6 - HS 20+MOD

I-°osted Load 0 - Not Required Operating Rating 2-AS H$23.0
Traffic 0 - Not Required Inventory Rating 2-AS HS16.0
Horizontal 1 - Object Markers Ppating YEE: Sead; DELS
Vertical N - Not Applicable B
MnDOT Permit Codes

Al N-N/A

B: N-N/A

C:N-NA



MnDOT BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT

02/12/2015
Inspector: County, Crow Wing
BRIDGE L6376 DREAM ISLAND RD OVER CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK ROUTINE INSP. DATE: 10/29/2014
County: Crow Wing Location: 1.7 MIE OF JCT CSAH 6 Length: 18.0 &
City: Cross Lake Route: 10 - MUN 24 Ref. Pt.: 002+00.070 Deck Width: 16.0 ft.
Township: Contro! Section: Rdwy. Area/ Pct. Unsnd: 269 sq. ft./ %
Section: 10 Township: 137N Range: 27W Maint. Area: Paint Area/ Pct. Unsnd:  sq.ft./ %
Span Type: 7 - Wood or Timber 01 - Slab Local Agency Bridge Nbr.: Culvert: N/A
List: Postings:
NBI Deck: 8 Super: 7 Sub: 4 Chan: § Culv: N
Open, Posted, Ciosed: A - Open
MN Scour Code: J - SCOUR SUSCEPT
Appraisal Ratings - Approach: 5 Waterway: 7 Unofficial Structurally Deficient Y
Required Bridge Signs - Load Posting: 0 - Not Required Traffic: 0 - Not Required Unofficial Functionally Obsolete N

Structure Unit:

Horizntal: 1 - Object Markers Vertical: N - Not Applicable Unofficial Sufficiency Rating 46.3

ELEM QTYy QTYy QTYy QTY Qry
NBR ELEMENT NAME ENV REPORT TYPE INSP. DATE QUANTITY CS1 Cs2 Ccs3 CS4 CS5
055 Timber Slab with Bituminous 2 Routine 10/29/2014 291 SF 291 0 0 0 N/A
(AC) Overlay
Routine 11/02/2012 291 SF 291 0 0 0 N/A
[(JRequires Monitoring [IMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14 New bituminous wearing surface summer 2012. Old bituminous was removed from deck. Cracks in the
bituminous at the bridge ends has been sealed.
11/02/12: New bituminous wearing surface summer 2012. Old bituminous was removed from deck.
< none >
206 Timber Column 2 Routine 10/29/2014 10 EA 0 9 0 1 N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 10 EA 0 9 0 1 N/A
[JRequires Monitoring CIMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14: Beaver have been are again chewing on pile #4. The beaver have chewed 5.5" into a 8.5" diameter pile.
Other pile, #'s 2,3,4 in the north abutment and all of the pile in the south abutment have chew or claw marks on them. Center
pile on the N is cut in the middle to fit backer boards. Looks like the out side piles are the principle support. Piles are tipping
toward the center of the channel. There appears to be no tie backs in the abutment.
10/29/14: Call and talked to Ted Strand(Crosslake) and sent messaged Dave Reese(WSN, Crosslake Engineering Consultant)
about the damage done to pile #4. Kent Rohr(WSN Structural Engineer) was on site an 10/30 and looked at the damage. He
recommended reinforcing the damaged pile and protecting all of the piling from future beaver damage by rapping the pile w/
galvanized shesting. Galvanized chain link fencing was suggested instead of the sheeting to minimize trapping moisture and
because it would be easier for Ted to handle if his crews were doing the work and readily available. The bridge has been posted
by the city to 5 tons until repairs can be made.
14/02/12: Beaver has chewed part way through #4 pile in the south abutment. Center pile on the N is cut in the middle to fit
backer boards. Looks like the out side piles are the principle support. Piles are tipping toward the center of the channel. There
appears to be no tie backs in the abutment.
10/24/08; Center pils on the N is cut in the middle to fit backer boards. Looks like the out side piles are the principle support.
Piles are tipping toward the center of the channel. There appears to be no tie backs in the abutment.
11/03/06: Center pile on the N is cut in the middle to fit backer boards. Looks like the out side plles are the principle support.
Piles are tipping toward the center of the channel. There appears to be no tie backs in the abutment.
216 Timber Abutment 2 Routine 10/29/2014 33 LF 0 33 0 0 N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 33 LF 0 33 0 0 N/A
[JRequires Monitoring [JMonitored

Notes: 10/29/14 - 10/24/08: Backer boards are rotated toward the channel and are no longer plumb.
11/03/06: Backer boards are rotated toward the channel and are no longer plumb.
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BRIDGE L6376 DREAM ISLAND RD OVER CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK ROUTINE INSP. DATE: 10/29/2014

Structure Unit:

ELEM QTY QTY QTY QTY QTy
NBR ELEMENT NAME ENV REPORT TYPE INSP. DATE QUANTITY Cs1 Ccs2 cs?a CS4 CS5
235 Timber Pier Cap 2 Routine 10/29/2014 33LF 0 16 16 0 N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 33LF 0 16 16 0 N/A
[JRequires Monitoring [Monitored
Notes: 10/29/14 - 10/24/08: NE comer has shifted on the pile and is no longer completely supported by the pile.
11/03/06: NE corner has shifted on the pile and is no longer completely supported by the pile.
332 Timber Bridge Railing 2 Routine 10/29/2014 36 LF 27 9 0 N/A N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 118 LF 118 0 0 N/A N/A
[1Requires Monitoring {(JMonitored
Notes: 10/28/14: Ted Strand(Crosslake) reported a traffic hit on the bridge rail at the NE corner of the bridge. He reported that
the outside couple of boards of the nail laminated panel separated and that the bridge railing pulled out away from the bridge. He
said that they used their backhoe and hammer to put everything back inta the correct position. On closer inspection found a
minor separation of the outside 2 boards of the east bridge pansi at the northeast corner of the bridge under the curb, only visible
from the end of the deck.
360 Substructure Settlement & 1 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA 1 0 ¢} N/A N/A
Movement Smart Flag
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 1 0 0 N/A N/A
[_1Requires Monitoring [OMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14: Minor settlsment in the south approach, Measurements taken between the piling caps, found the east side a
differsnce of 0.03 feet and the west side a difference of 0.02 feet since the measurements were last made in 2012,
386  Timber Wingwall 2 Routine 10/29/2014 4 EA 0 3 1 0 N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 4EA 0 3 1 0] N/A
L]Requires Monitoring [IMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14. SE wingwall is 2-3 feet out of plumb. The pile supporting the NW wingwall is holiow.
10/24/08: SE wingwall is 2-3 feet out of plumb.
11/03/06: SE wingwall is 2-3 feet out of plumb.
407 Bituminous Approach 1 Routine 10/29/2014 2EA 2 0 o] 0 N/A
Roadway
Routine 11/02/2012 2EA 2 0 0 0 N/A
[IRequires Monitoring [CIMonitored

Notes: 10/29/14: There is some minor settlement on the shoulders and at the south abutment.
11/02/12: Repaired summer 2012 with new wearing surfacs.

10/28/10: Both approaches are now showing some signs of minor settlement.

10/24/08: Some settlement in the S. Approach.




BRIDGE L6376 DREAM ISLAND RD OVER CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK ROUTINE INSP. DATE: 10/29/2014

Structure Unit:

ELEM QTY QTY QTYy QTYy QTY
NBR ELEMENT NAME ENV REPORT TYPE INSP. DATE QUANTITY CS1 CS2 Ccs3 CS4 Cs5
415 Timber Transverse Stiffener 1 Routine 10/29/2014 33 LF a3 0 0 0 N/A
Beam (Timber Slabs)
Routine 11/02/2012 33 LF 33 0 0 ] N/A
[OJRequires Monitoring CIMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14: Found one of the nuts in the south beam loose.
10/28/10: All connections appear tight.
10/24/08: Spreader has been tightened. 1 bolt found loose.
11/03/06: Need to tighten spreader beam boits.
964 Critical Finding Smart Flag 2 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA 1 0 N/A N/A N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 1 0 N/A N/A N/A
[JRequires Monitoring CIMonitored
Notes: DO NOT DELETE THIS CRITICAL FINDING SMART FLAG.
981 Signing 2 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA 1 0 0 0 0
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 1 0 0 0
[CIRequires Monitoring [IMonitored
Notes: < none >
084 Deck & Approach Drainage 2 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA 1 0 0 N/A N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 0 1 0 N/A N/A
[JRequires Monitoring [IMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14: Bio-rolls are stillin place from the road work done in 2012, allowing vegetation to get established.
10/24/08: The approach drainage is contributing to the erosion occurring behind the abutments.
985 Slopes & Slope Protection 2 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA ] 0 0 NIA N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 0 1 0 N/A N/A
[CJRequires Monitoring [IMonitored
Notes: 10/29/14: Vegetation has been established behind the wingwalls slowing the erosion from the road runoff.
10/28/10: Foot traffic and rod drainage is causing washouts and settlement behind both wingwalls at the S abutment.
10/24/08: Washouts and settiement behind both wingwalls at the S abutment.
11/03/06; Washouts and settlement behind both wingwalls at the S abutment.
986 Curb & Sidewalk 2 Routine 10/29/2014 1EA 1 0 0 N/A N/A
Routine 11/02/2012 1EA 1 0 0 N/A N/A
[CIRequires Monitoring CIMonitored

Notes: < none >

General Notes:  10/29/14: Was able to wade beneath the bridge. West side measured 16.27' between nails in the timber caps a difference of

0.02 fest from 2012. The east side measures 15.84' between nails in the timber caps, a difference of 0.03 feet from 2012,
Was able to see daylight under deck aver hang between the south approach and the south abutment. The short filler boards
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BRIDGE L6376 DREAM ISLAND RD OVER CHANNEL LITTLE PINE LK

ROUTINE INSP. DATE: 10/29/2014

Structure Unit:

ELEM
NBR

ELEMENT NAME

QTY
CS1

QTyYy
Ccs2

QTYy
Cs3

QTy
Cs4

Qry

ENV REPORT TYPE INSP. DATE  QUANTITY Cs5

58. Deck NB!:

36A. Brdg Railings NBI:
36B. Transitions NBI:
36C. Appr Guardrail NBI:

36D. Appr Guardrail
Terminal NBI:

59. Superstructure NBI:
60. Substructure NBI:

61. Channel NBI:

62. Culvert NBI:
71. Waterway Adeq NBI:

72. Appr Roadway
Alignment NBI:

Inventory Notes:

Wayne Dosh

between the bridge deck and the wingwall at the NW corner of the bridge are rotten and could present a danger to pedestrians
stepping on them. ‘

11/02/12: Was able fo wade beneath the bridge and see all elements. West side measured 16.29" between nails in the timber
caps and 15.87' on the east side between nails. it appears no movement has occurred. the bituminous wearing surface was
replaced summer 2012. There was some minor cracking appearing in the bituminous surface at the bridge ends.

10/28/10: Was able to wade under the bridge and see all elements. Measurements where taken and no movement of the
substructure was found at this time. Distance betwesn the piles are W side - 16.29' & E side - 15.86".

10/24/08: Was able to wade under the bridge and see all elements. Measurements where taken and no movement of the
substructure was found at this time. The spreader beam has been tightened. Distance between the piles are W side - 16.29'
& E side - 15.86".

11/03/06: Was able to wade through under the bridge and see all elements. | see flitle or no settlement in the approaches.
Any movement in the abutments probably occurred some time ago. There are gaps between the deck and the beam
stiffeners, some of the washers are loose. The first backer board under the deck on the E side Is about 6"-8" further back into
the fill then the rest of the abutment backer boards. There is 6"-7" of bit on the deck.

10-26-2004: NO STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS APPARENT.

New bituminous surface summer 2012.

10/29/14: Beaver have chewed partway through pile #4 in the south abutment. The abutment and wingwalls are tipped
toward the channel.

Wingwalls are tipping toward the channel. Some minor erosion occurring from road runoff. The pile supporting the NW
wingwall is hollow.

Timothy Bray

Inspector's Signature

Reviewer's Signature



PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

A new bridge structure and associated approach grading is recommended to replace
the existing timber bridge. The bridge will be designed per current Minnesota
Department of Transportation (MnDOT) and American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) requirements. A hydraulic
analysis for the site has been completed to determine the minimum size bridge
opening; the minimum width of the new bridge opening will be required to meet or
exceed the existing opening. Preliminary input received from the DNR and
residents on the mainland adjacent to the bridge, is a larger bridge opening is
desired. The hydraulic analysis does not indicate width of bridge opening will be a
factor on restricting or inducing water flow through the bridge opening, or would
subsequently result in improved water quality or clarity. Three bridge design
options have been reviewed, including:

e Option A - A single line of pre-cast concrete box culverts,

e Option B - A single-span concrete beam bridge, and

e Option C - A multi-span concrete field-cast bridge.
In all of these options, the standard design speed of 30 mph cannot be achieved due
to topography, geometric design standards and site restrictions. Therefore, a design
variance will be required, and this area will require a reduced speed zone posting of
20 mph. In addition, permanent right-of-way must be acquired in some areas due to
existing inadequate width. Temporary construction easements will also be
necessary to allow for construction of a temporary bypass roadway, final approach
grading and road embankment slopes. Existing right-of-way conditions are shown
in EXHIBIT 3. Existing utilities, including underground fiber optic cable and
natural gas will require relocation. No insurmountable construction issues are

0107B0147.000
Feasibility Study — Dream Island Bridge (L6376) 7



apparent for any of the three options considered. The project scope does not
include lake dredging or channel construction in excess of the minimum amount of

excavation required to construct a replacement bridge.

0107B0147.000
Feasibility Study — Dream Island Bridge (L6376) 8



Exhibit 3 — Existing Right-of-Way Drawing and Surveys of Record

0107B0147.000
Feasibility Study — Dream Island Bridge (L6376)
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CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

PART OF GOV'T LOT 2
SEC. 10, T.I37 N, R. 27 W.
CROW WING COUNTY, MN.,

.
RACT Al:
SCHYITZ IRACT DOOK 3565 OF DEEDS, PAGE 481; . "y
Thot part of Government Lot 2, Saection 10, Township 137 North, Range 27
That part of Goveorpmont Lot 2, Section 10, Township 137 Nerth, Range 27 West, Crow Wing County, Minnesotn, doscribed na Tollows: Commencing at
West, Crow Wing County, Minncsotn, desoribed na Tolleows: Commencing at an iron pipe, the northwest corper of Outlot A, PINE POINT, according
an iron pipe, the northwest corner of Outlot A, PINE POINT according to Lo the plat theroof on file in the Crow Wing County Recorder's Office,
\T the plat thoroof on file in the Crow Wing County Recorders Office, which ig olso the southwest cornor of the tract doodod to Smudn by the
\/ | 3 which is alao the acuthweot corner of the trnct dooded to Smuds by the Deod recorded in Book 175 of Doodn, Page 662 in snid Hecorder's office;
N Deed recorded in Book 175 of Deeds, Pago 562 in nnid rocordors office; thence North 01 degrec 04 minutes 00 seconds Enat, nssumcd bearing,
g thence North 1 degree 04 minutos Eost, assumed bearing, 115.36 foot 116.356 feot along tha wenst line of said Government Lot 2 te the
o nlong the west line of snid Government Lot 2 te the northesstorly line northeasterly lino of said Smuda Traci, the point of beginning of theo
P4 NYHOLM o of snid Smude tract, the point of boginning of the tract to be truoct to be described; thonce South 59 degrees 02 minutos 00 scconds
g & described; thence South 69 degrees 02 minutes Eoat 265.58 feet along liagt 266.58 feet olong raid northcasterly line to the centerlineg of the
&3 800K 227 0¢ DEEDS, g said northeasterly linc to the centerline of the 33 foot road casement 43 foot roud ensement described in the tract deeded to Miller by Lhe
z E YRR described in the Lract deeded to Miller by the Deed recorded in Dook Deed recorded in Boek 175 of Deeds, Page 488 in said Recorder's Office;
{ ;g e '6:/500 SQ.FT. N kS 175 of Dends, Page 488 in sold recorders office; thence North 1 dogree thence North 01 degree 02 minutes 00 seconds West 23.58 foet along sald
i ) s 02 minutes West 117.91 foet along snid centerline to tho northeasterly centerline; thence North 59 degrees 02 minutes 00 seconds West 184,64
H b "'I . line of sald Miller tract: thence North 69 degrees 02 minutes West feet to the east line of the West 69.30 feet of said Government Lot 23
| t wON 260.59 feet nlong suid northeasterly line to said west line of thenee North 01 degrec 04 winutes 00 seconds Rast 92.28 feet slong unid
| 175'-} = o F\‘f Government Lot 2; thence South 1 degree 04 minutes West 115,35 feet cast line of the WeslL 69.30 feet of Government Lot 2 to the point on
i by \\‘ N along said west line to the point of beginning; subject to and together the northeosterly line of snid Miller Tract which is the southcast
" = N with said easement described in Book 175 of Deeds, Page 488. corner of the tract deeded to Schmitz by the Deed vecorded in Book 286
SCHMITZ TRACT 3 N ({U W ol Deeds, Page 407, in said Recorder’s Office; thewvoe North 59 degreces
5 02 minutes 00 seconds West 79.94 feet along said northensterly line of
N the Miller Tract and along the southwruterly line of said Schmitz Tract
to the point on the west line of oaid Governmenl Lot 2 whieh is the
SOUTHWESTERLY LINE southwest corner of suid Schmitz Tract; thence South 01 dogree 04
NyfoLm TRACT Thol part of the following described tract lying cust of a line drawn minutes 00 scconds West 115.35 feet along noid weat line of Government
A parallel with and 69.3 feet east of the boundary line belween the Lot 2 ko the point of beginning. Subject to and together with said
t. EXISTING ROAD Southwest One—quarter of Nartheast One-quarter (SW1/4 of NE1/4) and casement described in Book 175 of Deeds, Page 488; subjecl to other
Government Lot Two (2), Sertion Ten (10), Township One Hundred Thirty-— casements, reservations, or restrictions of reccord, if any.
seven (137) North, Range Twenty-seven (27) Wesi, doscribed an fallows:
N Beginning at an iron pilpe on the west line of said Government Lot 2
2 where saiid line intersects the shore of Little Pine Lake, suid point
! a being 919.5 feet North 1 degrce 04 minutes Cast of the point where the TRACT A2:
! ~ said West line of Governmenl Lot 2 intersects the shure of Daggett W i
EAST LINE WEST 69.30' Lake; thence South 1 degree 04 minutes West §59.4 feet along Lhe paid
w o OFSGO':;"I'FW 2 wesl line; thence South 59 degrces 02 minutes Easl 1656.7 feet to the :,hn: pgrl. °;iu°“;rn':“t I‘:t 2, s““:“"‘ 1?" :owﬂﬂ?ii’lia'?."u;th. Ronge 27
R ‘a2 road right-of-way limc; thence North 2 degrces 27 minules Eaust 200 Py GO ng Gounty, Minnosota, described ms followa: camunclng at
@ U : . iron pipo, the northwest cornor of Outlot A, PINE POINT, nccordin
o S feet along snid right-of-way line to the shore of Litlle Pine Loke: ks PR, ) A e
o k3 % X to the plat thereof on file in the Crow Wing Counly Recorder's Office,
5 § thencc South 69 degrces 44 minutes West 159.3 leet nlong the shore of which is nlso the southwost corner of the tract doeded to Smuda by th
" = said lake to the place of beginning, Logethor with an easement over and Doed ro ded in flook 176 of D dr P 562 i id R u'd. » 0!;” °,
2 across the existing road leading to said tract, subject ta flowage L cor. gl o 008, vigw h an ocaraer 8 o5
iy . hence North 01 dogreo 04 minutos 00 noconds Ront, asoumad bowring,
a . rights of rocord nnd olhar rewervntions of record. 116.36 foat nlong the west lineo of maild Governmont Lot 2 Lo the
! ﬁ ;?Lﬁl.';n“"r%?é':“ LINE northoasterly lino of said Smudo Tract; thonce South 58 dogreea 02
| Ha / minuton 00 meconds Bast 2656.68 feet along sald northeaterly line te the
I e ~e centerline of the 33 foot rond ensement demeribed in Lhe tract deoded
] S te Miller by the Deed reocorded in Book 175 of Doods, Page 488 in aaid
~ Recorder's Office; thence North 0) degree 02 minutes 00 seconds Went
NW CORNER 23,68 feet nlong said contorline to Lhe point of beginning of the tract
ggl'r"gro:’:\dguz \\\ € 33 EASEMENT (ROOX 175 to be described; thence North 58 degroes 02 minutes 00 meconds Weat
CORNER SMUDA fad =" OF DEEDS, FAGE 488) 184.64 foet to the east lino of the West 68.30 feot of soid Government
TRACT Lot 2; thence North 01 degree 04 minutos 00 seconds Eout 52.28 fact
~. along seid onat lino of the WesL 69,30 foot of Government Lot 2 to the
Wt LINE - ‘s i ~ point on the northeasterly line of maid Millar Tract which is the
GOV'T LOT 2 ~—od ~o %0, ?‘,pq southwest corner of the tract deoded to Nyholm by tho Doed recorded in
S 04-50 Cr i Book Z27 of Deecds, Page 791 in sanid Recorder's Office; thence South 69
~o 8“% degrees 02 minutea 00 seconds East 180.65 foot along said northeasterly
~o G : lina of the Miller Tract and along the southwesterly line of snid
~. %> | Nyholm tract to soid centerline of the 33 foot road easomont described
~o ~ in Book 176 of Deeds, Page 488; thenco South 01 dogreo 02 minutes (i]1]
L o ™~ TOTAL AREAS: seconds East 94.33 feot along sald centerline to the point of
\\\ | SCHMITZ TRACT 8 TRACT Ars 20,800 SQ.FT. beginning. Subject to and togother with soid ensement described in
e 1 NYHOLM TRACT 8 TRACT A2s 31,100 SQ.FT. Book 176 of Deeds, Puge 488; aubject to other snocments, reservations,
/ <~ or restrictions of record, if any.
/ :
L ~
/ A
/ / T N
O e i) / / RS
LS M L X / ] S ) hereby cerlily that thie survey, plan or report was
/ / S~ preparad by me or under my direct supervision and that
/ / ~. ) ama duly Regletered Land Surveyor under the laws of
/ / ~o the State of Minnesots.
/ ~
/ / S~ " ”%-Z‘—-—
/ / \\. @,
/ / £ ~
[
i s/ Reg. No.. 3226 Date__Det. (L, /i85
\ 32
| S £ pE i a i
o [ [ - ? / \\
i / / RN REQUESTED BY:
| / ; S HENRY M. SCHMITZ
] / - N
' E w o/ ~o LEONARD W. NYHOLM
' i ~
:\ / v // =S \\\
A OHE N y SCALE: 1 1NGHS 50 FEET WiosETh Swith Nowrine & AssociaTes, Inc.
.
\ S=1THEN (MONUMENT FOUNDIIN PiACE CONSOLTING ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEVORS
8 I o= 1ot
L 3 1/2" IRON PIPE MONUMENT SET DATE: 10/28/84 401 Golf Course Drive
ORIENTATION OF THIS BEARING DAAWN BY : CMN P.0, Box 765
SYSTEM IS ASSUMED ool Brafinerd, Minnesota 56401
DAGGETT LAKE oo o ] (19) §25:517
JOB NO, 2908214 BOOK 348  page 17 lp"_!m 4284




Fan 218568564

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

PART OF GOVERNMENT LOT 1,
SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 137 NORTH, RANGE 27 WEST,
CROW WING COUNTY, MINNESOTA

GOVERNMENT LOT 1
Associates, Inc.
Engincering » Survrying - Planming
Tous Laken, MN 96477

NW 1/4-NE 1/4\
\-WEST LINE OF

EAST UNE OF

Phooe: | SESBGEAE0

-_—— e — £ROPOSED LEGAL DESCRIFTIONS:

ndecker &

S

IRACT A
ﬂmmﬂhNﬂh&mwdthuHMpﬂoﬂb‘mm 1, all b Sextios 10, Township |37 North. Range 27 West, Crow Wing
County, Minnciola, described &s fallow:
- Beginaing a1 the mast Norberly comet of Let 1. Blotk Oge. LITTLE PINE SHORES, sccording to ihe reconded plat thereof, said Ceassty, sod surmisg the East line
- ormmlmm|Aqmalwmwm.wmwmnmummwmu.nmmmamnm
00 voconds Fast §5.50 feet: thenes South 16 degroes 38 mumutes 27 seconds Fani 180 foet, more o Jexs, 1o the shorelioe of Litile Pioe Lake, thente Souhwenterly
" mmmm»mmmammummnmumwmmmmmmm fioct, more of Iess, 10 tha polat of

ASPH ALY ORIVE - beginning.

DREAM ISLAND ROAD

w BITUMINOUS SURFACE
=]

mY

L]
w3 [ SOUTHERLY LINE
s / QF ROpD

N 89°42'00” £ 152.88 TRACT B

That part of Gen ernment Lot 1, Section 10, Township 137 Noah. Renge 27 Wet, Crow Wing County. Misnesots, describod as follows: _
Commencing at (e mow Nodberly coroer of Lot 1, Block O, LITTLE PINT SHORES. m»\hmﬂﬁumﬁﬂt‘m.mmhiw

IVEWAY
~ g -
g

Q“ DR
\%:

|

.-I :
i

South 16 degroes 15 mirmates 27 seconds Fast from the point of beginning; thence Norh 16 degrees 35 minutes 17 scconcy West 179 Roet, frsovs of Jess, 1o the poimt of
begioning

vl
v 5 \<EASTERLV LINE OF ROAD minutes 49 scconds Wen 12 foet, mote o less, 10 Whe thorlies of Linle Pine Lake: thenoe Southwesterly along sald shorellnc i the wterscction with & line baanug
l e e —g

AN
ok " TRACT B ®
\

" AREA = 20,278% sd\Fl/
BUILDING
s’ / ,
P w
rd e T "““|RACT A \ )
~ - ' AREA 21,0842 S, 1. [

ENVELOPE
]

ROAD TRACT

Thal part of the follywing described property :

That past of Gevommen Lot 1, Secion 10, Township 132 North, Range 27 Wet, Crow Wing Couty, Sescribed m fotlows. ing sl tbe paint 0o
the West liee of sasd Government 101 1, which is:s:umMatwm-qumeﬁummo{umm
of asd Section 10; thence Honh mmssmn:ummmuﬂmnmlum1wmn-mmmdﬂlMﬂ
Linle Pine Lake, e place of beginnmg, thenecs North 22 degroes 33 minutes West 1721 feet 1o the Southerty line of 8 road: thence Nofth 89 degroes 42 mmutes Eatt
1289 feet o ihe Lasterly line of  road; thenee South D degrocs 49 rminuses Caat 93.7 rmmwmmwmmuunkﬁnmmmu
dogroes 10 misutes Went 54,7 feet shong said shone; thenoe South 33 degroes 22 miavtes West 100 fies continuing along said sheve ko the place of begwsing,

TYPIGAL

Which lies Fasterly of the following Jescribed linc: Ci iog ot the moi ) comer of Lol |, Hlock Oos, LITTLE PINE SHORES, accondiig 1o /he
reconted plat thereof, sasd Gounty, and amuming the Viast Hate of said Lot | brars South | degree 41 muntites 00 soconds West; thence North 30 degrees 43 mitutes 00
sevonds £ast 45 00 fect: thesce Norh 89 degrees 42 minwies D soconds East 152 38 foct 10 the pount of beginaing of the fine fo he hesein described. tence South 31
degrees 44 minunes 33 scconds Fast 111,00 feet, thence South 19 degroes 29 minities 50 seeonds Fan 68 18 feet: thence South 29 degroes 6 minntes 49 seconds
Wi 17 foes, mure of bess, 1o the shoreline of Linbe Ping Lake and said ling thore wrmnaiing

!\.

172,90

S 01°41'00" W

e

/<\ 20 0 20 0
e e
SeRVEY BY CTHERS

/ SCALF IN FEET

ORIENTATION OF THIS BEARING SYSTEM
1S BASED ON TIIE EAST LINE OF LOT I.
BLOCK 1, LITTLE PINE SHORES TO HAVE
AN ASSUMED BEARING OF S 01°41°00° W

Si

werde

EAST LINE

OF LOT l-\

BRIOGE  TO 'SLaNO

LOCATED ) .
11w, /SHORELNE AS LOCH \ CONTOUR INTERVAI = 10 FEET
o Ee CONTOURS ARF. TAKEN FROM

N -
s
z
-
on 9-2%~
§ U,S.G.S. QUADRANGLFE MAP
E
a/n
8
=
L]
=
z

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS PROVIDED BY CLIENT:

NOTE:

Except taseaicar shown ai transler AS3, Recordod m Boak 297 of Deody, page 814,
@® DENOTES EXISTING WELL

LOT 1 AND ROAD: ALL TRACTS CONTAIN SUFFICIENT AREA TO
+ . SUPPORT A MINIMUM OF TWO SEWAGE
[ Gaverrmmen Lot |, Sec. L 137, . 20, tad [« r oalat sn e [ T oakd
= Tha par of Goermnr) Lot . Sec. A0 o L g e A O eI TSI AUIILL VARNI TN o ST 60, v DRAINFIELD SITES WHICH WILL MEET ALL
w B omamment o the there ol Fine Lakie; e place of e pinsing. theacs north 22 degrees )3 mimutes wess 1711 feet 1 Ohe scsdurly e o rouck themes posh §9 degroes A1 rasutes sind SETBACK REQUIREMENTS OF THE CROSSLAKE
] 128.9 el G 15 easterly line of s 108d; 1600t bercth 38 deprees 41 mimadts casl 9).7 foet along e sheer of i Lak south 15 degees weu ST CITY ORDINANCE.
{ foet aloug said aiore: thence bouth 43 degrees 12 mimies vt 100 g 0k plece of bpeseg
- : SURVEYOR'S NOTE: THE TRACTS SURVEYED ARE
= LITTLE PINE LAKE LoTz: sns:uuou m“ues::mrmw RECORD AND
- FOUND MONUMENTATION FROM SALD TRACTS AND
| s That port of NW K NE b and Gowemmement 1.0g 1, Sec 10, Tap 137, Rge. 27, deveribed ms follors Commencing ot the southesst cormer of sind NW 44 NE Vi thence north 324 feet THE PLAT OF LITTLE PINE SHORES. THE EXCEPTION
CROSS LAKE x ci-:u-mll-u-uuwhmunumummmmwdwm#nmumm»suMMMmmmm PORI IONS OF THE DESCRIPTIONS ARE
[} Tamwant, toses sorth | degres 41 miavies oud | 119 fincts hence morh 30 degron 4) mimstes eaut 43 foee. b W degr B foet; themee south 22 degroes. INCORRECTLY REFERENCED AND HAVE NO1 BEEN
NORMAL RESERVOIR POOL ELEVATION = 1229,57 E4 3 st oont 1721 Sont 1o tht phie wf Liile Pusg Lake, themod st 54 drgoven 28 smmutis wreh 100 ot ong vasd shere thenoe wash 0 degpons M mutiies west 44 foet USED OR SHOWN. Q
§ continuing along said shore (o the place of begianing. ]
100 YEAR FLOOD ELEVATION = 1232.8 ) & e
HIGHEST KNOW ELEVATION = 1234.56 = Except as to that part thervof dascribed In Book 167 of Mortgages, page 131 (See451) ® DENOTES MONUMENT FOUND . §
INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM CORPS OF ENGINEERS o Except cascomend shown al famsfer £32, Recarded 1 Book 297 of Deeds, page Bl4. © DENOTES IRON MONUMENT SET =
LAKE ELEVATION = 1220.34 ON 9-22-00 -;—7 MARKED BY LICENSE NO. 17008 3 E @ §
o] LOTY: -0- DENOTES POWER POLE : § I
BENCMMARK; CORPS OF ENGINEERS BRASS DISC - L39 @ vl £ oE ) ) G
LOCATED ON CROSSLAKE DAM ELEVATION = 1235.78 That past 6f NW ¥4 NE 34 sed Govermmaces Lot 1, See. 10, Twp, 17, g 27, Rollwy, Degieming et fios o said ik 1 whisch s D24 frct v of e DENOTES TELEPHONE PEDESTAL g <9
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Option A — 16> Wide x 10° High Box Culvert

A pre-cast concrete box culvert can feasibly be constructed with standard tapered

concrete end sections, or a cast-in-place concrete headwall with a steel railing can
be installed for improved aesthetics (example photos of each type and the proposed
plan/profile drawing are included as EXHIBIT 4). If the headwall can be located
outside of the standard clear zone, no guard railing is required. To maintain the
existing low member elevation (and the existing headway beneath the bridge), and
to keep the grade-raise on each side of the bridge as minimal as possible, a concrete
distribution slab would be required over the box culvert. The bottom of the culvert
would be set approximately 12” lower than the bottom of the existing channel. The
culvert will likely silt in and stabilize near the current lake-bottom elevations on
either side of the bridge over time. A temporary bypass road would be constructed
along the east side of the bridge to maintain access to the island during bridge
construction. The bridge approaches must be raised 1-3 feet higher in elevation
than existing conditions due to the proposed height and extended span of the bridge,
and to meet the geometric road profile standards. The approach grade-raising will
require widening of the roadway embankments, which will require vegetation

removal near the bridge for placement of road embankment fill.
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Exhibit 4 — Bridge Option ‘A’ (Photos/Plan/Profile Drawing)
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Option B — 50° Single-Span Pre-cast Concrete Beam Bridge

A 50-foot wide pre-cast concrete beam bridge can feasibly be constructed that will
provide approximately 20-25 feet of channel width as shown on the plan/profile
drawings in EXHIBIT 5. Causeway fill material placed in the late 1950°s would be
excavated to the approximate original lake-bottom elevation below the span; the
excavated soil, if suitable for roadway embankment, would be used to construct the
new approaches or for construction of the temporary bypass roadway. The DNR has
indicated all soil excavated from the lake, transported and disposed of offsite, and
all equipment in contact with the lake, must be handled in accordance with
procedures outlined by the State due to the infested waters status (zebra mussels).
This will result in increased project cost. The extended span of the bridge will
require the roadway approaches to be elevated 1-4 feet higher than existing road
grade elevations; consequently, the embankment width will be wider than Option

A. Preliminary layouts and construction limits indicate adjacent driveways may
require partial reconstruction and, depending on their location, elevating of 0.5 —

1.0 feet to meet the new road surface elevation.
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Exhibit 5 — Bridge Option ‘B’ (Plan/Profile Drawings)
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Option C — 133’ Multi-Span Cast-in-Place Concrete Slab Bridge

The City agreed to study the maximum span of bridge that could feasibly be
constructed at this location based on requests from residents. A 133-foot wide
multi-span bridge can feasibly be constructed that will provide approximately 105-
110 feet of channel width as shown in EXHIBIT 6. Similar to the beam bridge, the
original causeway fill material would be removed to the extent needed for bridge
construction, as close as possible to the original lake-bottom elevation. Due to the
extended bridge span, the roadway approaches must be elevated 1-5 feet higher
than existing road grade elevations; consequently, the embankment width will be
wider than Option B, and the adjacent driveways would be impacted more severely,
requiring reconstruction and elevation of driveways to meet the new road surface

elevation.
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Exhibit 6 — Bridge Option ‘C’ (Plan/Profile Drawings)
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The single and multi-span concrete bridge options can be designed with standard
concrete guard rails or with a timber railing system similar to the bridge at Sunrise
Island. As mentioned previously, the project scope does not include dredging a
channel on each side of the bridge for improved boat passage. This would require
DNR approval and ongoing maintenance dredging. Preliminary input from the
DNR is that this is not favored by the Agency. Roadway approaches to the bridge
will be upgraded to a 24 foot width (11’ lanes and 1° shoulders) per MNDOT’s
current design standards and tapered back to the current road widths at the
touchdown points approximately 200 feet each side of the bridge. Widening of the
roadway embankment will be necessary to meet design standards, and this will
likely require wetland fill permitting; however, in each case, fill is also being
removed from public waters thereby mitigating a portion of the fill placed in the
1950°s. A permit application to the Soil and Water Conservation District and/or

Corps of Engineers is recommended to determine if exemptions apply.

FUNDING

The City intends to apply for State Bridge Bond (SBB) funding for the bridge
replacement. Other sources of funding were reviewed that may apply to removal of
fill deposited as part of the original causeway construction; these included the Clean
Water Fund (CWF) which is primarily intended for drainage projects, and the
Conservation Partners Habitat Fund (Lessard-Sams) program. Board
Conservationists indicated this project would not likely be eligible for CWF, but
may be for the Habitat Fund. These programs are highly competitive and intended
for water quality improvement. It has been our experience that the cost and time

commitment pursuing such funding, administering the funding, and coordinating

0107B0147.000
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multiple funding sources on different timetables and deadlines creates more cost
issues than benefits in many cases. The SBB funding will cover the cost of
causeway fill removal in order to complete the bridge replacement project. The
remainder of the causeway fill must remain in place for the approaches to the
bridge. Therefore, pursuing additional highly competitive funding sources for funds
that will already be provided under the bridge program does not seem to be a

prudent use of resources, time, and effort.
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ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

OPTION A

16’ x 10’ Box Culvert (widest standard width can go to 20’ with special design):

Note: Concrete headwalls and railing in lieu of standard end sections will increase construction cost by

Design $45,000
Construction Structure $125,000
Approaches 100,000
Road Bypass 85,000
Construction Total $310,000
Construction Observation $30,000
Testing $3,500
Right-of-Way $10,000
Project Estimated Total $398,500
approximately $36,000.
OPTION B

50’ x 22’ Single Span Precast Concrete Beam Bridge (20” roadway, timber rails)

Geotechnical $5,000
Design $50,000
Construction  Structure $240,000

Approaches 110,000

Road Bypass 85,000
Construction Total $435,000
Construction Observation $60,000
Testing $7,500
0107B0147.000
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Right-of-Way $10,000

Project Estimated Total $567,500

OPTION C
133’ x 22’ Three-Span CIP Concrete Slab Bridge (20’ roadway, timber rails)

Geotechnical $5,000
Design $60,000
Construction  Structure $525,000

Approaches 120,000

Road Bypass 85,000
Construction Total $730,000
Construction Observation $85,000
Testing $7,500
Right-of-Way $10,000
Project Estimated Total $897,500

PROPOSED METHOD OF ASSESSMENT

The City’s policy is to assess 50% of the total bridge project cost that is not covered by State
Bridge Bond funds. The State Legislature recently revised the bridge bond funding
eligibility for small cities with a population of 5,000 or less so the local cost share
responsibility has been substantially reduced. Small cities now have similar eligibility for
State bridge funds as Townships. Bridge Bond funds now may be used for 100 percent of

the bridge construction work, 100 percent of the bridge approach costs that are in excess of
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$10,000 and 100 percent of the design and engineering costs that are in excess of $10,000.
Bridge removal cost is considered an approach grading cost, and bypass roadway costs are
also an eligible cost. Approach grading includes the road area from the bridge to the
touchdown point where an alignment that meets design standards can match into the
existing alignment. Therefore, the apparent minimum cost anticipated for the local (City)
share is $20,000. However, there are potential costs that could become City costs, such as:
excessive approach construction costs, non-construction (soft) costs such as right-of-way
acquisition, testing, construction observation, appraisals, legal, or other professional costs
that cumulatively exceed 25% of the construction costs (a State cap on soft costs), or
additional construction costs that are incurred after funding is capped at the low bid
amount for the grant award. For these reasons, we recommend the City include a
contingency for local share costs, and base estimates of assessments on $80,000. This
estimate will be used to demonstrate the methodology of assessment, and to provide an

approximate assessment value per lot.

Based on a count of the lots identified on the Crow Wing County GIS database, there are
40 lots on Dream Island. Three homes are situated on two lots each, and there are 2 vacant
lots that appear to be buildable. Therefore, the total number of assessable (equivalent) lots

on the island is estimated to be 37.

Based on the estimated local cost obligation of $80,000, $40,000 being assessed (50%), and
a total of 37 equivalent lots being assessed, the total estimated assessment per equivalent

lot is $1,081.

The City Council will decide the term and interest rate of the assessments. Past bridge

assessments were based on a term of 10 years at 4%. If we apply this same scenario, the
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annual payments on a principal assessment amount of $1,081 would be approximately $133
per year. Property owners would have the option to pay the assessment in full within 30

days of adoption of the assessment roll to avoid paying any interest on the assessment.

CONCLUSIONS

Three bridge replacement options have been reviewed that can feasibly be constructed with
no apparent insurmountable construction issues. Option A, the box culvert, fulfills the
scope and intent of the project; however, this option is not preferred by the permitting
agency (DNR) and indications are it would not be permitted. Option B, the 50-foot
concrete beam bridge fulfills the scope and intent of the project, addresses the concerns
raised by the DNR and some of the residents to a degree, would be permitted by the DNR,
and is fundable by all indications of the State Bridge Office. Option C, the multi-span
concrete slab bridge, fulfills the scope and intent of the project, addresses the concerns of
the DNR and some of the residents to a larger degree, would be permitted by the DNR,
but would not be completely funded as indicated by the State Bridge Office. The City
would assume an additional local share of project cost of approximately $295,000, the
estimated difference between Option B and C. This would increase the estimated

assessments to approximately $5,067 per equivalent lot.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend the City proceed with Option B, the 50-foot concrete beam bridge on the
basis of feasibility, cost, and to address environmental issues raised by residents in the
project area. The next steps, should the City Council wish to proceed, are:
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1. Pass a resolution approving the Feasibility Report,
Pass a resolution scheduling a Public Hearing,

Convene the Public Hearing and receive public testimony,

e

Based on the outcome of the public hearing, advance the project to the plan
preparation stage and submit for funding, or revise the scope of the recommended

project.
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PURPOSE

The purpose of this Supplement to the Feasibility Study, dated December 4, 2015, is to provide
additional information for a fourth bridge design option requested by residents and authorized by the
City of Crosslake. The additional bridge design option is known as an arch-span, or 3-sided box

culvert, with a characteristic open bottom and vertical sides.

Option D — 24’-Wide Single-Span Pre-cast Arch (3-Sided Box Bridge)

A 24-foot wide pre-cast concrete arch bridge can feasibly be constructed that will provide
approximately 20 feet of channel width. This type of bridge will require approximately 2 feet of fill
material over the top of the concrete span that will be contained within cast-in-place concrete
headwalls on the sides. As a result, the roadway approaches must be elevated similarly to Option
‘A’, the box-culvert option. The embankment width would also be similar to Option ‘A’. Adjacent
driveways will require partial reconstruction and, depending on their location, elevating of 0.5 — 1.5
feet to meet the new road surface elevation. This bridge type will require cofferdams to be
constructed in the waterway, and the lake water continuously pumped out in order to build the
foundation systems. Photos of an arch-span bridge located in Morrison County are attached that
show the sheet pile cofferdams and bridge under construction. The Morrison County Bridge has a
span of 32 feet with a 12 foot rise. Bridge piling is required under each side of the arch; spread
footings must be formed and cast in the dry space within the cofferdams. The elevation of the spread
footings must be sufficiently deep to prevent migration of the approach material underneath the arch
foundation and into the channel void within the arch. Future channel dredging within the arch, if
desired, would be limited by the depth of the foundation elevations that can feasibly be constructed.
End sections of the arch-span will consist of pre-cast sectional wing walls and a cast-in-place
headwall requiring footing extensions for support. A preliminary layout plan and profile is attached
for Option D.

The DNR has provided input that a more natural open-bottom channel is preferable to a concrete
bottom associated with a box culvert. However, the Agency must consider if the type of construction
exceeds more than a minimum encroachment, change, or damage to the environment, particularly the
ecology of the waters (MN Rule 6115.0230 Subp. 5) compared to the 50” span bridge (Option B)

which has abutments built above the waterline.
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passage. This would
require additional DNR approval and ongoing maintenance dredging. Preliminary input from the
DNR is this is not favored by the Agency. Roadway approaches to the bridge will be upgraded to a
24 foot width (11° lanes and 1’ shoulders) per MnDOT’s current design standards and tapered back
to the current road widths at the touchdown points approximately 200 feet each side of the bridge.

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

OPTION D
24’ Single-Span Precast Concrete Arch (3-sided box); 20’ roadway, timber rails
Geotechnical $5,000
Design $50,000
Construction  Structure $320,000
Approaches 110,000
Road Bypass 85,000
Construction Total $515,000
Construction Observation $60,000
Testing $7,500
Right-of-Way $10,000
Project Estimated Total $647,500

The costs for geotechnical, engineering design, construction observation, testing, and right-of-way
are estimated to be the same as for the beam bridge (Option B).
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The most recent MnDOT arch-span bridge bid recorded is in 2014. The bridge was 20 feet in length,
and the total project bid was $861,722; the associated Bridge Cost Report is attached to this
supplement. The project consisted of a new pedestrian bridge (Bridge 19570) over a roadway, and
was not constructed in a lake bed. The associated foundation conditions did not require cofferdams
or the same construction methods that will need to be employed for the Crosslake bridge. The cost of
construction in the Crosslake estimate reflects the differences in construction methods and techniques

that will be required due to the setting and locale of the Dream Island Bridge.

The Morrison County arch span bridge was completed at a project cost of $1,040,000. $90,000 in
liquidated damages were applied to the Contract because of significant delays associated with the
concrete precast section delivery and installation, and in the field-casting of the headwalls which

resulted in the completion date in the Contract not being met.

There are currently three listed suppliers of precast arches on MnDOT’s approved products list.

Product information from these suppliers is attached.

Cost considerations the City should be aware of include: arch-span bridges are not commonly
selected due to the extensive foundation requirements, constructability issues are encountered when
below the water table or in a waterway, some suppliers have limited span lengths that are commonly
available (or standard), increased spans may require custom-built precast sections, and the number of
contractors that are experienced in the techniques of constructing arch-spans in Minnesota is limited.
These factors all result in this option routinely being more expensive than other options that are more
commonly used in the State. Also, due to the open bottom, there is inherently more risk of
foundation stability and with future dredging efforts.

PROPOSED METHOD OF ASSESSMENT

The State Bridge Office has provided input to the amount of funds that will be considered for feasible
bridge options (MnDOT Letter Dated December 2, 2015; attached). This indicates the least cost
option that is permittable by the DNR would be considered for funding; this is Option ‘B’, the 50’
beam bridge at an estimated cost of $567,500. If the City were to select Option ‘D’, the estimated
portion of the cost that would become additional local share would be the difference in the
construction cost ($515,000 - $435,000), or approximately $80,000. This additional cost, plus the

original estimated local share for Option ‘B’, results in a total estimated local share cost obligation of
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$160,000. Implementing the City’s policy of assessing 50%, and using the estimated number of 37
equivalent lots to be assessed, results in a total estimated assessment per equivalent lot of $2,160.

CONCLUSIONS

Option ‘D’ can be feasibly constructed and fulfills the scope and intent of the project; however, there
are inherently more risks due to the design of the footing system, more environmental impacts due to
the construction methods that must be employed, more capital cost of construction, and more direct
cost to the land owners that would be assessed. The DNR may look more favorably on an open-
bottom culvert than a box-culvert, but may not permit this option based on exceeding more than a
minimum encroachment, change, or damage to the environment, particularly the ecology of the

waters.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend the City proceed with Option B, the 50-foot concrete beam bridge as this remains to
be the best solution based on feasibility of construction, risk associated with footing design and
construction, experience of contractors with this type of construction, viability of permitting, capital

cost of the improvements, least environmental impact, and least local cost impact.
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MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2014 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

Separated per Structure Type

BEAM TYPE= CONCRETE ARCH

Beam
New Bridge P.Ir_oject Project Length Type Letting Area Cost Unit Cost
Number ype Number Code Date
19J62 SP 019-090-015) 20.00 C-ARCH || 7/1/2014 1920 $861,722 || $448.81
Total Cost $861,722
Total Deck Area 1,920
Average Cost per Sq Ft $448.81

Total Number of Bridges

1




Minnesota Department of Transportation

Approved/Qualified Products

Three-sided precast concrete bridge structure

Three-sided Precast Concrete Bridge Structure Approved Products

Manufacturer Description Approval Restrictions
Date
: The gravity anchored wingwall will be
Sy, H WL CON-SPAn.C JON- . .
Conspan Bnd_ge Svstems (http:/ /www.con-span.com/CO Arched top 8/2003 evaluated based in scour conditions on
SPAN/nof main.html) i : i
a project by project basis.
. The gravity anchored wingwall will be
Cret(.ex Arcl? Br_ld 'e Arched top 6/2004 evaluated based in scour conditions on
et a project by project basis.
The gravity anchored wingwall will be
Pretek Group LLC (http://www.pretekgroup.com/) Arched top 7/2013 evaluated based in scour conditions on
a project by project basis.
—‘;I—' .
Hasson Lo o Prod’ucts e Flat top 1/2006 Approved for CIP wingwall.
attp: //www. hansonpipeandprecast.com
Hy-span Systems, Inc.
. Flat top 1/2004
ittp:/ fwww hvspanbrids
Flat top 8/2003

Guidance

o Tech Memo (/products/bridge/pdf/techmemosi19bo4-2010.pdf) (PDF)

Contact

Khalid Obeidat
Bridge Office

khalid.obeidat@state.mn.us (mailto: khalid.obeidat@state.mn.us)

651—366—4485\_@)
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=0 Minnesota Department of Transportation

Y 1.
% District 3
N qu 7694 Industrial Park Road Office Phone: 218-828-5700
oF T Baxter, MN 56425 Fax: 218-828-5814

Toll Free: 1-800-657-3971

December 2, 2015

Dave Reese

Crosslake City Engineer
WSN

7804 Industrial Park Road
Baxter, MN 56425

RE: City of Crosslake — Dream Island Bridge (L6376)
Dear Mr. Reese:

| have reviewed the October 2015 feasibility report sent to me and would offer the following response to the
use of bridge bond funding at this location. Factoring in the permitting requirements that may be
necessary, both Option A and Option B would be eligible for bridge bond funding. Also, | would approve
any alternate design that meets state aid standards, and costs the same or less than Option B.

Bridge bond funds are in limited supply, and any structure above and beyond the basic requirements,
would need alternate funding sources to supplement any costs of what Option B, single lane bridge, would
be estimated. If Option C were selected, bond funds would be prorated in this manner.

You had asked what the local cost will be for the city of Crosslake. Itis difficult to give you an exact
number without detailed plan sheets. In general, if Option A or B are chosen, the City will be required to
pay a maximum of $10,000 for engineering and a maximum of $10,000 for construction costs, for a total of
$20,000. Exceptions that could cost the City additional dollars might include any engineering costs that
exceed 25% of the total project construction cost and aesthetic treatments, such as bridge rail or stone
work, extending the project beyond local termini. Specific cost details are attached to your report.

Once you are ready to begin design, | would recommend sending a bridge application for bond funds to our
office for approval.

Thanks for the opportunity for an early review. Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,

.-/,I T

Keélvin Homeson
ADE, Traffic & State Aid

cc: Tim Bray
Patti Loken

An Equal Opportunity Employer

©@ 000 &0 O
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RESOLUTION NO. 16

CITY OF CROSSLAKE
COUNTY OF CROW WING
STATE OF MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION RECEIVING FEASIBILITY REPORT AND
CALLING HEARING ON IMPROVEMENT

WHEREAS, pursuant to resolution of the Council adopted December 14, 2015, a report
has been prepared by Widseth Smith Nolting, the City’s Engineer, with reference to the
replacement of the Dream Island Bridge, including portions of Dream Island Road
comprising the bridge approaches, and this report was received by the Council on

December 14, 2015, and

WHEREAS, the report provides information regarding whether the proposed
improvement is necessary, cost-effective, and feasible; whether it should best be made as
proposed or in connection with some other improvement; the estimated cost of the
improvement as recommended; and a description of the methodology used to calculate
individual assessments for affected parcels.

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

1. The Council will consider the improvement of such bridge and street in accordance
with the report and the assessment of benefited property for all or a portion of the cost
of the improvement pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 429 at an estimated cost
of the improvement of $567,500.

2. A public hearing shall be held on such proposed improvement on the 20th day of
January, 2016, in the Council chambers of City Hall at 6:00 P.M. and the clerk shall
give mailed and published notice of such hearing and improvement as required by
law.

Adopted by the Crosslake City Council this 4th day of January, 2016.

Steve Roe Charlene Nelson
Mayor City Clerk
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Public Works Meeting Notes
December 7, 2015

Members Present: Gary Olson, Darrell Shannon, Tim Berg, Dale Melberg, John Pribyl
Others Present: Dave Schrupp, Ted Strand, Doug Vierzba, Dave Reese (WSN)
Visitors: 9 Residents from the Dream Island/Moen Beach Road vicinity, Steve Roe

Call to order - Meeting was called to order at 4:05 pm.
Approval of November 2™ Meeting Minutes. Motion to approve by Shannon, Second by Melberg, all in favor.

Dream Island Bridge Project Discussion. WSN completed the final Feaéibility Report for Dream Island and Dave
Reese reviewed the report in detail. The October 29™, 2014 County conducted bridge inspection report for this
bridge has now been included in the study. This report lists bridge elements that have failed over time, are
beginning to fail or are out of plumb/alignment today. Dave commented that the abutments are leaning toward
the lake, some of the pilings are now hollow and there is ongoing piling damage caused by local beavers, all of
which are listed in the report. The report indicated the bridge “Sufficiency” rating is 46.3 out of 100 and Dave
commented that when Sufficiency rates are less than 50, replacement of the structure is in order. He indicated
the substructure of the bridge dates back to the 1960s and the decking and railings were replaced 28 years ago.
Given the substructure is failing, Dave indicated WSN is recommending replacement of the bridge to current
standards and that the city seek state bridge bond funding to assist with the replacement costs.

Three options were included in the study:

e Option A-Box Culvert
e Option B-Single Span Bridge, roughly 50’ between abutments
e Option C- A longer Concrete Span bridge of length suitable for the site

He indicated one of the goals was to provide a channel that is at least as large as the current channel width. A
drawing showing right of way information has been included in the report. Dave noted that property lot lines
prior to construction of the current bridge extended to the shoreline. When fill was added in the lake during
construction of the current bridge the property lines moved to the expanded shoreline. Dave indicated the city
will have to certify the ROW is available, adequate for the project and suitable for long-term maintenance.
Temporary easements will be needed for construction purposes; example would be the temporary road on the
east side of the bridge. Some driveway elevations may have to be changed during the construction to allow for
proper drainage.

Dave indicated Option A, Box Culvert, would be the option most resembling the existing bridge and was the first
approach the city considered. Knowing that a DNR permit is required for construction of a new bridge, WSN
contacted the DNR regarding the design to determine the feasibility of the approach early in the process rather
than making a formal lengthy submittal of the box culvert approach. The DNR did respond to this design and in
mid-2015 indicated that it would not be permitted,




As a result of the DNR response, WSN was instructed to look at two other options as previously mentioned, B and
C. Existing Channel width is approximately 12 feet and option B (Single Span Bridge) would provide a water
channel width in the 20-25 feet range. Excavation of causeway fill material would only be conducted under the
planned footprint and utilized for approaches on both ends, bolstering would be required. It was noted the multi
span bridge option would remove more material from the area; present challenges with respect to road
elevations and would impact adjoining properties the most.

Dave indicated a question was raised during the study with respect to what the State Bridge Bond Fund would
allow for Crosslake. Feedback from the State Bridge Bond personnel indicated normal funding would be provided
for Option B but if the city opted to pursue the longer Option C, the city would have to cover the cost difference
of the two. Cost B=$567,500, Cost C=$897,500; difference of $330,000 would become additional local share.

Dave indicated that to complete the project the city needs to move ahead to submit plans for a replacement to
the state which would allow the city to get in line for funding, should funding be provided by the legislature
during the next session.

Dave reviewed all three options in the report. He reiterated the goal was to maintain about 6.5’ to 7’ of clearance
beneath all options and that 3 to 5 feet of existing fill would be removed from the bottom of the lake in the
construction area. The resulting water depth beneath the bridge would be in the vicinity of 3-4’. 1t was noted
that rip-rap material would filled in under the bridge, from abutment to abutment to stabilize the area beneath
the bridge to prevent erosion and may decrease the navigable water level beneath the bridge. Mr. Hoppe (DI
resident) questioned the benefit of building a bridge that does not increase navigability or water flow or limit
weed growth as requested by some of the residents, and asked if there was no other shorter bridge that would
do. Dave indicated the purpose of the excavation beneath the bridge was to remove fill material to the original
lake bottom to allow for proper construction. Dave stated that the WSN recommendation, based on what is
permitable by the state agency (DNR) and what is fundable and affordable for the city, is Option B. He indicated
this option would provide a channel width that would be approximately 5 feet wider than the existing channel
width.

Mr. Hoppe indicated he was one of 21 people in favor of a bridge shorter than 50 feet. He did not want to come
down the road and see 50 feet of 2 lane concrete. He preferred a 20 feet long bridge. Darrell Shannon indicated
a 20’ bridge would not satisfy the state requirements as the channel would have been made narrower than it is
today. Mr. Hoppe stated a company exists that makes 3 sided precast bridge components, (SHAW) that could be
used to make a 20 foot wide bridge instead of a 50’ bridge. This is an inverted precast “U” design structure that
sits on footings that would provide at least the same channel width as currently exists; 18 feet between
abutments and a 12 foot channel. Dave agreed there are many options for bridge construction and the only
difference in what is being proposed and the request by Mr. Hoppe would be the vertical walls. Many of the
construction steps will remain in both cases. He indicated the trapezoidal design, which is being proposed, is
generally considered more economical in the long run but the requested design may be an option that could be
reviewed.

Dave reviewed recent bridge funding changes that have reduced the costs for bridge work to cities with
populations less than 5,000. He discussed the required need to discuss assessments as part of the study. The
study indicated the local share of a replacement bridge cost (Option B) would be estimated to be $80,000, with
50% being assessed to each of the 37 island lots of record. Each would be assessed $1,081 for Option B. If option
C were approved the assessment per lot would increase to $5,067.




Mr. Hoppe asked if the Moen Beach residents were going to chip in their fair share as previously discussed or was
that just noise we heard from the Moen Beach residents. Dave indicated the City Council would determine who
is assessed for the replacement bridge. Another resident asked about legacy funds and Dave indicated the report
does cover their recommendation regarding other funding. He indicated managing funding from two sources is a
challenge given the timing of each could be different. He indicated it cost money to obtain funds and in his past
experience, the cost benefit is not worth the effort.

At the completion of the study presentation Darrell Shannon made a motion to accept and forward WSN'’s
Feasibility Study Report, which included the recommendation to pursue option B, with the additional request
that WSN provide a rough or budgetary estimate of cost for a 4™ option as described by Mr. Hoppe. The motion
was seconded by Dale Melberg and all voted in favor of moving the study to the city council to be discussed at
the January 4™ joint meeting.

The commission agreed to include the following project timeline as part of today’s meeting minutes which
summarizes in brief form the actions taken on the project to date.

2015 Dream Island Bridge Project Timeline

January

Commission agreed with Ted’s suggestion that replacement was high priority given condition
Commission recommendation to spend $20,000 to complete preliminary design

Preliminary design would allow for resident input

Being proactive on a replacement was deemed necessary

Discussed prior authorization by council of $35K to WSN to begin work on replacement

Project Timeline created by WSN

Resident requested Environmental Assessment Worksheet. EAW not initiated as it is not required by state law,
the project would incur added cost and delay

Advised the DNR will be involved in the review with other entities

Advised state funds, if available, will pay for a portion of the costs

Commission recommended to hold open house for July to discuss costs with impacted residents

No quorum at the PW meeting. Suggestion made to hold the information meeting with residents on July 17",
WSN has enough funding to work through submission to state for funding
WSN waiting on response from DNR regarding current direction

Informal Open House set for July 17
No response from DNR regarding the project
Resident questions received in the last month regarding the bridge

July 17" Open House Comments:




* Many Island residents attended the meeting as well as off-island residents

e Regular communication of project status requested

e Discussed initial frugal culvert type design at a cost of roughly $325K

¢ Some wanted longer bridge, some wanted shorter bridge

* Some concerns about water flow, clearance, water depth

¢ Discussed DNR position that a box culvert design would not be allowed to replace the existing bridge, per Heidi
Lindgren 7-16 email.

¢ Discussed open house comments
e Agreed to have WSN send out status updates to residents via email and city website
e WSN engineers indicated bridge timber deterioration will continue in next year

September

e Heidi Lindgren(DNR), Dave Reese and Peter Sarberg toured the bridge site prior to the meeting

e Q & A session with residents

e Heard comments from DNR at meeting

e Recommendation made for WSN to explore a span bridge, given DNR position

e WSN to review minimum span type design, 40-50" and max that would comply with Minnesota design standards

October

e Reviewed WSN’s Draft Feasibility Study for the project
e Three options presented:
o A-Box Culvert Design-$395K
o B-50' Span (Max for single span)-$572K
o C-133’ Span (Max for given location)-$897K
e WSN advised state funding changes for cities with populations less than 5,000 would limit the city’s cost to $10K
for Engineering and $10K for construction. Some additional costs would have to be planned for beyond the
$20K stated
e Next steps were to meet with county and state bridge managers to discuss options

November

o Discussed meeting with state and county bridge managers. Preliminary, unofficial consensus was option B,
given DNR position regarding box culvert design

e State to send letter to the City regarding funding allocation

e Several emails received from residents regarding flow, navigation, water depth, clearance

¢ Comments made by several residents

e Motion made and approved to hold a Joint Meeting with the City Council at the January meeting to discuss the
Bridge options

END OF TIMELINE

The following letter from Dream Island residents (unsigned) was presented to Gary Olson and Dave Schrupp at
this meeting and outlines Dream Island resident’s bridge preferences.
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DREAM ISLAND BRIDGE PREFERENCE OF PROPERTY OWNERS

The following Dream Island Property Owners prefer that the current
Dream Island Bridge be repaired if possible, or be replaced with an
unobtrusive bridge that does not detract from the natural appearance
of Dream Island. They are opposed to replacing the Dream Island
Bridge with one that is significantly longer than the current bridge
(about 20 feet long).

Total Dream Island Property Owners 34
Owners in favor of bridge repair or replace with same size 21
Percent opposed to longer bridge 61.8%

Dream Island Road

LUTGEN, DAVID F & MICHELLE M 37789 DREAM ISLAND RD
SWANSON, DARRELL E 8 SUSAN 37804 DREAM ISLAND RD
LIDDLE, ROBERT A & CARAM 37844 DREAM ISLAND RD
ENGER, DANIEL & LORI L 37854 DREAM ISLAND RD
BERREAU, ROSEMARY E (1/2 INT) 37872 DREAM ISLAND RD
VIEBAHN, DORIS V 37898 DREAM ISLAND RD
ERICKSON, LEANNA L 37901 DREAM ISLAND RD
HANSON, LARRY T 37922 DREAM ISLAND RD
HOPPE, RICHARD P & KATHY R 37931 DREAM ISLAND RD
DAGNON, PAUL A & BARBARA ) 37938 DREAM ISLAND RD
OTTERSON, DANIEL T & JILL M HELEY-OTTERSON 37948 DREAM ISLAND RD
BERREAU, NICHOLAS F & MISHA A 37966 DREAM 1SLAND RD
BOEN, NICHOLAS & DIANE L 37967 DREAM ISLAND RD
ZILGE, MARTHALEE 37988 DREAM ISLAND RD
FRISCH, KENNETH D & SUSAN E & MATT 37991 DREAM ISLAND RD
ROLFER, NYLE J & DARLENE L 37996 DREAM ISLAND RD
BRUSSEAU, SHANNON J & LISA M 38022 DREAM ISLAND RD
FISCHER, JUDITH C TRTEE 38046 DREAM ISLAND RD
BEHRMAN, LEIGH & JANE 38047 DREAM ISLAND RD

___ Dream island Circle
VAN BEUSEKOM, PAMELA S 15420 DREAM ISLAND CIR
ANDERSON, DANIEL A & CATHERINE M 15446 DREAM ISLAND CiR




4. Melinda Shores Bridge Update. Dave Reese indicated we have received one quote from three contractors. Pratt
has provided a bid for $47,660. The original estimate was $37,000 for the project. Permitting has been done and
the DNR has approved contingent on the city paying the $600 permit fee. He indicated we need to expedite
paying the S600 DNR permit fee. Pratt indicated they can do this project in 3-4 days, very labor intensive. Gary
Olson moved to have Ted immediately authorize payment of the $600 DNR permit fee and to approve the quote
by Pratt to make repairs to the Melinda Shores Bridge. Second by John Pribyl, all in favor.

5. Road Projects-2016
a. Draft Road Assessment Policy for resurfacing existing paved city streets-No discussion

b. Review 2016 Road Projects-Commission conducted a tour of the parking lot by Andy’s and Manhattan
Point Blvd. from 3-4pm. The parking lot is in need of repaving. It should be noted the Corps of Engineers
owns the property and the City has a 99 year lease and is required to maintain the site. Commercial
owners in the area own roughly 25 feet of pavement outward from their businesses and will be required
to share in the cost of the repaving project. To move the paving project along, a motion was made by
Gary Olson to have the council authorize $2,500 to have WSN complete a parking lot survey while the
weather supports the effort. Second by Dale Melberg, all in favor. Dave Reese stated WSN would
present further cost information at the January meeting.

Regarding road projects in general, John Pribyl stated we need to strongly consider the need for new
trails when we complete road projects within the city; that trails are great amenities to have in the city.
Manhattan Point Blvd is one of the pending road projects where we have a partial trail, completed in
2010, that at some point should be completed if Manhattan Point Blvd. reconstruction takes place.

Gary Olson commented that Manhattan Point Blvd reconstruction, if done right, would require some
leveling of the road and improvements in drainage, which will increase the project costs. Ted indicated
the 2016 budget approval will be on 12-14 and 2016 road project funding will be known after the
meeting.

Dave Schrupp questioned the criteria used to determine which roads will be upgraded each year. It was
noted that some residents do not want Manhattan Point Blvd. cleared for a new wider version of the
road and do not see the need to widen the road or to tear it all up to resolve a few soft spots. The road
was built in the 1970s and has benefited from the existing soil type that allows for adequate drainage in
most areas.

Gary Olson and others on the commission indicated we need to continue to appropriate annual funding
for road upgrades/maintenance as they are in need of maintenance work. No decisions were made
regarding the 2016 road projects. Discussion will carry into 2016 meetings.

6. Waste Water System-WSN proposal update. Dave Reese indicated WSN was working on the project at the
present time, nothing to submit at this meeting.

7. Public Works Operations Update. No discussion this meeting
8. Other Business.

a. Golden Rule Sewer Connection Request. Ted indicated that one owner now owns two lots with two sewer
connections. As the owner will only utilize one connection, the owner has requested to be billed for only one




sewer connection. Shannon motion to reduce the sewer fee by 1 monthly fee with the caveat that the fee will be
billed again should a new connection be made to the unused connection. Second by Gary Olson, all in favor.

9. Adjourn Motion by Shannon to adjourn the meeting at 6:05, second by Melberg, all in favor.

Supporting Documentation to be attached to these notes:

-Final Feasibility Study on Dream Island from WSN dated December 2015




	1. City Council Call to Order

