CITY OF HANOVER
CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MARCH 7, 2023

Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance:

Mayor Chris Kauffman called the regular meeting of Tuesday, March 7, 2023, to order at 7:00 p.m.
Present were Councilors MaryAnn Hallstein, Thomas Dierberger, Mike Amery, and Greg Zgutowicz.
Also present were City Administrator Jennifer Nash, City Attorney Jay Squires and City Engineer Jenn
Edison. Guests present were St. Michael City Administrator Steve Bot, St. Michael City Engineer Nick
Preisler, Wright County Sheriff’s Deputy Kotaska, Jim Zajicek, Dee Zajicek, Brad Johnson, Dana
Trouth, Brian Thompson, Gretchen Barrett, Joelle Olson and Tony Freund.

Approval of Agenda:

Mayor Kauffman requested the wastewater plant item be moved up before the citizen’s forum so that St.
Michael staff present can leave after.

MOTION by Dierberger to approve the amended agenda, seconded by Amery. Motion carried
unanimously.

Consent Agenda:
MOTION by Amery to approve the consent agenda, seconded by Dierberger. Council Member Amery
noted the rescheduling of the March work session and that he would be unable to attend.
a. Approve Minutes of February 21, 2023 City Council Work Session Meeting
b. Approve Claims as Presented:

» Claims $ 67,404.68
> Payroll $ 10,923.81
> PI/R taxes & Exp $ 4,333.90
» Other Claims $ 303792

» Total Claims $ 85,700.31
c. Resolution 03-07-23-17 — Approving Reschedule of March Work Session
Motion carried unanimously.

Resolution 03-07-23-19 — Approving Funding for Wastewater Facility Project

Mayor Kauffman noted the City Administrator and City Engineer from St. Michael were in attendance
and thanked them for coming to discuss the wastewater plant project.

Engineer Edison reviewed details of a proposed update and expansion of the wastewater treatment
facility in St. Michael which also serves Hanover city residents. The overall project would occur in 3
phases, and progression of the phases will depend on whether requests for State and Federal funding
are successful. The proposed resolution would dedicate all of the City’s ARPA funds as well as a
grant from Wright County to buying down costs for the project in order to keep future rate increase
needs down.

St. Michael Administrator Bot noted the State legislature is currently discussing a bonding proposal
that includes funding for this project. Hanover’s share of the total project would be about 12% with
proportional costs based on flow volume.



Hallstein noted that the partnership with St. Michael is beneficial as it would be expensive for Hanover
to consider constructing and managing their own facility.

A motion was made by Hallstein and seconded by Zgutowicz to PASS RESOLUTION 03-07-23-19 —
APPROVING FUNDING FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY. All in favor.
Motion carried.

Citizen’s Forum

Jim Zajicek, 10595 Prairie Lane
Zajicek read from the City’s agreement with Wright County relating to County 19. He feels the proposal
for improvement to the Wright County side of CSAH 19 is premature as planning for improvements to
Hennepin County intersections are not finalized.

Matt Meyer, 1027 Emerald St NE
Meyer asked for an explanation of the history and reasoning for proposed improvements on County 19.
Engineer Edison reviewed the history dating back to before the 2020 traffic study, how concept were
created, communication with businesses, public input opportunities over the past hear and the scope of
the proposed project on tonight’s agenda for decision from the 19 intersection with River Road north to
just past 51 St.

Tony Freund, 898 Katydid Ln NE
Freund asked why the Hennepin County bridge is not included first before proposed Wright County 19
improvements and stated the timing is backwards from what it should be. Attorney Squires noted that
these are County roads and decision making on the roads lies largely with the Counties on when to
proceed with projects. Council and staff have been working to try to move projects forward on the
Hennepin County side of the community as well.

Dana Trouth, 214 LaBeaux Ave
Trouth stated that his home is the one that is proposed to be purchased for the project. He stated the City
Administrator has been helpful but he is concern that he has only met with a Wright County staff member
once so far and he feels there should have been more communication already with him and his neighbor
who will be having a piece of property purchased for the project. He doesn’t feel the intersection next
to his home is a problem as he has not witnessed accidents in the 20+ years he has lived here.

Public Hearing
None

Unfinished Business
None

New Business

Resolution 03-07-23-20 — Wright County 19 — 2024 Project Decision
Mayor Kauffman opened discussion of decision on whether or not to proceed with the Wright County
19 project for 2024 construction. He noted he sees three main benefits of the project: 1 — cost share for



the project coming from Wright County that would result in an improved road to handle the increased
traffic that is coming years to come; 2 — potential to bury power line; and 3 — potential for decorative
lighting as beautification project.

Dierberger stated he is against the proposed project. He is concerned about impacts to the Bridges
neighborhood and Tom Thumb. He is also concerned that an improvement at Beebe Lake Road has
been included on images of the concept for the corridor but is not being determined as part of this vote.
He feels the project would change the feel of Hanover in a way that he is not in favor of.

Amery read the following prepared statement:

“I joined the council in February 2022, so I wasn’t part of the original agreement on this project
between Wright County and Hanover. | learned just recently that Hanover is contractually obligated
to provide the County with a 95% solution for project design and the County is moving forward with
acquiring some of the right-of-way for the project. But the agreement gives us the ability to delay the
project. | say delay because something changed between the original agreement because Wright
County wants to move forward on its project. Everything to me looks like this project is a question of
when, not a question of if. So, should we delay or move forward?

First, I'll address some of the criticisms that have been heard:

o [t’s been said that the council didn’t listen to input. I don’t believe this is true. A lot of
comments have been taken in this process and the original plan has changed significantly.

e Another comment has been that the council has already made up its mind. | honestly do no
know how this is going to go tonight and for members of the community to say that the council
Jjust does what it wants couldn’t be further from the truth.

e | have worked to determine what people are thinking, just by asking around and have heard
both support and opposition. | talked to a business group in St. Michael this morning, there
was unanimous support for the project. I think it’s important to recognize that there was
unanimous support from the Hanover economic development Authority.

e Certainly, there has been public opposition at our hearings, as there is this evening, and |
expect that, change drives discussion.

e S0 how much opposition actually exists? Certainly some of you in attendance. | understand
that before I got on council there was an issue about some trees in the park. | have a current
and former member of the council tell me that council members were inundated with opinions
from residents.

e For this project, | have also reviewed the Hanover community page on Facebook. There has
been some opposition there. This is where | read that the council had already made up its mind.
Which was interesting, because I hadn’t. There were also at least two requests for the 3600
page members to reach out to council members. On this issue | have received emails from
Gretchen Barrett and texts from Jim Zajicek. Those are the only two people who contacted me
directly in opposition. Quite a difference from what I heard about the trees.

o Another complaint is that this will add a lot of roundabouts to Hanover. There’s no doubt
about that, and I'm not really excited about doing that. However, we did have a resident come
and speak in approval of the project by stating how much better traffic moves in the south
metro due to roundabouts. I decided to go out and see for myself, and it’s true, there are a lot



of roundabouts out there. Ididn’t find any particularly burdensome and one thing I certainly
didn’t do is wait at any of them.

Safety has been questioned. Wright County insists roundabouts are safer than controlled
intersections. | confirmed this with the owner of a Saint Michael body shop that | am friends
with. Jokingly, he was disappointed to hear we are considering roundabouts because he said,
statistically, they reduce accidents, which reduces business for him.

Two other issues concern me deeply. Will there be gaps that allow residents to enter the traffic
flow at peak times and what to do about CR 123 on the Hennepin side. Wright county insists
there will be gaps based on their traffic modeling. [ haven’t seen any actual evidence to
overcome this expertise. As for CR 123, something must be done to ensure our residents can
access the CR 19, this does change the project, but not so much we need to stop and have more
hearings. We need this whether we approve this project or not. And either way, | will work to
include it here or outside of this project.

Lastly, I have heard that we can’t move forward without complete plans that include plans for
both North of Hanover and across the bridge in Hennepin. We all know that road projects
occur in sections, they always have. Just look at 194 from Minneapolis to Fargo. | remember
when the 694 portion was two lanes. Whomever said “you can’t build your way out of
congestion,” never saw the difference when the third lane on 694 opened. No one said that
couldn’t be three without adding improvements in Maple Grove, or Rogers, or Monticello.
Those came later.

Something needs to go first. So, should we go first?

Hanover is in unique position at the south end of a lot of development. We have two great
restaurants that are always packed, so we know there is a desire for commerce in our city. We
also know there are no plans south of us. Yet, the nearest grocery store is in Saint Michael.
We have no coffee shop, no brewery, no breakfast place, no place to even get a haircut. What
we also have is some major blight including an industrial riverfront and abandoned trailers
welcoming anyone as the first or last thing they see in Hanover. Frankly, we have property that
is not developed properly.

My vision for Hanover is a smalltown destination place with strong community assets like Big
Bore and River Inn surrounded by other local businesses and accented by our beautiful bridge
and river.

I am convinced that this won’t happen, in fact nothing will happen, if we don’t take the first
step and improve the road. Instead, we will stay the same and the only change we will see is
more traffic passing through.

Again, this project is a question of when, not if. Let’s move forward and put in the
infrastructure in that leads to Hanover being the destination place that it deserves to be as a
small little town on the Crow River.

Mr. Mayor, | intend to vote yes and encourage my colleagues to do the same.”

Zgutowicz stated he is new to Council and this is an important decision. He has done his best to do his
due diligence to understand the project and the community’s opinions about the project. He has
received some good feedback about the project, but ultimately he doesn’t see the need for the project to



proceed right now. Perhaps in the future, but the decision before Council tonight is whether to proceed
now and his vote will be no.

A motion was made by Amery and seconded by Hallstein to add a bullet point to the last whereas in
the approval resolution (presented as option A) to include that Council would like to include burying of
power lines on the list of items to be reviewed and resolved with final design. All in favor. Motion
carried.

Attorney Squires noted that Wright County has expressed they will be moving forward with a
pavement and culvert project for this stretch of road in 2024 if Council decides to reject the proposed
improvement project. The City’s current contract with Wright County for the level of input that has
been provided would not be included in review of a future project unless Wright County would agree
again at that time to another contract.

Hallstein spoke about all of the additional public input opportunities that have been provided as part of
the City being more involved than usual with this County project. She still wants to make sure a
potential pedestrian connection on the west side of 19 between Beebe Lake Road and 4™ St is
considered along with other remaining items in the resolution, but she feels the project should move
forward.

A motion was made by Hallstein and seconded by Amery to PASS RESOLUTION 03-07-23-20
OPTION A — APPROVING WRIGHT COUNTY 19 PROJECT DESIGN FOR HANOVER AS
AMENDED. Yes votes by Kauffman, Amery and Hallstein. No votes by Dierberger and Zgutowicz.
Vote is 3-2. Motion carried.

Resolution 03-07-23-18 — Authorizing Bidding for Sport Courts at Cardinal Circle Park

Engineer Edison presented the proposed design reviewed and recommended by the Park Board. She
noted staff would like to proceed with bidding now in order to gain the best pricing for the project. She
also noted there has been a question that came up relating to dodgeball striping being included on the
court, and Council could decide to exclude that which may be able to shrink the court size some and save
a little money.

Dierberger noted he brought up the question about dodgeball wondering if there could be some extra
potential for liability for the City if someone were to get injured.

Zgutowicz noted comments from the Park Board meeting that the ice rink that has occupied this space
in previous years could be moved to another location within the same park when these courts are
constructed.

Members discussed whether a second basketball hoop could be opposite to the one proposed and the
dodgeball striping left off. Edison stated Council could make this decision which would be forwarded



to the park designer prior to the project going out for bid. Nash asked if there was consensus of the
group for this change; all agreed this was acceptable.

A motion was made by Amery and seconded by Zgutowicz to PASS RESOLUTION 03-07-23-18 —
AUTHORIZING BIDDING FOR SPORT COURTS AT CARDINAL CIRCLE PARK. All in
favor. Motion carried.

Reports
Amery
e Planning Commission will be coming up on March 27" with applications submitted

Zgutowicz
e Attended Park Board — Youth Ball representative were in attendance to talk about the
programming for this group, their membership and use of City fields

A resident asked from the audience whether the striping on the basketball court at Mallard Park could
be included in the bidding for the sport courts at Cardinal Circle Park. Edison noted this could be added
as a bid option for Council to consider when the pricing comes back. Amery noted this was an item that
staff noticed as well when touring the parks with Park Board last year.

Adjournment
A motion was made by Hallstein and seconded by Dierberger to adjourn at 8:42 p.m. All in favor.
Motion carried.

APPROVED BY:

Chris Kauffman, Mayor
ATTEST:

Jennifer Nash, City Administrator



