" City Couneil
Date: 2/19/08
REGULAR

tem: AL O
MOTION
[TEM: Planning Commission 2008 Work Plan
. REQUESTED BY: Planning Depértment - ’,
- SUBMITTEDBY: . . Kyle Klatt, Director of Planning ™ £, 'y;{

REVIEWED BY: - Ben Gonzola, S.en'ior‘ Planner

Kelii Matzek, Assistant City Planner
Susan Hoyt, City Administraior

SUMMARY AND ACTION REQUESTED: The city council is being asked to review and accept
the Planning Commission's annual workplan that the Commiission has prepared for 2008, The:
council is asked to review the plan and comment on it so that the planning commission and .~
councif are communicating about priorities at the start of the year. The primary intent of the work
plan is to help prioritize the projects the Planning Commission will be reviewing in the next _
several months, and to also help keep the Commission informed about the internal planning
related activities and projects that will be undertaken by the staff over the coming year. This is a
working document that provides guidance to the Commission yet has the flexibility to respond to

. priorities as they emerge. It will also help the Commission gauge its progress at achieving some
of its goals for the year. '

RECOMMENDATION:
The recommen'dation s 1o review and adopt the Planning Commission 2008 workplan.

SUGGESTED MOTION FOR CONSIDERATION

Move fo accept the 2008 Planning Commission Workplan.

~ ORDER OF BUSINESS:

IMFOTUCTION ..o s s Susan Hoyt, City Administratbr'
REPOI vvvvvuverisvecrmsesssssssnsssens e e ese e s see e Kyle Klatt, Planning Director
Questions to the presenter (3 minute maximum)......oeeeen..... Mayor and Councilmembers
Questions from the public (3 minutes) Mayor facilitates
Call for a motion for AHSCUSSION 1evrvvvveeeerrenns eereereseeneeemeeeeeeeesrs Mayor and Councilmembers
DISCUSSION ..vecrverrarsieerieinsies e emsaessessesesessesesns e e Mayor and Counciimembers
ACHOM covsebr ettt s e sebseanerse st en st s s s oo enens City Council

ATTACHMENTS (2008 Work Plan)



2008 Planning Commission Work Plan - DRAFT
Prepared by the [.ake Eimo Planning Department — 1/24/08; Updated 2/14/08

Status: C-— Complete
IP — In Progress
Date:  Completion Goals (with Monthly Range)

Admin: - Staff Projects/Initiatives

PL: Priority L.evel (from 1 to 5 with 1 being the highest priority)
Project and Description - Date  PL Status
(Menths)
- ZONING INITIATIVES :

Revisions to NC Zoning District
e Consider a new Zoning District to address multiple problems - 0-3 4 C
related to non-conforming uses in older residential districts
¢ Study existing front yard setback requirements throughout the - 0-3 4 C
City

Ordinary ngh Water Level Revisions
 Draft revisions to Shoreland Ordinance to address revisions 0-3 3 C
to regulatory OHWIL. elevations by DNR.

Zoning Map Updates

o Update Zoning Map to improve consistency with the g-12 3
Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map -
« Establish proper zoning designation for recently annexed 9-12 4

Buberl property

Conditional Use Permit Ordinance
e Update current regulations to establish specrhc criteria for 6-9 3
different conditionally permitted uses

Sign Ordinance Revisions
o One year moratorium on billboards ends in February 2008 oo - -

« Review standards related to off-premise advertising signage 0-3 2 P

» Study and possibly adopt regulations governing the use of 3-6 2
electronic billboards

 Consider major revision to Sign Ordinance to eliminate 36 2

outdated provisions



Zonlng Amendments
¢ Review Outdoor nghtlng Ordinance to establish appropriate
levels of lighting for various uses
s Clarify requirements for accessory buildings and setbacks
+ Revise definition and standards for impervious coverage

| EngineeringStandards Manual
' « Create a development manual describing the City’s
engineering standards for private and public projects

Home Qccupation Ordinance
Research status and effectiveness of current ordinance
e Draft updated ordinance to address approprzate home
occupation standards for different areas in the community.

Zoning Ordinance F{evsew
» . Prepare outline of prev:ous work and major areas of
agreement

¢ Incorporate updates where appropriate as part of Village Area

and South 10" Street zoning changes
» Incorporate formatting, organization, and smaller
amendments into future zoning ordinance updates

PLANNING INITIA TIVES

Village Arsa Planning
o Participation in Village Area Adwsory Panel meetings
o Draft Village Area Preliminary and Fmal AUAR,
including mitigation plan.

o Prepare amendment to Comprehensive Plan based on
selected development scenario from AUAR

e Adopt amendments to the Zoning Ordinance responsive to
the AUAR mitigation plan and Comprehensive Plan -

South 10" Street Area
« Review Comprehensive Pian and holding zones for South
10" Street Area for consistency with Village Area updates

Comprehensive Plan Updates
¢ Monitor individual projects for comphance with the
Comprehensive Plan

e Incorporate major system elements into plan, including water,

surface water and transportation

Capital Improvement Plan

¢ Planning Commission review of 2009CIP plan for consnstency

6-9
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9-12



with the Comprehensive Plan

Storm Water Management
¢ Integrate a storm water management plan as part of the
Comprehensive Plan
Develop an ordinance consistent wnh the plan
e Bring Lake Elmo into compliance with NPDES requirements
and MS4 status

Transportation Plan
-» Prepare amendment to the Comprehenswe Plan specific to
-{transportation -

ADMINISTRATIVE IN [TIATIVES

Building Division (Admin)
e Develop job description for Building Offlmal seek apphcanls to
fill vacant position. .
¢ Review internal permit approval process con51der alternative
tracking and reporting software :

Deveiopment Review Process (Admin)
» [Establish system for review and processing of development
applications
e Communicate with developers and property owners about the
application and review process

Efficiency/Communication Improvements (Admin)
¢ Upgrade GIS software, improve access to county data and
mapping
¢ Research alternative software for building [nspectlons and
“reporting

Code Enforcement (Admln)
» Improve consistency and reporting for code v:ola’uons and
follow-up activities _
¢ Develop system for review and xnspectlon of erosion control
“measures on a development-wide and individual site basis

Agency Support (Admin)
o Review of Updated Flood Maps, including Flood Insurance
Study from FEMA
e Provide comments to U.S. Census Bureau concerming
addresses and construction activity in advance of the 2010
Census

12+ ,
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12+
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0-3



. City Council
Date: 2.19.08
REGULAR
ltem: 11
Motion

ITEM: Review and revise draft comment letter to the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (PCA} regarding ¢lean up options for the Washington County Landfil|

SUBMITTED BY: Susan Hoyt, City Administrator

SUMMARY AND ACTION REQUESTED: The city council is being asked to review ahd revise a -
draft comment letter to be submitted on behalf of the city to the MPCA regarding ciean up options
for the Washington County Landfill. The comment period opened on February 14, 2008 and will
close on within 30 days. The council has recsived information from the PCA and discussed this
topic at three prior council workshop/meetings. At a special meeting on 2-12-08 the city council
passed a motion supporting the $15 million doilar bonding allocation in the Governor's bonding
bill for clean up of the site. The city's letter of support was infentionally silent on the clean up
option that the city prefers (Attachment 1). There is a public meeting scheduled by PCA on -
February 21, 2008, which will provide information and an opportunity for guestions to the PCA.
The city may wish to share this letter at this meeting. The draft letter is for discussion and
revisions, - -

SPECIFIC POINTS INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT LE.TTER
e Stress the importance of assuring the safety of our community’s water supply

s Thank you to the PCA for the consent agreement with 3M that addresses 3M funding for
- the PCA managed Washington County Landfill; for the time spent with the city on this
topic and for the opportunity to provide comments based upon our knowledges of our
community.

+  Acknowledge the support for legislative funding

* Acknowledge a history of challelnges in managing the landfill {(not in an accusatory
manner) L .

»  Acknowledge that the city's goal for our community is a permanent solution.

* Acknowledge that of the six options, the dig and truck option best meets the permanent
solution even though it is more expensive than the dig and line which provides a shorter
term (20 to 40 year) solution. ‘ : '

Add that a shared disposal method ofa plasma burner with other landfills at an
appropriate site is desirable.

. RECOMMENDATION
Review and revise the concepts in the draft letter to meet the city council's communication

priorities, Determine if the city council wants to submit this letter at the Feb 21 PCA meeting or
prefers to gather more information at the PCA mesting. '



Suggested motion for consideration (if prepared for this step)

Move to approve the draft comment letter as revised to the PCA on clean up options for the PFC
contamination at the Washington County Landfill and to submit the Istter to the PCA.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Introduction 7 Susan Hovt, Clty Administrator
Report Susan Hoyt, City Administrator
Questions to presenter Mayor and Council members

{3 minute max)

Questions from public to council Mayor facilitates
{3 minute max)

Call for a motion to discuss the draft lstter Mayor and Council members
Revise as desired Mayor and Council members

Consider motion to adopt concepts in

Letter and submit to PCA Mayor and Council members
« Action, if any : City Council
ATTACHMENTS:
1 Letter supporting $15 m bending 2-13-08
2 Remedy Feasibility Assessment
3 DRAFT Comment Letter
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GITY OF

LAKE

451/777-5510

ﬁﬁ’g of Lake Elmo

2800 Laverne Avenue North / Lake Elmo, MIN 55042

February 18, 2008

“Mr, Brad Moore, MPCA Commissioner
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayete Road
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194

RE: Remediation of PFC contamination at the Washington: fill in Lake Elmo

Dear Commissioner Moore:

_County Landfill, which is located in our c.:ommun' , Mo, Your agency's attention to the
: \ d apprec;ated We also acknowledge your

) ‘ounty Landfill and other area landfills. We are
on record supporting ot financing the ciean up of the landfill,

e contamination and clean up issues surrounding the

managing
| hasBgen an angoing challenge over the past several years.
nt that there will be no new contaminants found in groundwater

As you are well
Washington County
‘Unfortunately, we are no
resulting from the landfill just as PFCs were recently discovered in the area.

From this perspective, along with our commitment to assuring that our residents and property
owners have safe drinking water, we have reviewed the proposed six options for cleaning up the
Washington County Landfill. The result is that we are asking that the contamination at the
Washington County Landfill be addressed immediately and completely.

- From our review of the options; the city's preferred option is the ‘dig and truck’ option, which _
_completely removes the iandfill material for the city, Removing this material fo a site outside of
Lake Elmo where it can be combined with other hazardous wastes to be disposed of through a

19 February 2008 -
y ﬁ printed on recycled paper



mechanism like a plasma burner appears the best long term solution to the problem at the
Washington County Landfill and other contaminated sites in the state. '

We understand that the cost of the ‘dig and truck’ option is significantly higher ($ 66,800-87,000)
than the ‘dig and line’ option ($27 million), which is estimated to provide a 20 to 40 yéars of
protection from contamination. We understand that the 'dig and line’ option as a solution may be
more immediately realizable because of the funding issues than the 'dig and truck’ option and that
it will manage the contamination on the site today, which is a priority for all of us. However, we
encourage you to seriously explore a permanent solution so that so we can avoid revisiting the
landfill contamination topic in the decades ahéad, not o'niy as a benefit to Lake Elme and our
surrounding communities of Cottage Grove, Wobdbury and Qakdale, but.as a way to approach
managing contamination throughout the state in the future, ' |

SR
_ Thank you for addressing the health and safety concerns of RECs in the: A

Landfill and for this opportunity to comment cn the options uhder consideré ien;
) R

hington County

Sincerely,

Mayor Dean Johnston -
City of Lake Elmo

19 February 2008



Remedy Feasibility Assessment

Washington County Landfill
Lake Elmo, Minnesota

Prepared for MPCA Closed Landfill Program
'SEH No. A-MNPCA0802.00

Effective Date: November 15, 2007

Multidisciplined. Single Scurce.
Trusted soiutions for more than 75 years,




Washington County Landfill
Remedy Feasibility Assessment
. Date: 11/15/07 '

Executive Summary

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH®) has prepared this Remedy F casibility Assessment (RFA) Repott for the
closed Washington County Landfill at the request of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). The
landfill is located within the city limits of Lake Elmo in Washington County, Mimnesota, The original
permitted arca was 110 acres in size with a fill area of approximately 35 acres. .

Perfluorochemicals (PFCs) have been identified in proundwater at tevels above the Minnesota Departiment of
Heaith (MDH) groundwaier and texicological limits known as Health Risk Limits (HRLs). In addition to
PECs, several volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have also been identified in the groundwater at
concentrations exceeding their respective HRL. An existing spray irrigation system installed at the site has
historically been successful in treating VOC impacted water recovered from the site-ground®ater extraction
wells. However, the Spray krrigation system is not providing effective treatment of the PRC? constituents, -

The REA provides an independent feasibility review of the-six potential remedies selected by the MPCA to
address contamination presence and migration related primarily to PFC compounds associated with the site.
The six potential remedial options that the MPCA requested SEH evaluate are:

* No Additional Action

@ Plasrna Torch

*  Force main (groundwater extraction with off-site disposal)

* - Pump and Treat (groundwater extraction with (reatment or wfiltration on-site)

*  Digand Truck
# .Dig and Line -

Based on availabile site information, remedia) technology evaluations by athers, and SEH’s experience at
similar municipaf landfil} sites, SEH has assessed the remedia) action options against the following seven

evaluation criteria:
*  Overall protection of human health and the environment o
= Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropn'ételRequiremems
*  Long-term effectiveness and performance .
- = Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume (TMV?} through treatment
* Short-term effectiveness - | |
" Implementa_hi.lity

= Cost

No Additional Action

~ The “No Addjtional Action” alternative is evaluated to provide a baseline for public health and welfare and
environmental consequences of taking no further remedial action at the site. This alternative was tnitially
labeled by MPCA as the “do nothing” alternative; however, since some remedial activities will continue at the
site with this altermnative, SEH changed the name (o mare accurately reflect the approach. Ji is understood that
the existing remedial and monitoring effort would continue; hawever, further imvestigation and/or remedjation

with regards to PFC’s would cease,

A-MNPCA0802.00



Washington County Landfill
Remedy Feasibility Assessment
Date: 11/15/07

Executive Summary (Continued)

Plasma Torch

This alternative involves excavating the waste material from the landfill and converting the waste onsite to

gas and inert slag material using plasma torch technology. Prior to excavating waste the grovihdwater recovery
and infiltration system would be shut down and the private well GAC treatment system program would be
expanded. It is assumed that the void created by the waste excavation. would be graded to minimize excessive
slopes and the landfill cover soils would be re-placed and seeded. The preliminary projection of initial capital
and long-term annual costs for this option are approximately $192,300,000 and $87,000 per year, o

respectively.

Force Main

This remedial alternative involves puhping groundwater and discharging the untreated water to a force main,
which would discharge to a waste water treatment facitity (MCES). This option would reguire the
construction of more than three miles of new force main from the landfill to the nearest City of Qakdale
sanitary sewer. Assuming continuous operation of the groundwalter recovery system, the cumulative discharge
to the Ozkdale sanitary system and MCES treatment plant would be approximately 60 million gallons per
year. The preliminary projection of initial capital and long-term annual costs for this option are approximately

$7,300,000 and $450,000. per year, respectively.

Pump and Treat On Site

Supplemental treatment is required to remove PFCs to below the applicable HRLs from the recovered
grotmdwater. This option includes treatment of contaminated groundwater by air stripping and iron removal
followed by granular activated carbon (GAC) to remove PFC compounds prior (o discharge directly to the
southeast infiltration basin. The preliminary projection of initial capital and long-term annual costs for this

option are approximately $3,800,000 and $706,000 per year, respectively.

Dig and Truck
Tlus alternative would involve excavating the waste from the landfil] and transporting and disposing of the
waste off site at a licensed solid waste facility. Prior lo excavating waste il is assumed that the groundwater _
recovery and infiltration system would be shut down and the private well GAC trealment system program
would be expanded. It is assumed that the void created by-the waste excavation would be graded to minimize
excessive slopes and the landfill cover soils would be re-placed and seeded. The preliminary projection of
initial capital and long-term annuai costs (or this option are approximately $66,800,000 and £87,000 per year,

respectively.,

Dig and Line

The aiternative would involve moving waste and constructing a lined landfill at the curtent site. Waste from

- the existing landfill would be excavated and placed on site while the excavated area of the landfill is {ined.
The waste would then be placed back in the fined location. Prior to excavating waste it is assumed that the
groundwater recovery and infiltration system would bé shut down and the private well GAC treatment system
~ program would be expanded. The preliminary projection of initia) capital and long-term annual costs for this
option are approximatety $27,600,000 and $210,000 per year, respectively. ‘

AMNPCAGE03.00



Washington County Land fil]
Remedy Feasibility Assessment
Date: 11/15/07

Executive Summary (Continued)

Comparison of Adternatives
SEH developed a ranking method to allow comparison of one altemative against another within each of the
seven USEPA comparative criteria described above. The ranking method provided a balanced system to give
equal weight to the seven criteria. The scoring was based upon each alternative’s relaive rating when
compared to the other alternatives. The refative ranking of the six remedial options follows {lowest score is
considered the best): ' - ' '

Option | Total Score

No Additional Action ‘ 27 '
| Plasma Torch : 18

Force Main 20 .

Pump and Treat 16

Dig and Truck '- 15

Dig and Line i4

Dig and Line appears to be the most feasible remedial action option, followed closely by the Dig and Truck
and Pump and Treat options. Additional evaluation of the modifying criteria (agency acceptance and public
acceptance) may be required by MPCA prior to selection of a final remedy. Once 2 final remedy is selected,
design siudies should be conducted or refined to further define the cosl, approach, permit requirernents and

schedule,

A-MNPCA0802.00



' @'g i@éﬁ% | 651/777-5510
3800 Lavune Avenue Nor‘fh / Lake Elma, MRN 55042

© 13 February 2008

Representatwe Julie Bunn

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
521 State Office Building’
5t Pau] MN 45155

RE:  PCA Bondmg Request for $15 mlIllon for the Washmgl:on County F_.a,ndﬁll Remediation

'Dear Representative Bunn:

- Tam writing on behalf of the city council to express the city of Lake Elmo’s support for the Minnesota
Pollution Contre] Agency’s bondmgrequest for $13 million that is designated in the Governor's 2008
bonding bill to remediate PFC poliutants in the Washington County Landfill. The health and safety of our
community’s drinking water is critical both for now and in the future, We are pleased that the Governor,
the Iegrs%ature and the PCA are workmg toward a solutlon to this pubhc health problem

Piease, ls’r us I{now how we c¢an express our concem, our mterest and our support in proceedmg with
. fundmg tha clean up of contammants at the Washington County Landfill in the :mmedm’se future,

ean A, }ohnston
Mayor ‘
City of Lake Elmo

C: - Brad Moore, MPCA Commissionar
~ Governor Tim Pawlenty
" City of Cottage Grove
City of Qakdale
City of Woodbury
Jeff Rageth, 3M

A
. %@ printed on recycled paper:



City Council
Date: 2-19-08
REGULAR
Item; 12
Motion

TEM: Consider a request from the Community Improvement Cornmission (CIC) to
name the city's community celebration the “Lake Elmo Fall Festival” and to
provide the Jaycee's funding for this event

SUBMETTED BY: Tom Bouthilet, Finance Director, Staff to the CIC

REVIEWED BY: Susan Hoyt, City Administrator

- SUMMARY AND ACTION REQUESTED: The city council is being asked two things by the CIC
related to the first annual community celebration that.the city council endorsed earlier this year,

1) The CIC would like permission to call the event that is scheduled for the. weekend after
Labor Day (September 5 and 8) the “Lake Elmo Fall Festival", ,

2) The CIC is requesting to use the donation from the Jaycees ($8,500) that must be used
for community activities or projects for this.event. In the past, the city has used a portion
of the funds for sponsoring a volunteer event. The CIC plans to Incorporate the volunteer
recognition event into the weekend's activities.” ' :

- ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
- The CIC is discussing the following activities in conjunction with the fire depértment:

- A spaghetti feed at the fire hall (Friday evening).
- A volunteer recognition event has emerged in discussions with the council related to -
. the Jaycees funds. . :

- Saturday kids activities combined with fire prevention information

- Saturday parade and gathering for picnic fare

' The CIC plans to approach service organizations for volunteer help.

The CIC has not determined whether or not it will seek donations for the event from businesses
- ete. If the city council has direction to provide on this at this time, that would be helpful to the
planning process, '

An employee recognition event has emerged in discussions with the council related to the
Jaycees funds. However, the administrator cautions the city council on designating these funds
for this purpose because cities are cautioned by the state auditor on if, when and how employee
events can be funded. Of course, employees may be invited to participate in the events.

RECOMMENDATION

Itis the city council’s discretion on how to proceed with providing direction for the community
event and it is timely to do so. Moving ahead with a name and funding source is a good starting

place. . ,

Suggested motion for consideration



Move o authorize the use of “The Lake Eimo Fall Festival” as the name of the community
celebration on the second weekend in Septembsr, 2008 and to allocate the $8,600 from the
Jaycee's contribution fo this event that will include a volunteer recognition element to it

ORDER OF BUSINESS

+ Introduction ‘ Susan Hoyt, City Administrator
* Report Tom Bouthilet, Staff to the CIC
* Questions from the council to the presenter Mayor and Council members
{3 minutes) :
e Questions from the public to the council Mayor facilitates
(3 minutes)

e Call for a motion to consider actibn Mayor and Council members
e Discussion _ A Mayor and Council members

¢ Action ‘ City Council



